
Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation Commission’s 
Elderly & Disabled Transportation Advisory Committee 
(Also serves as the Social Service Transportation Advisory Council) 

AGENDA  
1:30pm - 3:30pm  

Tuesday, February 14, 2023 

1:35 called to order    

1. 1:30pm — Call to Order

2. 1:30pm — Introductions

3. 1:35pm — Oral communications

4. 1:40pm — Additions or deletions to the consent or regular agenda

1:42pm- CONSENT AGENDA 

All items appearing on the consent agenda are considered to be minor or 
non-controversial and will be acted upon in one motion if no member of 
the E&D TAC or public wishes an item be removed and discussed on the 
regular agenda. Members of the E&D TAC may raise questions, seek 
clarification or add directions to Consent Agenda items without removing 

NOTE: TELECONFERENCE 

Join the online meeting to see presentations: 
https://us02web.zoom.us/j/86428958557 

Meeting ID: 864 2895 8557 

Dial by your location: +1 669 900 9128 

Members of the public may not attend this meeting in person. Comments and questions 
may be shared with the Committee through teleconference audio in real time, or by prior 

written submission to amarino@sccrtc.org. 

Due to precautions associated with COVID-19, and following current state law (AB 361) 
regarding the Brown Act, all RTC and committee meetings until further notice will be held 
by teleconference only. Members of the public can listen and participate in meetings over 

the phone and through the internet. 
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the item from the Consent Agenda as long as no other E&D TAC member 
objects to the change. 

5. Approve Minutes from October 11, 2022— pg. 5

6. Approve Minutes from December 13, 2022— pg. 10

7. Receive RTC Meeting Highlights— pg. 144

8. Receive E&D TAC 2023 Meeting Schedule— pg. 19

9. Receive TDA Revenues Report— pg. 20

10. Receive FY 23-24 TDA Claims Calendar— pg. 21

11. Receive Information Items— pg. 22
a. Support for Zero Emission Rail Transit & Trail Project Letter from the E&D

TAC
b. Dangerous by Design 2022
c. Public Transport Planning and Development toward Resilience, Case of

Toyama City

REGULAR AGENDA 

12. 1:55 pm — Receive Program Updates— pg. 87
a. Volunteer Center
b. Community Bridges
c. Santa Cruz Metro
d. SCCRTC
e. Pedestrian Ad-hoc Subcommittee

i. Pedestrian Hazard Report

13. Committee Appointment— pg. 88

14. Transportation Goals, Evaluation Criteria, and Strategic
Priorities— pg. 97

15. Preliminary Draft 2023 Unmet Needs List— pg. 110

16. Draft Call for Projects for TNC Access for All Program—
pg. 123

17. Green Valley Rd. Path Design— pg. 144
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18. Santa Cruz METRO Line 71/Rapid Corridors Project—pg. 146

19. 3:30 pm — Adjourn

Next meeting: 1:30 pm, April 11, 2023 hosted in person at the 
SCCRTC office located at: 1101 Pacific Avenue, Suite 250. Santa 
Cruz, CA 95060.  

HOW TO REACH US        Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation    
        Commission 
        1101 Pacific Avenue, Suite 250,  
        Santa Cruz, CA 95060 

    Phone: (831) 460-3200 / fax (831) 460-3215 
 Email: info@sccrtc.org / website: www.sccrtc.org 

ACCOMMODATIONS FOR PEOPLE WITH DISABILITIES 
The Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation Commission does not 
discriminate on the basis of disability and no person shall, by reason of a 
disability, be denied the benefits of its services, programs, or activities. This 
meeting location is an accessible facility. If you wish to attend this meeting 
and require special assistance in order to participate, please contact RTC staff 
at 460-3200 (CRS 800/735-2929) at least three working days in advance of 
this meeting to make arrangements. People with disabilities may request a 
copy of the agenda in an alternative format. As a courtesy to those person 
affected, please attend the meeting smoke and scent-free. 

SERVICIOS DE TRADUCCIÓN/TRANSLATION SERVICES 
Si gusta estar presente o participar en esta junta de la Comisión Regional de 
Transporte del condado de Santa Cruz y necesita información o servicios de 
traducción al español por favor llame por lo menos con tres días laborables 
de anticipo al (831) 460-3200 para hacer los arreglos necesarios. (Spanish 
language translation is available on an as needed basis. Please make advance 
arrangements (at least three days in advance by calling (831) 460-3200.     

TITLE VI NOTICE 
The RTC operates its programs and services without regard to race, color 
and national origin in accordance with Title VI of the Civil Rights Act. Any 
person believing to have been aggrieved by the RTC under Title VI may file 
a complaint with RTC by contacting the RTC at (831) 460-3212 or 1523 
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Pacific Avenue, Santa Cruz, CA, 95060 or online at www.sccrtc.org. A 
complaint may also be filed directly with the Federal Transit Administration 
to the Office of Civil Rights, Attention: Title VI Program Coordinator, East 
Building, 5th Floor-TCR, 1200 New Jersey Ave., SE, Washington, DC 20590. 

I:\E&DTAC\2023\02-14\01_Agenda-February.docx 
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E&D TAC Minutes 1 October 11, 2022 

 

 

 

 
Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation Commission’s 
Elderly & Disabled Transportation Advisory Committee 

(Also serves as the Social Service Transportation Advisory Council) 
 

DRAFT MINUTES 

1:30pm - 3:30pm 
 

Tuesday, October 11, 2022 
NOTE: Meeting was held via Zoom. 

 

1. Roll call 
 

The meeting was called to order at 1:30 p.m. 
 

Members present: 
Tara Ireland, Social Service Provider-Persons of Limited Means 
Lisa Berkowitz, CTSA (Community Bridges) 
Jesus Bojorquez, CTSA (Lift Line) 
Michael Pisano, Potential transit User (60+) 
Caroline Lamb, Potential Transit User (Disabled) 
Janet Edwards, 1st District 
Nadia Noriega, CTSA (Lift Line) 
Patty Talbott, Social Service Provider-Seniors 
Ed Hutton, 5th District 
Eileen Wagley, SCMTD (Metro) 
Phil Kipnis, 1st District Alternate 
 
Unexcused absences: 
Alex Weske, Social Service Provider – Disabled 
Paul Elerick, 2nd District 

 
RTC staff present: 
Amanda Marino, Transportation Planner 
Rachel Moriconi, Senior Transportation Planner 
 
Others present: 
Chris Duymich, AMBAG 
Paul Hierling, AMBAG 
Miguel Lizarraga, City of Santa Cruz Public Works 
Miranda Taylor, AMBAG 
Christina Witt, Department of Rehabilitation 
Joshua Spangrud, City of Santa Cruz Public Works 
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E&D TAC Minutes 2 October 11, 2022 

 

 

 

Becky Steinbruner, Cabrillo Host Lions Club 
Dena Taylor, Member of the Public 
Becky Taylor, Member of the Public 
 

2. Introductions 
 

3. Oral communications 
 

Becky Steinbruner, Cabrillo Host Lions Club, announced a public general 
meeting for the Cabrillo Host Lions Club on October 27th at 7:00 pm at 
the Aptos Village County Park with Santa Cruz County Public Works 
Traffic Safety Engineer guest speaker. Ms. Steinbruner informed the 
committee of the Lions Club International White Cane Safety Day on 
October 15th. 
 
Vice Chair Janet Edwards encouraged the committee to attend the Budget 
and Administrative Personnel Committee Meeting on October 13th at 1:30 
pm to provide input on the appointment process for the advisory 
committees by County Supervisors. Ms. Edwards additionally shared with 
the committee that she did not have access to wheelchair accessible 
transportation service when a medical emergency occurred.  
 

4. Additions or deletions to consent and regular agendas  
 
 

CONSENT AGENDA 
 

5. Approved minutes from August 9, 2022 
 

A motion (Pisano/Berkowitz) was made to approve the minutes. The 
motion passed with members Tara Ireland, Lisa Berkowitz, Jesus 
Bojorquez, Michael Pisano, Caroline Lamb, Janet Edwards, Nadia Noriega, 
Patty Talbott, Ed Hutton, Eileen Wagley, voting in favor. 
 

6. Received RTC Meeting Highlights 
 

7. Received Information Items 
 

a. Transportation Development Act (TDA) Fiscal Years 2019-2021 Triennial 
Performance Audit 

 
A motion (Hutton/Bojorquez) was made to approve the consent agenda. 
The motion passed with members Tara Ireland, Lisa Berkowitz, Jesus 
Bojorquez, Michael Pisano, Caroline Lamb, Janet Edwards, Nadia Noriega, 
Patty Talbott, Ed Hutton, Eileen Wagley voting in favor. 
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E&D TAC Minutes 3 October 11, 2022 

 

 

 

REGULAR AGENDA 
  

8. Received Program Updates 

a. Volunteer Center  

Tara Ireland communicated that the Volunteer Center has gained 5 
new volunteers including a dispatcher position that has allowed the 
Volunteer Center to fulfill 100% of requests.  

 
b. Community Bridges – TDA Second Quarter Summary Report 

 
Jesus Bojorquez updated the committee that Lift Line hired a new 
scheduler and dispatcher to assist on the weekends. Lift Line has an 
open Driver Supervisor Trainer position and is accepting 
applications. More information can be found on: 
https://communitybridges.org/liftline/ 

    
c. Santa Cruz METRO 

 
Eileen Wagley announced that METRO is currently hiring for fixed 
route transit drivers and recently hired new paratransit drivers. More 
information can be found at http://www.scmtd.com/en/agency-
info/metro-employment. Ms. Wagley also noted the installation of 
new blue benches at transit stops.  

 
d. SCCRTC 

 
Amanda Marino, Transportation Planner, announced that the RTC 
was accepted to be the Access Fund Administrator for the TNC 
access for All Program to fund on-demand wheelchair accessible 
vehicle transportation services in Santa Cruz County. In the next 
coming months, staff will be developing a scope of work for access 
providers to use these funds. The draft will then be presented to the 
E&D TAC to review and provide input. Additionally, Ms. Marino 
announced the next Budget and Administrative Personnel Committee 
Meeting on Thursday, October 13th at 1:30 pm discussing the 
appointment process for the advisory committees by County 
Supervisors. 
 
Ms. Marino informed the committee that the conference room at the 
RTC office is in the process of setting up the capability to have 
hybrid meetings. Staff will provide more information on how 
meetings will be held and the requirements for the new bill AB 2449 
to require in-person quorums and limiting the number of times a 
representative can attend via teleconference. 
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E&D TAC Minutes 4 October 11, 2022 

e. Pedestrian Ad-Hoc Subcommittee
i. Pedestrian Hazard Report

Vice Chair Janet Edwards stated that the subcommittee is continuing 
to monitor the public meetings and projects of local jurisdictions 
throughout Santa Cruz County. Ms. Edwards provided an update on 
the status of the Clares St. Project including upgrading the corner of 
40th avenue. Ms. Edwards informed the committee of the death of a 
68-year-old male in an electric wheel chair killed by a drunk driver 
in Live Oak, and a woman killed at Green Valley Rd in Watsonville 
crossing the street.

9. Measure D: Five-Year Programs of Projects for Regional Projects

Rachel Moriconi, Senior Transportation Planner, presented the proposed
updates to the Measure D five-year programs of projects for each of the
regional transportation categories – Highway Corridors, Active Transportation,
and the Rail Corridor, as well as San Lorenzo Valley Highway 9 Corridor
Improvements, the Highway 17 Wildlife Crossing. The 5-year Plans,
programming anticipated Measure D revenues for FY22/23-26/27, focus on
continued implementation of previously approved and/or prioritized projects.
The committee provided comments and questions regarding the highway
projects and segments of the rail trail.

A motion (Lamb/Bojorquez) was made to recommend that the Regional
Transportation Commission approve the Measure D: Five-Year Programs of
Projects for Regional Projects. The motion passed with members Tara Ireland,
Lisa Berkowitz, Jesus Bojorquez, Michael Pisano, Caroline Lamb, Janet
Edwards, Nadia Noriega, Patty Talbott, Ed Hutton, Eileen Wagley voting in
favor.

10. Draft 2022 Coordinated Public Transit-Human Services Transportation
Plan

Miranda Taylor, AMBAG Planner, provided information to the committee
on the Draft 2022 Coordinated Public Transit-Human Services
Transportation Plan (Coordinated Plan). The purpose of the Coordinated
Plan is to create a plan to improve regional transit for individuals that are
elderly, disabled, and/or low-income. The projects and strategies
identified in this plan are made eligible for federal funding through the
FTA Section 5310 grant program. The Draft 2022 Coordinated Plan is
available on the AMBAG website at https://ambag.org/plans/monterey-
bay-area-coordinated-public-transit-human-services-transportation-plan.
Committee members provided comments and questions regarding service
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E&D TAC Minutes 5 October 11, 2022 

providers and partner agency coordination. 

No action taken. 

11. Regional Early Action Planning Grants 2.0 Program

Paul Hierling and Chris Duymich, AMBAG staff, delivered an update on the
Regional Early Action Program (REAP) 2.0 Program including recent
feedback and input received from outreach activities. The REAP program
integrates housing and climate goals allowing for broader planning and
implementation investments, including infrastructure investments that
support future housing development. The committee provided
suggestions on projects in Santa Cruz County that would benefit from this
funding.

No action taken.

12. Ocean St Pavement Rehab & Bike/Ped Upgrades Review

Miguel Lizarraga and Joshua Spangrud, City of Santa Cruz Public Works
Staff, presented an overview Ocean Street Pavement Rehab & Bike/Ped
Upgrades Project and requested input from the committee prior to the
construction of the project. The city of Santa Cruz seeks to make
improvements to Ocean Street, due to pavement condition. The
rehabilitation work provides an opportunity to make safety improvements
including bike and pedestrian infrastructure. The committee provided
comments and asked questions regarding ADA accessibility and pedestrian
crossings.

No action taken.

Meeting adjourned at approximately 3:05 pm. 

The next E&D TAC meeting is scheduled for Tuesday, December 13, 2022 at 
1:30 p.m. NOTE: Teleconference may be necessary due to COVID-19. 

Respectfully submitted, Amanda Marino, Staff 
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E&D TAC Minutes 1 December 13, 2022 

 

 

 

 
Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation Commission’s 
Elderly & Disabled Transportation Advisory Committee 

(Also serves as the Social Service Transportation Advisory Council) 
 

DRAFT MINUTES 

1:30pm - 3:30pm 
 

Tuesday, December 13, 2022 
NOTE: Meeting was held via Zoom. 

 

1. Roll call 
 

The meeting was called to order at 1:35 p.m.  
 
No quorum present. The committee continued the meeting only to receive 
information.  

 
Members present: 
Michael Pisano, Potential transit User (60+) 
Caroline Lamb, Potential Transit User (Disabled) 
Alicia Morales, Social Service provider-Seniors (County) 
Janet Edwards, 1st District 
Patricia Fohrman, 4th District Alternate  
 
Unexcused absences: 
Alex Weske, Social Service Provider – Disabled 
Paul Elerick, 2nd District 
Lisa Berkowitz, CTSA (Community Bridges) 
Jesus Bojorquez, CTSA (Lift Line) 
Martha Rubbo, 4th District  
Ed Hutton, 5th District 
Eileen Wagley, SCMTD (METRO) 

 
RTC staff present: 
Amanda Marino, Transportation Planner 
Luis Mendez, Deputy Director 
Matt Schroder, Transportation Planner 
Brianna Goodman, Transportation Planner 
Rachel Moriconi, Senior Transportation Planner 
 
Others present: 
Dan Estranero, City of Santa Cruz 
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E&D TAC Minutes 2 December 13, 2022 

 

 

 

Matt Starkey, City of Santa Cruz 
Christina Witt, Department of Rehabilitation 
 

2. Introductions 
 

3. Oral communications 
 

4. Additions or deletions to consent and regular agendas  
 
 

CONSENT AGENDA 
 

5. Approve minutes from October 11, 2022 
 

6. Receive RTC Meeting Highlights 
 

7. Receive E&D TAC 2023 Meeting Schedule 
 
8. Receive Information Items 
 

a. The Exceptionally American Problem of Rising Roadway Deaths 
 

No action taken. 
REGULAR AGENDA 

  
9. Receive Program Updates 

a. Volunteer Center  

No update, staff was not present.  
 

b. Community Bridges – TDA Q4 and Annual FY 21-22 Summary 
 
No update, staff was not present. 

    
c. Santa Cruz METRO 

 
 No update, staff was not present. 
 

d. SCCRTC – Covid Public Meeting Rules and AB 2449 
 

Amanda Marino, Transportation Planner, informed the committee 
that starting in March 2023 the RTC citizen advisory committee 
meetings will be held under the general Brown Act rules. A quorum 
of committee members needs to be present in person, but members 
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E&D TAC Minutes 3 December 13, 2022 

 

 

 

of the public or committee alternates may participate remotely.  
 
Ms. Marino provided information regarding the revisions to the RTC 
Rules and Regulations for the appointment of corresponding 
members to the RTC’s citizen advisory committees by members of 
the County Board of Supervisors. 

 
e. Pedestrian Ad-Hoc Subcommittee  

i. Pedestrian Hazard Report 
 

Vice Chair Janet Edwards stated that the subcommittee is continuing 
to monitor the public meetings and projects of local jurisdictions 
throughout Santa Cruz County. 
 

                    No action taken. 
 
 

10. Committee Appointment 
 

E&D TAC applicant, Christina Witt introduced herself to the committee and 
provided an overview of her Statement of Interest.  

 
 No action taken. 
 

11. Draft 2023 State and Federal Legislative Programs 
 

Matt Schroeder, Transportation Planner, presented a summary of the Draft 
RTC legislative priorities and requested that the committee provide input 
on any priorities or issues that the RTC should consider, monitor, or 
pursue in 2023.  

 
 No action taken.  

 
12. City of Santa Cruz Article 8 Transportation Development Act Allocation 

Request 
 

Dan Estranero, City of Santa Cruz Staff presented the Bay Street 
Protected Bike Lanes and Pedestrian Path project. The project is a 
proposal to design and construct new separated bike lanes on Bay Street 
(Bay Drive) between Escalona Drive and Nobel Drive/Iowa Drive as well 
as a pedestrian path on one side of Bay Street. The committee reviewed 
and asked questions regarding accessibility of pedestrians using the path.  

 
No action taken. 

 
13. Draft Concepts for San Lorenzo Valley Schools Complex Circulation and 
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E&D TAC Minutes 4 December 13, 2022 

 

 

 

Access Study 
 

Brianna Goodman, Transportation Planner, presented an overview of the 
SLV Schools Circulation and Access Study that was initiated in 
collaboration with agency stakeholders as a first step in advancing 
priority projects from the Highway 9/San Lorenzo Valley Complete Streets 
Corridor Plan to address deficiencies at the SLV Schools campus. The E&D 
TAC provided comments on the pedestrian and operation improvements 
of the engineering concepts.  

 
 No action taken.   

 
Meeting adjourned at approximately 2:45 pm. 
 
The next E&D TAC meeting is scheduled for Tuesday, February 14th, 2022 at 
1:30 p.m. NOTE: Teleconference may be necessary due to COVID-19. 
 
Respectfully submitted, Amanda Marino, Staff 
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 Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation Commission 
1101 Pacific Avenue, Suite 250, Santa Cruz, CA 95060 

phone: (831) 460-3200  
email: info@sccrtc.org; website: www.sccrtc.org 

 
  

 CONTACTS:  Shannon Munz, Communications Specialist (smunz@sccrtc.org) 
   Guy Preston, Executive Director 
   Luis Pavel Mendez, Deputy Director     

 
Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation Commission (RTC) 

Jan. 12, 2023 Meeting Highlights 
 
Approval of Purchase and Sale Agreement for acquisition of property for Highway 1 
Auxiliary Lanes, Bus-on-Shoulder, and Coastal Rail Trail Segment 12 Project 
The Commission authorized the purchase of property at 7992 Soquel Drive in Aptos for the Highway 
1 Auxiliary Lanes and Bus-on-Shoulder from State Park Drive to Freedom Boulevard and Coastal Rail 
Trail Segment 12 Project. The right-of-way needs for the Project include a portion of the property to 
construct the 16-foot wide Coastal Rail Trail as planned on the inland side of the tracks. 
Construction is scheduled to begin as early as 2025, dependent on securing the remaining funding 
and property rights. 
 
 
Upcoming RTC and Committee Meetings 

On September 16, 2021, Governor Newsom signed AB 361 which continues the 
Brown Act waivers and allows the RTC to continue Commission and committee 
meetings in a virtual format. The RTC is now holding its commission meetings in a 
hybrid (virtual and in-person) format. Please check the RTC website 
[https://sccrtc.org/meetings/calendar/] or call 460-3200 to confirm meeting and 
video conference information for future meetings. Agendas are posted to the 
website at least 3 days before the meeting and will also include attendance 
information. Meetings may be canceled if there are no action items to be 
considered by the committee. 
 
The RTC is committed to its compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act 
(ADA) during this time of national emergency. Please contact the RTC at least 3 
days in advance of a meeting if special accommodations are needed. If any 
document, webpage, meeting, or recording is inaccessible to you, kindly notify us 
at info@sccrtc.org or by calling 831-460-3200. 
 
Regional Transportation Commission Meeting 
Thursday, Feb. 2, 2023, 9:00 a.m. 

 
Interagency Technical Advisory Committee 
Thursday, Jan. 19, 2023, 1:30 p.m. 
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Budget & Admin/Personnel Committee 
Thursday, Feb. 9, 2023, 1:30 p.m. 
 
Bicycle Advisory Committee  
Monday, Feb. 13, 2023, 6:00 p.m. 
 
Elderly & Disabled Transportation Advisory Committee 
Tuesday, Feb. 14, 2023, 1:30 p.m.  

 
Public input on transportation issues is welcomed and encouraged. For more information, 
visit the SCCRTC website at www.sccrtc.org or call 460-3200. Some Regional Transportation 
Commission meetings are televised countywide by Community TV of Santa Cruz. Consult 
www.communitytv.org or call 831-425-8848 for schedule and station information.
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 Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation Commission 
1101 Pacific Avenue, Suite 250, Santa Cruz, CA 95060 

phone: (831) 460-3200  
email: info@sccrtc.org; website: www.sccrtc.org 

 
  

 CONTACTS:  Shannon Munz, Communications Specialist (smunz@sccrtc.org) 
   Guy Preston, Executive Director 
   Luis Pavel Mendez, Deputy Director     

 
Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation Commission (RTC) 

Feb. 2, 2023 Meeting Highlights 
 
Measure D Taxpayer Oversight Committee Appointments 
Measure D, which was approved by over 2/3 of Santa Cruz County voters in November 2016, 
includes the formation of an oversight committee. The RTC appointed two new committee 
members representing Districts 1 & 2 and reappointed the committee members representing 
Districts 3 & 5 to the Measure D Taxpayer Oversight Committee for two-year terms. 
 
Vegetation Control Utilizing Goats Along the Santa Cruz Branch Rail Line 
The Commission adopted a resolution to enter into an agreement for vegetation control along the 
Santa Cruz Branch Rail Line (SCBRL). Goats will be utilized as one of the methods of controlling 
vegetation overgrowth. Goats are quieter, more energy efficient, require less person-power, reduce 
the need for and/or enhance the effectiveness of herbicides, and reduce the overall maintenance 
cost of the corridor. Traditional vegetation control methods such as trimming, mowing, and hand 
application of non-hazardous herbicides will also be utilized as part of the overall vegetation control 
program. Vegetation control work is expected to begin later this month, weather permitting. The 
schedule will be posted to the RTC website in advance of the work.  
 
Storm Damage to Transportation Facilities in Santa Cruz County 
The Commission accepted information from staff related to damage caused by recent storms and 
authorized amendments to existing contracts and to enter into new contracts as necessary to 
address storm damage along the Santa Cruz Branch Rail Line (SCBRL), including fallen, damaged or 
weakened trees; landslides, slope embankment washouts, and at least one railroad bridge 
damaged by a large fallen tree. RTC staff is continuing to assess the extent of damage and may 
enter into additional emergency contracts, and will seek reimbursement from the California Office 
of Emergency Services (CalOES) and the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) for 
eligible expenditures. 
 
2023 State and Federal Legislative Programs 
The Commission received updates from staff on state and federal legislative issues and adopted the 
RTC’s 2023 legislative program to assist in analyzing the transportation impacts of legislative 
activities. The RTC legislative platform is used to advance regional projects and key goals 
and targets in the Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation Plan. As part of the legislative work 
program, the RTC works to ensure that transportation-related statutes and guidelines are 
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structured in a manner that considers Santa Cruz County’s significant maintenance, active 
transportation and transit system needs, traffic congestion, and sustainability goals. 
 
Approval of Purchase and Sale Agreement for acquisition of property for Highway 1 Auxiliary 
Lanes, Bus-on-Shoulder, and Coastal Rail Trail Segment 12 Project 
The Commission authorized the purchase of property at 7994 & 7996 Soquel Drive in Aptos for the 
Highway 1 Auxiliary Lanes and Bus-on-Shoulder from State Park Drive to Freedom Boulevard and 
Coastal Rail Trail Segment 12 Project. The right-of-way needs for the project include a portion of the 
property to construct the 16-foot wide Coastal Rail Trail as planned on the inland side of the tracks. 
Construction is scheduled to begin as early as 2025, dependent on securing the remaining funding 
and property rights. 
 
Upcoming RTC and Committee Meetings 

On February 28, 2023 the COVID-19 pandemic state of emergency is expected to 
be lifted. Beginning in March, RTC and committee meetings will be held under 
regular Brown Act requirements, which require voting members to participate at a 
designated location, unless they meet the qualifications for one of the very limited 
reasons for remote participation established by AB 2449 (2022). Non-voting 
members of the Commission and its committees, as well as members of the public 
and staff, will have the option to participate in person or remotely provided 
equipment is available at the meeting location to allow remote participation. If 
there are technical difficulties during a meeting that then prevent remote 
participation, the meeting will continue. Please check the RTC website 
[https://sccrtc.org/meetings/calendar/] or call 460-3200 to confirm meeting 
location and video conference information for future meetings. Agendas are posted 
to the website at least 3 days before the meeting and will also include attendance 
information. Meetings may be canceled if there are no action items to be 
considered by the committee. 
 
The RTC is committed to its compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act 
(ADA) during this time of national emergency. Please contact the RTC at least 3 
days in advance of a meeting if special accommodations are needed. If any 
document, webpage, meeting, or recording is inaccessible to you, kindly notify us 
at info@sccrtc.org or by calling 831-460-3200. 
 
Regional Transportation Commission Meeting 
Thursday, March 2, 2023, 9:00 a.m. 

 
Bicycle Advisory Committee  
Monday, Feb. 13, 2023, 6:00 p.m. 
 
Elderly & Disabled Transportation Advisory Committee 
Tuesday, Feb. 14, 2023, 1:30 p.m.  

 
Budget & Admin/Personnel Committee 
Thursday, March 9, 2023, 1:30 p.m. 
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Public input on transportation issues is welcomed and encouraged. For more information, 
visit the SCCRTC website at www.sccrtc.org or call 460-3200. Some Regional Transportation 
Commission meetings are televised countywide by Community TV of Santa Cruz. Consult 
www.communitytv.org or call 831-425-8848 for schedule and station information.
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FY 2023-24 Funding Cycle Calendar 
Article 8 Transportation Development Act  

 
 

March 
 
2 Commission’s Budget & Administration/Personnel Committee considers 

preliminary FY 2022-23 budget including TDA estimates  
 
31 CTSA, Volunteer Center, and METRO submit draft claims (including the claim 

form and back up materials) to the Regional Transportation Commission Staff (RTC 
Staff) to be included in the April E&D TAC packet. 

 
April 
 
6 RTC considers revised budget including TDA allocations  
 
11 The E&D TAC reviews the Volunteer Center, CTSA, and METRO draft claims for 

expending the TDA funds along with back up materials  
 
11  RTC staff notifies recipients if revisions to the FY 22-23 TDA claims are necessary 
 
17 CTSA, Volunteer Center and METRO send the final claim materials to the RTC 

staff. RTC staff prepares the SCCRTC resolution and staff report for the RTC 
meeting. Recommendations of approval by RTC staff for CTSA and Volunteer claim 
recommendations will be contingent on approval from the City of Santa Cruz to act 
as the claimant. 

 
May 
 
4       RTC acts on the claims and the resolution prepared by SCCRTC staff approving the 

Article 8c TDA claims.  The resolution will outline the amount of the claim, the 
payment amounts and schedule and the reporting requirements.  

 
8 The CTSA and Volunteer Center submit to the City of Santa Cruz TDA materials 

and a request for the City of Santa Cruz to act as the claimant  
 
18 The City of Santa Cruz acts to approve by resolution an authorization to direct the 

City Manager to execute an agreement with the Volunteer Center and CTSA 
allowing the City to act as a claimant for TDA funds obtained from the Commission. 

 
June   
   
5-16 RTC fiscal officer readies paperwork to begin payment of claims at the beginning 

of the fiscal year. 
[Bold italics indicate the responsible party.] 

 
 
 

                                                       I:\E&DTAC\TDA\Annual TDA Plan\TDAPLN 23-24.docx 
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January 30th, 2023          
 
Executive Director Guy Preston 
Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation Commission 
1101 Pacific Ave, Suite 250 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060 
 
Re: Support for Zero Emission (ZE) Rail Transit & Trail Project 

 
Dear Director Preston, 
 
The Elderly & Disabled Transportation Advisory Committee (E&D TAC) advises the Santa Cruz 
County Regional Transportation Commission (RTC), the Santa Cruz Metropolitan Transit District 
(Metro), and other service providers on transportation needs for people with disabilities, seniors 
and persons of limited means.  
 
In fulfilling this obligation, the Elderly and Disabled Transportation Advisory Committee (E&D 
TAC) is pleased to share our enthusiastic/wholehearted/strong support for the Zero Emission 
(ZE) Rail Transit & Trail Project, and we urge state and federal agencies to provide funding for 
this important project. This multimodal transit project will truly benefit the populations we 
represent, allowing greater access to jobs, medical appointments, recreation and participation in 
many more activities. Many miles of bicycle access can promote a healthy and emission-free 
lifestyle for those able to ride. The many miles of walking trails will provide health benefits for 
those who can walk long distances and those who may be able to take a short, quiet, easy walk 
to the senior center or to have a nice walk with friends. This is especially important because 
isolation is proving to negatively impact health for those who live alone. Efficient emission-free 
train travel will allow people to get from one end of the county to the other much more quickly 
without having to change vehicles so often, sit out on busy streets to wait for each transfer, 
and to enjoy the company of their family and friends more easily. For example, if three friends 
happen to all use wheelchairs, they could stay together while riding a train to an evening 
concert. Disadvantaged, disabled or low-income persons have just as many deadlines as the 
rest of the society and need the opportunity to get their errands done and still have time left in 
the day for caring for family members or getting across town.   
 
Santa Cruz County currently suffers from severe congestion, long and unreliable transit travel 
times, inequitable land use patterns, and limited transit connectivity to the rest of the Monterey 
Bay Area and the San Francisco Bay Area. New rail service will utilize the publicly owned Santa 
Cruz Branch Rail right-of-way to provide all-day service connecting the most populated areas of 
Santa Cruz County to the greater region.  
 
In addition to increasing transit options within Santa Cruz County, at the Pajaro Junction, the 
Project will provide a new intercity transportation option for riders traveling to and from the 
Central Coast, San Francisco Bay Area, and the Central Valley, as well as a connection to High-
Speed Rail at Gilroy. Santa Cruz County residents and visitors will also have improved transit 
access to Silicon Valley’s central rail hub, Diridon Station, via the Highway 17 Express Amtrak 
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connector service, which runs directly from downtown Santa Cruz. This additional service is 
extremely vital because a single traffic problem on Hwy 17 means that someone might not be 
able to get to work, might miss an important transit connection or may be stranded a long way 
from home. The rail option is also important because if a disabled traveler is managing luggage, 
taking several different public transit vehicles, or walking any distance from train to bus can be 
prohibitive. Taking expensive limo transit is simply not an option for low-income travelers.  
this new rail service will also complement Santa Cruz Metropolitan Transit District’s ongoing 
efforts to increase network frequency and reliability. Allowing new rail service which travels 
through areas where people now live means that feeder bus lines can be shorter and easier to 
manage. It also may encourage many previously unserved populations from other counties to 
visit Santa Cruz, increasing tourist dollars brought into the county.  

Once complete, the 32-mile Coastal Rail Trail will provide a nearly entirely off-street 
transportation facility connecting riders to rail stations. The rail and trail combine to provide a 
safe, sustainable, healthy, reliable, affordable, and enjoyable alternative to driving for Santa 
Cruz County residents and visitors. The corridor serves numerous schools, central business 
districts, affordable housing projects, parks, and beaches.   

Passenger rail is an essential component of America's transportation system and supports 
economic development, connects rural communities to urban job centers, and helps reduce 
roadway congestion. This project closely aligns with local, regional, state, and federal 
transportation objectives and will improve safety, increase mobility, reduce congestion, and 
enhance the quality of life for residents, students, and visitors. The E&D TAC is pleased to 
support this work and cannot overstate the necessity of its completion for all residents of, and 
visitors to Santa Cruz County.  

Thank you for considering funding this critical project. 

Sincerely, 

Veronica Elsea, Chair 
Elderly and Disabled Transportation Advisory Committee 
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This project was made possible by:

The Centers for Disease Control and Prevention 

provided support for data analysis and synthesis 

used in the report under cooperative agreement 

OT18-1802 supporting the Active People, Healthy 

NationSM Initiative, a national initiative led by 

the CDC to help 27 million Americans become 

more physically active by 2027. Learn more: https://www.cdc.gov/

physicalactivity/activepeoplehealthynation/index.html. The findings and 

conclusions in this report are those of the authors and do not necessarily 

represent the official position of the Centers for Disease Control and 

Prevention.

Smart Growth America advocates for people who want to live and work 

in great neighborhoods. We envision a country where no matter where 

you live, or who you are, you can enjoy living in a place that is healthy, 

prosperous, and resilient. Learn more at www.smartgrowthamerica.org. 

The National Complete Streets Coalition, a program of Smart 

Growth America, is a non-profit, non-partisan alliance of public interest 

organizations and transportation professionals committed to the 

development and implementation of Complete Streets policies and 

practices. A nationwide movement launched by the Coalition in 2004, 

Complete Streets is the integration of people and place in the planning, 

design, construction, operation, and maintenance of transportation 

networks. www.completestreets.org

Smart Growth America project team: The primary authors were 

Ebony Venson, Abigail Grimminger, and Stephen Kenny, with additional 

writing by Rayla Bellis and Steve Davis. Becca Buthe and Chris 

McCahill conducted all analyses. Becca Buthe created all maps and 

figures throughout this report. Design and editorial by Steve Davis, 

with editorial assistance by Eric Cova and Helen Hope. This report was 

produced under the leadership of Beth Osborne, Vice President of 

Transportation. Cover photo by Forever Ready Productions. Released in 

July 2022. Available at smartgrowthamerica.org/dangerous-by-design
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This crisis will continue to get worse until those with 
the power finally make safety for everyone who uses 

our roads the top priority.

Photo by Steve Davis / Smart Growth America
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Seeing driving go down while deaths went up should call 
into question the long-held belief that traffic fatalities are 

inextricably linked to the amount of driving.

Overall in 2020, all traffic fatalities were up 6.8 percent (including 

pedestrians, drivers, and others using our streets). This increase is even 

more notable in light of the significant drop in driving.7 Our traffic deaths 

per mile driven increased by 21 percent compared to the 2019 rate, 

reaching the highest death rate per mile driven since 2007.

Seeing driving go down and deaths go up should call into question the 

long-held conventional wisdom among policymakers and transportation 

professionals that traffic fatalities are inextricably linked to the amount 

of driving, which is one of the reasons the GHSA and others have 

traditionally reported fatalities per mile driven. But during the large 

decrease in driving during COVID, congestion evaporated, speeds 

increased dramatically, and more people were killed. 

It was incredibly ironic: Congestion, something transportation 

agencies spend billions to eliminate, seems to have been slowing 

traffic and reducing deadly crashes.8 According to recent studies, there 

was a significant increase in speeding and even reckless driving during 

the pandemic, contributing to the severity of crashes and the number of 

lives lost on our roads during 2020.9 

The US is an outlier when it comes to these trends. It’s also worth 

noting that, although driving went down almost everywhere around the 

world during the pandemic, the US was one of the only countries in the 

developed world that saw an increase in the deaths of people walking 

when that dip in driving occurred. Most peer countries have seen 

continuous drops in fatality rates over the past three decades. However, 

the US has had much higher fatality rates and the number of deaths has 

increased since 2009.10,11 

A study from the International Transport Forum found that the US 

was one of the only three of their 63 member countries that saw an 

increase in fatalities during the pandemic.12 The other two, Ireland 

and Switzerland, saw smaller increases and started from a much lower 

baseline.

More people walked more in 2020, but that didn’t lead to 
more deaths in all metro areas

While some metro areas did get marginally less deadly in 2020, 

pedestrian deaths increased overall in 67 of the 100 largest metro 

areas and 33 states when compared to the four years prior to the 

pandemic. There are many lessons that we can draw from both groups. 

The pandemic unleashed significant untapped demand for more walking 

in nearly every community across the country. New, first-time analysis in 

this year’s report using information from a company called StreetLight 

Data—based on anonymized information from cell phones and mobile 

devices—shows that walking trips (for all purposes) increased during 

the pandemic in every state and metro area we analyzed, regardless of 

climate or geography.
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Despite variation in deaths from year to year, this report also draws 

some limited comparisons between a single year (2020) and the previous 

four years to see which areas had the most significant changes during 

2020. Nationally, fatalities rose 4.5 percent between 2019 and 2020, 

and preliminary estimates show an even higher increase in 2021.

childcare needs, unemployment, or new remote work schedules? Though 

walking trips for commuting went way down during the pandemic, other 

data sources showed that walking overall actually increased during 

the pandemic. So this year’s report includes a brand new section (IV) 
that taps some new walking data from other sources to gain a better 

understanding of how and where people walk and how that affected 

fatalities, providing a deeper look into what happened on our streets in 

2020. 

The second notable change in the methodology is a shift to rank 

states and metro areas based on five years of data rather than 10. 

Using 10-year time periods has allowed each report to be compared to 

the previous edition, which also allows the public to easily see how states 

or metro areas are getting more or less deadly. Unfortunately, as noted 

above, the pandemic’s impact on walking data was going to make this 

continuity impossible, which gave us the chance to depart from the ten-

year horizon and begin assembling state and metro rankings in this 2022 

edition using a five-year time period, from 2016 to 2020 in this edition. 

The changes brought by COVID aren’t just a blip—commuting and travel 

patterns have been permanently transformed. Shifting to five years 

allows us to both more heavily weigh what happened in the pandemic 

year of 2020, while also drawing a sharper focus on current and 

more recent conditions. Additionally, USDOT, states, and metro areas 

also typically operate on five-year cycles for spending, planning, and 

performance measurement, making it a logical timeframe.
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Rankings shift around, but all of the 
most deadly metros are getting worse

The rankings within each edition of this 

report shift and metro areas may slide up and 

down, but every single one of the 20 most 

deadly metro areas has grown more deadly 

over the last decade. As the graphic on the 

previous page shows, a fatality rate that would 

have topped these rankings five years ago is 

only good enough for ninth-most deadly this 

time around.

No top 20 metro area that improved their 

position in this edition achieved that feat 

because they reduced their fatality rate. All 

20 have grown more deadly. (See the graphic 

at right.)

The metros that have slid down (“improved”) 

in the rankings have done so not because they 

have gotten safer, but because other metro 

areas have grown more deadly at astonishing 

rates, such as Albuquerque, Memphis, 

Charleston, Stockton, and Fresno.  (See the 

graphic on the following page.)
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Have any metro areas been trending 
safer over the last decade? 

As deaths have been on a steady and alarming 

increase nationally, have any metro areas been 

trending in the opposite direction, getting 

safer over the last decade? Comparing an 

average fatality rate for the past five years 

(2016-20) with the previous five years (2011-

15) we found that only a handful of metro 

areas (19 of 100) were bucking the national 

trend, albeit with only marginal gains, at best. 

Looking closer, the other 81 metro areas were 

growing far more deadly than these 19 metro 

areas were improving (see graphic at right). 

The average increase in the fatality rate in 

these 81 metro areas was 4.5 times greater 

than the average improvement within the 19 

metro areas that were trending marginally 

safer over the decade.

There are plenty of examples of successful 

safety improvements that have reduced 

fatalities on specific corridors within many 

of these largest 100 metro areas. But 

these metro areas have built 70 years of 

dangerous roads to retrofit, and these 

improvements, while welcome and needed, 

are the exception and not the rule. 

For this reason it has failed to lead to 

meaningful reductions in deaths across metro 

areas, states, and the nation. And at the same 

time states and cities are improving safety 

on specific corridors or intersections, many 

are building new roads with all of the same 

old issues. We need a transformation in the 

entire system—the task is monumental, and 

the effort needs to be sustained for years at 

the scale of this enormous problem.

We will fail to reverse this tragic trend until 

we fundamentally change the status quo 

of how we approach planning, designing, 

and operating our roads across every 

transportation project.
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the pandemic—these 2020 increases were 

significant in a number of metro areas. The 

ten metro areas with the highest increases 

(comparing 2020 with an average rate for 

2016-2019) are depicted in the graphic 

below. These ten metro areas with the biggest 

increases are all also among the top 40 most 

dangerous in the country. 

What happened during the pandemic 
in these metro areas? 

Even as the amount of driving dropped 

overall, 67 of the largest 100 metro areas 

saw increases in the deaths of people 

struck and killed while walking during the 

pandemic, compared to the previous four 

years. While some variation is expected from 

year to year—which is why we don’t typically 

compare a single year of data, outside of the 

unprecedented circumstances brought by 

Unfortunately, only 33 metro areas saw their 

fatality rates decrease during the pandemic, 

and most of those changes were marginal, 

especially when compared to the increases in 

other metro areas. 

Section VI later in this report examines the metro 
data, finding that metro areas where a large 
share of people were walking to work before the 
pandemic (because the infrastructure and land 
use support it) experienced lower increases in 
death rates.
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The top 20 most deadly states for 
pedestrians (2016-2020)

The graphic at right depicts the top twenty 

states with the highest number of pedestrian 

deaths. 

States in the southern half of the US are 

again overrepresented in the top ten most 

dangerous states, which is not surprising. The 

bulk of the growth and development in these 

regions has taken place in an era (post-1960) 

where low-density sprawling land uses and 

high-speed, multi-lane arterial highways 

have been the dominant form, with historic 

amounts of state and federal transportation 

funding poured into street designs that are 

deadly for everyone, especially people walking. 
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Have any states managed to reduce their fatality rate and buck the 

national trend over the last decade? Have any states been trending 

safer? The answer is almost “no”—46 states have been in lock step with 

the national trend, growing yet more deadly over the last decade. 

Comparing average fatality rates for the past five years (2016-20) with 

the five years previous (2011-15) we found that only four states, New 

York, North Dakota, Massachusetts, and Montana (plus the District of 

Columbia), managed to lower their fatality rates.

Have any states been trending safer over the last decade? 

This year, the rankings for the deadliest states for pedestrians changed 

slightly. Previous #1 Florida—where it should be noted that overall 

deaths still increased significantly in 2020—was surpassed by the 

increase in New Mexico, which is now the most dangerous state for 

pedestrians. No state that improved their position in this top 20 list 

achieved that feat because they reduced their fatality rate. All 20 

have grown more deadly with a higher fatality rate compared to their 

average rate for 2011-2015.

54



32

   

What happened during the pandemic 
at the state level?

Unfortunately, even though driving overall 

dropped precipitously, only 18 states saw their 

fatality rates decrease during the pandemic 

(compared to the previous four years) and, 

similar to our findings in metro areas, those 

decreases were mostly marginal. 

Mississippi, Arkansas, Tennessee, and South 

Dakota saw the biggest increase in the rates 

of death during the pandemic compared to 

the previous four years. These states are also 

among the top twenty most dangerous states 

overall.
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The existence of dangerous, auto-centric infrastructure in communities 

of color is a result of “urban renewal” projects like the construction 

of the interstate system, which was intentionally sited through many 

Black and Brown communities, displacing millions of people and causing 

catastrophic damage for decades to those left behind, like increased 

exposure to pollution, worse access to jobs and services, and devastated 

local economies.15 

Non-drivers also face significant disparities, particularly those who rely 

on assisted mobility devices such as wheelchairs, walkers, prosthetics, 

and scooters. Existing streets lack consistent sidewalks, curb cuts, and 

safe intersections, making it difficult for nondrivers to navigate their 

communities and reach key destinations.14 

Race and ethnicity

People of color, particularly Native and Black Americans, are more likely 

to die while walking than any other race or ethnic group, as illustrated 

in the graphic on the previous page. Despite making up a smaller 

proportion of the population, people of color are overrepresented in the 

percentage of pedestrian deaths.

It’s worth noting that race and ethnicity are some of the most 

inconsistently reported components of federal fatality data. 11 percent 

of all pedestrian fatalities we examined failed to report race or 

ethnicity. A handful of states are particularly egregious offenders on 

this count, including Connecticut (43% of pedestrian deaths missing race 

data), New York (39%), Pennsylvania (39%), California (29%), Maryland 

(28%) and Hawaii (24%). 

With this point in mind, the disparities we see nationally in deaths 

by population could be even worse in reality. With 1,381 of 4,729 

pedestrian fatalities lacking race/ethnicity data, California has the largest 

absolute number of fatalities in this category. Consider: If Hispanic/

Latinx people make up the same share of those ~1,300 deaths as they do 

of California’s population overall (40 percent) the national fatality rate 

for Hispanic/Latinx people would significantly increase, from 1.8 to 2.0. 

Photo by Forever Ready Productions
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Black and Brown neighborhoods also 

tend to have more high-speed roads, poor 

visibility, and heavy traffic volume, and a 

lack of facilities for people walking.16 In 

many cities, communities of color house 

a disproportionately high share of the 

most deadly roads, devoid of pedestrian 

infrastructure. For example, in Philadelphia, 

a full 46 percent of the most dangerous 

roads are in poor areas mostly populated 

by people of color.17 And Black pedestrians 

are more likely to be subject to inequitable 

traffic enforcement and are more likely to be 

stopped, ticketed, and arrested for jaywalking 

and other walking violations.18 

This continues to occur as transportation 

agencies spend enormous sums to make 

trips for people traveling through these 

communities faster and easier at the expense 

of those places. As just one example, this can 

be seen in how agencies positively assess the 

impact of a potential new road on congestion, 

while failing entirely to consider the impact on 

people in that community who will no longer 

be able to safely or easily travel from one side 

of the road to the other. 

Low-income communities

While the federal database of fatalities 

does not include the household income of 

people struck and killed while walking, we 

do know where individuals were walking at 

the time of death. And the data is clear: the 

lower the income of the census tract, the 

more likely a person is to be struck and killed 

while walking there. Despite accounting for 

only 17 percent of the population, lower-

income neighborhoods (those with a median 

household income of $2,500-$43,000) are 

where more than 30 percent of all pedestrian 

deaths occur. 

Poor walking infrastructure and a lack of 

safety features put people walking in low-

income neighborhoods at higher risk, and 

many lower-income households do not have 

access to a vehicle and must rely on walking or 

public transportation to get around.
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4.	 More walking doesn’t have to result in more deaths. We can get 

more people walking to more places without seeing deaths increase, 

if we prioritize their safety from the ground up. This tracks with the 

worldwide trend—increases in walking and drops in driving only led 

to more deaths in the US and two other developed countries. Most 

got safer.

We explain more about the process and the methodology for these four 

findings in the following detailed section.

Separating the more deadly from the less deadly metro 
areas

To get a better understanding of whether increases in walking during the 

pandemic led to increases in deaths, we divided the 100 largest metro 

areas into two groups, or clusters. One group consisted of more deadly 

cities (more than 1.8 deaths per 100k) and a second group consisted of 

less deadly cities (up to 1.8 deaths per 100k). These groups are roughly 

equal in size, with about 50 cities included in each. We then compared 

the changes in death rates and differences in walking between the two 

groups. There was a large difference in average death rates for 2016-

2020 between these two groups: 2.7 annual deaths per 100,000 people 

on average in the more deadly Group 1, versus 1.3 in the less deadly 

Group 2. 

Four things we learned about the pandemic’s increase in 
walking and deaths

For this portion of the analysis we used walking data from both the U.S. 

Census and StreetLight to examine the impact of increased walking 

during the pandemic. We grouped metro areas into two categories by 

their death rates from 2016 to 2020 (more deadly, less deadly) and 

discovered four basic trends: 

1.	 StreetLight’s data shows that walking increased everywhere 

during the pandemic, but those increases only led to more deaths 

in certain metro areas. 

2.	 In 2020, fatality rates increased the most on average in the 

metro areas that were already more deadly and had lower 

shares of people walking to work before the pandemic. In short, 

the more deadly metros also saw the biggest increases in fatality 

rates. Walking rates also increased the most in these metro areas, 

illustrating a pent-up demand for walking in the most unwelcoming 

and unsafe places. 

3.	 In 2020, fatality rates decreased (or increased the least) on 

average in the metro areas that were less deadly and had higher 

shares of people walking to work before the pandemic. The 

places where more people choose to walk to work tend to be places 

that also have the street design and land use that make it safe to do 

so.  
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Fewer people walk to work in the 
more deadly places

Looking at these two groups of metro areas, 

clear patterns emerged. A considerably larger 

share of people walked to work before the 

pandemic in the less deadly metro areas 

(Group 2, shown in blue): 2.6 percent of 

commuters on average versus 1.7 percent in 

the more deadly group of metro areas (red). 

There is also a clear cutoff between the two 

groups when it comes to walking commuters: 

almost all cities in the less deadly group had a 

higher share of people commuting by walking 

than any of the metro areas in the more deadly 

group. 

These two groups have less pronounced 

but still noteworthy differences in walking 

overall, as shown by the walking trip index 

values provided by StreetLight Data for 

2016-2020. Overall, metro areas in the more 

deadly group have higher walking trip indexes, 

averaging 2.9, whereas the average walking 

trip index for the less deadly metro areas is 

2.6. However, some of the most deadly cities 

like Orlando and Las Vegas had exceptionally 

high walking trip index values (greater than 

4.) These cities have a large population of 

tourists walking in parks, beaches, and other 

tourist-oriented areas, which could account 

for these high walking index values, but are 

also generally heavily car-oriented in much of 

their surrounding regions, likely contributing 

to high death rates. 
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This phenomenon is best characterized 

by metro areas on the extreme end of the 

spectrum in the more deadly group like Little 

Rock, AR, Augusta, GA, and Jackson, MS, 

where a 60 percent increase in walking trips 

or larger corresponded with a similar increase 

in death rates. For especially deadly cities like 

Jackson, MS, which has consistently scored 

near the top of our Pedestrian Danger Index, 

this increase is particularly concerning.

Many metro areas with the highest walking 

trip indices were also in states like Florida and 

California where private development often 

includes trails and other off-street amenities 

for walking recreationally in places with no 

exposure to cars or fast-moving traffic. 

More walking only made certain 
metro areas more deadly in the 
pandemic 

MSAs in the more deadly Group 1—those 

with lower walking to work rates—saw a 

significantly larger increase in death rates on 

average during the pandemic: 15 percent. By 

contrast, MSAs in the less deadly Group 2 with 

higher walk to work rates on average actually 

saw a 1.4 percent decrease in death rates on 

average. 

Did stark differences in the amount of walking 

contribute to the different death rates 

between these two groups of metro areas 

during the pandemic? For many cities, the 

answer seems to be no. The average changes 

in walking trip rates in each group of metro 

areas were relatively comparable, but the 

effect was not the same. 

These trends can tell us a lot about 
how to make communities safer

These patterns are not a coincidence. It makes 

sense that places where people often walked 

to work before the pandemic would not see 

a significant increase in deaths when people 

started walking more during the pandemic, 

because places where people walk to work 

frequently also tend to be places that are 

better designed to support safer walking 

trips of all kinds. Communities that were 
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for spending, planning, and performance measurement, making it a 

logical timeframe.

While previous versions of the report all used the Pedestrian Danger 

Index which normalized the pedestrian fatalities per 100,000 people 

further by walking rates, this report only uses pedestrian fatalities per 

100,000 people for all comparisons. In the last report, the Pedestrian 

Danger Index used journey-to-work trips from the Census American 

Community Survey (ACS) data. Up until the pandemic shut things down 

March 2020, the share of people walking to work was a good, if limited, 

proxy for the amount of overall walking in a region or state, but with 

shifts in travel behavior that are likely to be somewhat permanent, this 

was no longer the case. 

This year’s report includes a brand new section (IV) analyzing how 

the pandemic impacted walking rates in the 100 largest MSAs using 

both the ACS walk to work data and StreetLight Data. To gain a better 

understanding of how and where people walk and how that affected 

fatalities, we divided MSAs into two groups: dangerous cities (more 

than 1.8 deaths per 100k) and safer cities (up to 1.8 deaths per 100k) 

to analyze and compare the average walking commute rates and 

StreetLight walking indices between the two groups and how death 

rates and walking rates changed during the pandemic on average in each 

group.

All population, race, age, and ethnicity data are from the 2016-2020 

American Community Survey 5-year estimates, to ensure the most up-

to-date information at the time of this report. NHTSA FARS data do not 

include information about the household income of individuals who are 

Appendix A: Methodology

This report evaluates fatality data over five years (2016-2020) using 

Fatality Analysis Reporting System (FARS) data from the National 

Highway Traffic Safety Administration. The most recent data available 

from 2020 became available in Spring 2022.

The impact of the pandemic on the data we typically use, coupled with 

significantly higher fatality rates during the pandemic, required a new 

approach to assessing pedestrian danger, which also allowed us to 

address the unique impact of the pandemic. After more than a decade of 

calculating pedestrian danger in the same way—in part so that rankings 

could be compared over past editions to allow the public to see how 

places were getting more or less deadly—this edition of Dangerous by 

Design includes two significant changes: 1) a five-year time frame for 

pedestrian death rankings rather than ten years, and 2) removing any 

normalization by walking rates to generate a “Pedestrian Danger Index” 

and instead reporting on deaths per 100,000 people. 

All pedestrian fatalities are reported within the five-year timeframe 

of 2016 to 2020 which differs from the 10-year time frame used in 

previous versions of the report. The pandemic’s impact on walking data 

was already going to make continuity with previous editions impossible, 

giving us the chance to depart from the ten-year horizon and begin 

assembling state and metro rankings in this 2022 edition using a five-

year time period. Shifting to five years allows us to both more heavily 

weight what happened in the pandemic year of 2020, while also drawing 

a sharper focus on current and more recent conditions. Additionally, 

USDOT, states, and metro areas also typically operate on five-year cycles 
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struck and killed while walking; however, they do reveal where people 

are walking when they are killed. To analyze where pedestrian fatalities 

occur relative to median household income of the surrounding area, 

fatalities were joined using GIS to census tracts. The median household 

income of census tracts was grouped into quintiles to determine high- 

and low- income communities. Pedestrian deaths were then aggregated 

into these five tract types, and normalized by the population of the 

tracts. While FARS data do not include individual-level household income 

data, this analysis serves as a method to determine whether pedestrians 

die disproportionately in low-income areas. To calculate the number of 

fatalities by MSA, a spatial join was performed with the longitude and 

latitude as reported by FARS.
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Appendix: Metro data

Rank Metro area
Average ped 
deaths/100k 

people per year

Pedestrian 
deaths 

(2016 - 2020) 

Difference in 
average daily 
walking trips,  

2019 to 2020*

Pandemic change 
in fatality rate  

 
(Avg. 2016-19 vs 

2020)

Long term trend in 
fatality rate  

 
(Five-year averages for 
2011-15 vs 2016-20)

1 Deltona-Daytona Beach-Ormond Beach, FL 4.25 140 61% 0.68 0.97

2 Albuquerque, NM 4.19 192 35% -0.48 1.91

3 Memphis, TN-MS-AR 3.93 264 49% 2.15 1.77

4 Tampa-St. Petersburg-Clearwater, FL 3.55 559 50% -0.41 0.54

5 Charleston-North Charleston, SC 3.54 140 56% 1.36 1.57

6 Jacksonville, FL 3.44 264 60% 0.19 0.24

7 Bakersfield, CA 3.41 152 31% 0.06 0.68

8 Orlando-Kissimmee-Sanford, FL 3.37 431 22% -0.72 0.6

9 Stockton, CA 3.35 126 44% -0.74 1.52

10 Fresno, CA 3.25 161 24% 1.22 1.24

11 Baton Rouge, LA 3.2 137 58% 1.54 0.93

12 Palm Bay-Melbourne-Titusville, FL 3.13 93 60% -0.39 0.24

13 Tucson, AZ 3.12 162 44% 0.77 1.16

14 Miami-Fort Lauderdale-Pompano Beach, FL 3.11 954 34% -0.01 0.48

14 Riverside-San Bernardino-Ontario, CA 3.11 716 35% 0.41 1.02

16 Columbia, SC 3 125 69% -0.03 0.5

17 Greenville-Anderson, SC 2.97 135 79% 0.09 0.77

18 El Paso, TX 2.95 124 34% -1.76 0.79

19 North Port-Sarasota-Bradenton, FL 2.92 120 71% 1.15 0.28

20 San Antonio-New Braunfels, TX 2.82 354 47% 0.46 0.43

21 Lakeland-Winter Haven, FL 2.81 99 71% 0.67 0.48

22 Phoenix-Mesa-Chandler, AZ 2.8 681 50% -0.16 0.94

23 Cape Coral-Fort Myers, FL 2.78 105 61% 0.59 0.43

24 Little Rock-North Little Rock-Conway, AR 2.75 102 71% 2.28 1.01

25 Las Vegas-Henderson-Paradise, NV 2.62 292 9% 0.03 0.41

25 Jackson, MS 2.62 78 58% 1.35 0.37

* Via Streetlight Data, based on information from cellphones and mobile devices. Includes an expansive amount of walking trip data not limited to streets and sidewalks.
** Streetlight Data did not have information for metro Honolulu, HI.
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Rank Metro area
Average ped 
deaths/100k 

people per year

Pedestrian 
deaths 

(2016 - 2020) 

Difference in 
average daily 
walking trips,  

2019 to 2020*

Pandemic change 
in fatality rate  

 
(Avg. 2016-19 vs 

2020)

Long term trend in 
fatality rate  

 
(Five-year averages for 
2011-15 vs 2016-20)

27 Atlanta-Sandy Springs-Alpharetta, GA 2.53 752 43% 0 0.82

27 Sacramento-Roseville-Folsom, CA 2.53 296 36% -0.04 0.74

29 New Orleans-Metairie, LA 2.48 158 24% 0.14 0.38

30 Louisville/Jefferson County, KY-IN 2.47 156 55% 0.36 0.84

31 San Diego-Chula Vista-Carlsbad, CA 2.45 407 20% 0.13 0.57

32 Los Angeles-Long Beach-Anaheim, CA 2.4 1586 6% 0.08 0.53

33 Oklahoma City, OK 2.3 161 66% 0.5 0.83

34 Birmingham-Hoover, AL 2.28 124 82% 0.36 0.75

35 Richmond, VA 2.25 144 48% 0.29 1.09

36 Houston-The Woodlands-Sugar Land, TX 2.23 779 51% 0.12 0.39

37 Austin-Round Rock-Georgetown, TX 2.2 239 43% 0.53 0.44

38 New Haven-Milford, CT 2.15 92 43% 0.97 0.92

39 Baltimore-Columbia-Towson, MD 2.11 295 28% -0.09 0.43

39 Augusta-Richmond County, GA-SC 2.11 64 73% 1.26 -0.13

41 Nashville-Davidson--Murfreesboro--Franklin, TN 2.09 199 53% 0.9 0.88

41 Tulsa, OK 2.09 104 71% 0.14 0.43

43 Urban Honolulu, HI 2.06 101 ** -0.53 0.33

44 Dallas-Fort Worth-Arlington, TX 2.04 761 53% 0.35 0.55

44 Charlotte-Concord-Gastonia, NC-SC 2.04 265 58% 0.4 0.42

46 Philadelphia-Camden-Wilmington, PA-NJ-DE-MD 1.98 604 31% -0.21 0.22

46 Greensboro-High Point, NC 1.98 76 57% 0.11 0.31

48 Detroit-Warren-Dearborn, MI 1.86 401 46% 0.28 -0.01

49 San Jose-Sunnyvale-Santa Clara, CA 1.84 183 11% -0.04 0.2

50 Portland-Vancouver-Hillsboro, OR-WA 1.83 226 38% 0.02 0.61

51 St. Louis, MO-IL 1.82 255 55% 0.63 0.34

* Via Streetlight Data, based on information from cellphones and mobile devices. Includes an expansive amount of walking trip data not limited to streets and sidewalks.
** Streetlight Data did not have information for metro Honolulu, HI.
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Rank Metro area
Average ped 
deaths/100k 

people per year

Pedestrian 
deaths 

(2016 - 2020) 

Difference in 
average daily 
walking trips,  

2019 to 2020*

Pandemic change 
in fatality rate  

 
(Avg. 2016-19 vs 

2020)

Long term trend in 
fatality rate  

 
(Five-year averages for 
2011-15 vs 2016-20)

52 Syracuse, NY 1.75 57 40% -0.07 0.93

53 Indianapolis-Carmel-Anderson, IN 1.73 177 56% 0.75 0.23

54 Denver-Aurora-Lakewood, CO 1.67 245 35% -0.02 0.33

54 Bridgeport-Stamford-Norwalk, CT 1.67 79 42% -0.5 0.8

56 San Francisco-Oakland-Berkeley, CA 1.61 378 4% 0.06 0.13

57 Raleigh-Cary, NC 1.6 109 54% 0.35 0.2

58 Harrisburg-Carlisle, PA 1.57 45 45% -1.32 0.6

59 McAllen-Edinburg-Mission, TX 1.56 67 65% -0.36 -0.08

60 Durham-Chapel Hill, NC 1.54 49 41% 0.21 -0.18

61 New York-Newark-Jersey City, NY-NJ-PA 1.52 1468 20% -0.11 -0.09

62 Salt Lake City, UT 1.51 92 53% -0.57 0.09

63 Knoxville, TN 1.49 64 78% 0.16 0.32

63 Winston-Salem, NC 1.49 50 73% -0.76 0.11

65 Kansas City, MO-KS 1.46 157 68% 0.02 0.31

65 Dayton-Kettering, OH 1.46 59 56% 0.18 NA

65 Toledo, OH 1.46 47 59% 0.31 0.14

65 Chattanooga, TN-GA 1.46 41 71% -0.28 0.31

69 Washington-Arlington-Alexandria, DC-VA-MD-WV 1.45 452 19% 0.2 0.21

70 Colorado Springs, CO 1.44 53 56% 0.05 0.56

71 Columbus, OH 1.43 150 50% 0.1 0.36

72 Scranton--Wilkes-Barre, PA 1.41 39 60% 0.05 -0.16

73 Seattle-Tacoma-Bellevue, WA 1.38 271 27% 0.32 0.47

73 Virginia Beach-Norfolk-Newport News, VA-NC 1.38 122 40% -0.39 -0.01

75 Chicago-Naperville-Elgin, IL-IN-WI 1.36 644 39% 0.03 0.3

75 Spokane-Spokane Valley, WA 1.36 38 48% 0.29 0.28

77 Milwaukee-Waukesha, WI 1.31 103 55% -0.37 0.18

* Via Streetlight Data, based on information from cellphones and mobile devices. Includes an expansive amount of walking trip data not limited to streets and sidewalks.
** Streetlight Data did not have information for metro Honolulu, HI.
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Rank Metro area
Average ped 
deaths/100k 

people per year

Pedestrian 
deaths 

(2016 - 2020) 

Difference in 
average daily 
walking trips,  

2019 to 2020*

Pandemic change 
in fatality rate  

 
(Avg. 2016-19 vs 

2020)

Long term trend in 
fatality rate  

 
(Five-year averages for 
2011-15 vs 2016-20)

77 Hartford-East Hartford-Middletown, CT 1.31 79 43% 0.03 -0.02

79 Providence-Warwick, RI-MA 1.3 105 46% 0.54 0.17

80 Rochester, NY 1.29 69 48% 0.14 0.31

81 Wichita, KS 1.28 41 62% 0.16 0.31

82 Cincinnati, OH-KY-IN 1.22 135 57% 0.28 0.36

83 Albany-Schenectady-Troy, NY 1.2 53 38% -0.52 -0.03

84 Springfield, MA 1.17 41 21% -1.1 -0.13

85 Oxnard-Thousand Oaks-Ventura, CA 1.16 49 40% 0.33 -0.15

86 Ogden-Clearfield, UT 1.13 38 78% 0.25 -0.06

87 Grand Rapids-Kentwood, MI 1.1 59 65% 0.01 -0.08

88 Cleveland-Elyria, OH 1.08 111 45% 0.11 0.44

89 Omaha-Council Bluffs, NE-IA 1.06 50 70% 0.12 0.35

90 Allentown-Bethlehem-Easton, PA-NJ 1.05 44 60% 0.33 -0.3

91 Buffalo-Cheektowaga, NY 1.01 57 34% -0.15 -0.1

91 Boise City, ID 1.01 37 63% -0.61 0.43

93 Akron, OH 1 35 59% 0.01 0.32

94 Boston-Cambridge-Newton, MA-NH 0.96 233 20% -0.09 -0.05

95 Pittsburgh, PA 0.92 107 43% -0.18 0.03

96 Worcester, MA-CT 0.91 43 54% -0.48 -0.4

97 Poughkeepsie-Newburgh-Middletown, NY 0.89 30 51% 0.19 NA

98 Des Moines-West Des Moines, IA 0.81 28 70% 0.24 -0.15

99 Minneapolis-St. Paul-Bloomington, MN-WI 0.8 145 50% -0.18 0.17

100 Madison, WI 0.79 26 52% 0.15 0.06

101 Provo-Orem, UT 0.57 18 67% 0.06 -0.18

* Via Streetlight Data, based on information from cellphones and mobile devices. Includes an expansive amount of walking trip data not limited to streets and sidewalks.
** Streetlight Data did not have information for metro Honolulu, HI.
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Appendix: State data

Rank State
Average ped 
deaths/100k 

people per year

Pedestrian deaths 
(2016 - 2020) 

Difference in average 
daily walking trips,  

2019 to 2020*

Pandemic change in 
fatality rate  

 
(Avg. 2016-19 vs 

2020)

Long term trend in fatality rate  
 

(Five-year averages for 2011-15 
vs 2016-20)

1 New Mexico 3.76   394 39% 0.01 1.09

2 Florida 3.22   3,420 48% 0.02 0.49

3 South Carolina 3.19   811 72% 0.56 0.82

4 Arizona 2.98   1,070 53% 0.08 0.82

5 Delaware 2.89   140 50% -0.42 0.04

6 Louisiana 2.86   668 53% 0.28 0.62

7 Mississippi 2.6   388 82% 1.19 0.83

8 Nevada 2.58   391 17% -0.01 0.41

9 Georgia 2.4   1,261 59% 0.29 0.74

9 California 2.4   4,729 19% 0.13 0.55

11 Alabama 2.32   567 90% -0.33 0.63

12 Texas 2.26   3,231 57% 0.15 0.44

13 Hawaii 2.13   151 NA** -0.81 0.41

14 North Carolina 2.04   1,060 63% 0.17 0.23

15 Oklahoma 2.02   399 78% 0.15 0.53

16 Maryland 2.01   606 34% 0.17 0.31

17 Tennessee 2   677 68% 0.67 0.72

18 Arkansas 1.99   300 86% 0.86 0.53

19 New Jersey 1.96   870 40% 0.03 0.24

20 Oregon 1.81   377 46% -0.13 0.41

21 Kentucky 1.8   401 66% 0.3 0.54

22 Missouri 1.71   524 72% 0.47 0.38

23 Alaska 1.6   59 NA** 0.2 0.26

24 Connecticut 1.56   278 45% 0.02 0.45

* Via Streetlight Data, based on information from cellphones and mobile devices. Includes an expansive amount of walking trip data not limited to streets and sidewalks.
** Streetlight Data did not have data for Hawaii or Alaska
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Rank State
Average ped 
deaths/100k 

people per year

Pedestrian deaths 
(2016 - 2020) 

Difference in average 
daily walking trips,  

2019 to 2020*

Pandemic change in 
fatality rate  

 
(Avg. 2016-19 vs 

2020)

Long term trend in fatality rate  
 

(Five-year averages for 2011-15 
vs 2016-20)

25 Michigan 1.55   773 58% 0.2 0.08

26 Colorado 1.48   420 43% 0.05 0.37

27 District of Columbia 1.4   49 -36% 0.01 -0.02

27 Indiana 1.4   468 69% -0.02 0.27

29 Montana 1.39   74 64% 0.24 -0.01

30 Virginia 1.37   585 49% -0.1 0.38

31 New York 1.35   1,314 21% -0.2 -0.18

32 West Virginia 1.34   121 69% -0.42 0.08

33 Washington 1.32   494 39% 0 0.34

34 Rhode Island 1.27   67 41% 0.43 0.23

34 Illinois 1.27   808 49% 0.14 0.23

36 Pennsylvania 1.26   804 45% -0.17 0.06

37 Ohio 1.18   686 60% 0.23 0.31

38 Utah 1.17   184 67% -0.17 0.03

39 Wyoming 1.14   33 64% -0.13 0.24

40 Kansas 1.13   165 74% 0.56 0.36

41 South Dakota 1.07   47 86% 0.64 0.29

42 Massachusetts 1.06   365 24% -0.32 -0.08

43 Maine 1.03   69 60% -0.45 0.16

44 Nebraska 0.98   94 80% -0.05 0.32

45 Vermont 0.93   29 -5% 0.44 0.04

45 New Hampshire 0.93   63 66% 0.31 0.25

45 Wisconsin 0.93   269 72% -0.09 0.09

48 Idaho 0.86   75 70% -0.09 0.15

49 North Dakota 0.82   31 65% 0.29 -0.09

50 Minnesota 0.82   230 59% -0.03 0.22

51 Iowa 0.73   115 86% 0.16 0.03

* Via Streetlight Data, based on information from cellphones and mobile devices. Includes an expansive amount of walking trip data not limited to streets and sidewalks.
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 Date First 
Name

Last 
Name Location Cross 

Street City Category Additional Comments Forwarded 
to

Forwarded 
Date Response

01/16/23 Sharon McQuire
State Park Dr 
near Railroad 

tracks
N/A Aptos Ped: Other

Drain cover is shifted off center, leaving holes into rushing water. It is 
near the railroad signal so I'm unsure what agency is responsible to re-
secure the cover.

DPW 01/30/23 1/30/23 Ruby Zaragoza  Thank you for your email.  I will 
forward to our Road Design Division for review and response.

01/05/23 Sarah O'Rourke Ice Cream 
Grade Candy Ln Santa 

Cruz Ped: Other Tree balanced on tree/wires above road on Ice Cream Grade / Candy 
Lane 12.45 pm Jan 5th DPW 01/30/23 1/30/23 Ruby Zaragoza  Thank you for your email.  I will 

forward to our Road Design Division for review and response.

12/26/22 Debbie Bulger 516 California 
St Laurel St Santa 

Cruz

Ped: Plant overgrowth or 
interference, Objects or 

vegetation blocking sidewalk, 
Debris on sidewalk

There is a nice wide sidewalk here on busy Laurel Street, but much of the 
time at least half of the sidewalk is unuseable due to debris and plants 
blocking sidewalk and drainage gully. Sidewalk is often slippery and 
muddy. Little or no upkeep happens. It is a constant problem.

Claire 
Gallogly, Dan 

Estranero
01/03/23

1/9/23 Dan Estranero  We will investigate the site and If it’s 
from the adjacent property, we will be sending a letter hazard 

letter to the property owner.

12/19/22 Mikayla Souza Soquel Ave Park Way Santa 
Cruz Ped: Other

There has been multiple incidents of pedestrians and bicyclist almost 
getting hit by vehicles at this intersection. The cars turning from Park left 
on to Soquel treat this intersection as a left arrow. Please make changes 
to this interaction ASAP before someone gets killed

Claire 
Gallogly, Dan 

Estranero
01/03/23 1/9/23 Dan Estranero  We will take a look at the intersection 

and figure out what can be done.

12/11/22 Kristen Spencer Soquel Ave Park Way Santa 
Cruz Ped: Other

Please make it safe for the many residents, high school students and 
others crossing the street at this intersection. I have nearly been hit here 
and have witnessed two very close near-misses (with another last week). 
Although there is a traffic light with pedestrian signals, traffic turning left 
from park to southbound Soquel often fails to recognize pedestrians in 
the crosswalk. They have a green light, but treat it as a left green arrow 
light and don't yield to through pedestrians or cyclists. Please help before 
myself or someone else is seriously hurt or killed here!

Claire 
Gallogly, Dan 

Estranero
12/12/22 Follow up email sent 1/3/2023

12/07/22 Debbie Bulger 655 High St N/A Santa 
Cruz Ped: Lack of sidewalk

In the past Mission: Pedestrian has pointed out the lack of a proper 
sidewalk in front of 655 High Street. Currently there is an approximately 
1-foot wide concrete lip. When the retaining wall failed a few years ago, 
we suggested it was the optimum time to build a new wall with room for 
a sidewalk to match the existing on the rest of the street. After initial 
agreement from the City, we were told it couldn't happen. We were not 
given a reason.  Now the house is a construction job site.  Will we get a 
proper sidewalk now?  This approximately one-foot-wide area is not a 
sidewalk.  High Street is busy. Would the City build a road that is not 
wide enough for a car to fit? Pedestrians want better treatment.  Why is 
the "sidewalk" so narrow?

Claire 
Gallogly, Dan 

Estranero
12/08/22 12/8/22 Dan Estranero  One of our staff members has 

responded to the reporting party regarding the sidewalk issue.

12/02/22 Evren Eryurek 740 Front St 
#155 N/A Santa 

Cruz
Ped: Objects or vegetation 

blocking sidewalk
A tree has fallen down and leaning on the fence and somewhat blocking 
the path but you can walk under the branches

Claire 
Gallogly, Dan 

Estranero
12/06/22 1/3/2022 Asked reporting party for location verification

E & D TAC 
Pedestrian Hazard Reports 2/7
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 AGENDA: February 14, 2023 

TO: Elderly and Disabled Transportation Advisory Committee (E&D 
TAC) 

FROM: Amanda Marino, Transportation Planner 

RE:      Elderly and Disabled Transportation Advisory Committee (E&D 
TAC) New Member Appointment  

RECOMMENDATION 

RTC staff recommends that the E&D TAC recommend that the RTC 
appointment new member positions to fill vacancies on the E&D TAC. 

BACKGROUND 

Seats on the Elderly & Disabled Transportation Advisory Committee (E&D 
TAC) correspond to City and Supervisorial District seats on the Regional 
Transportation Commission (RTC), service providers, transit users, and 
agency representatives. 

DISCUSSION 

Two applications were received for the Elderly & Disabled Transportation 
Advisory Committee to serve as the Social Service Provider -Disabled 
(County) representative and Potential Transit User (60+) representative. In 
an effort to accommodate the interested applicant, staff recommends the 
new position noted as pending in the attached roster (Attachment 1). The 
applicants Christina Witt and Michael Pisano applications are included in 
Attachment 2. 

Staff recommends that the E&D TAC recommend that the RTC 
appoint the new member positions to fill vacancies on the E&D TAC 
as shown in Attachment 1. 

SUMMARY 

The Elderly & Disabled Transportation Advisory Committee (E&D TAC) 
functions best when all committee membership and alternate positions are 
filled. Two individuals expressed interest in joining the E&D TAC. Staff 
recommends that the position be filled as shown (see Attachment 1 for 
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current roster). 

Attachments: 
1. February 2023 E&D TAC Roster
2. Member Application Forms

I:\E&DTAC\2023\02-14\DRAFTS\TNC SR.DOCX 
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Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation Commission 
ELDERLY & DISABLED TRANSPORTATION ADVISORY COMMITTEE (E&D TAC) 

SOCIAL SERVICES TRANSPORTATION ADVISORY COUNCIL (SSTAC) 

Membership Roster 
February 2023 

(Membership Expiration Date) 

Members Representing Alternate 

Clay Kempf (2025) Social Services Provider - Seniors Patty Talbot (2025) 

Alicia Morales (2025) Social Services Provider - Seniors 
(County) vacant 

Alex Weske (2025) Social Service Provider - Disabled vacant 

Christina Witt (Pending) Social Service Provider - Disabled 
(County) vacant 

Tara Ireland (2024) Social Service Provider - Persons of 
Limited Means vacant 

Lisa Berkowitz (2025) CTSA (Community Bridges) vacant 

Jesus Bojorquez (2025) CTSA (Lift Line) Nadia Noriega (2025) 

Eileen Wagley (2024) SCMTD (Metro) Daniel Zaragoza (2025) 

Michael Pisano (Pending) Potential Transit User (60+) Patricia McVeigh (2023) 

Caroline Lamb (2023) Potential Transit User (Disabled) Vacant 

Supervisorial District Representatives 
Members Representing Alternate 

Janet Edwards, Vice Chair 1st District (Koenig) Phil Kipnis 

Paul Elerick 2nd District (Friend) vacant 

Veronica Elsea, Chair 3rd District (Cummings) vacant 

Martha Rubbo 4th District (Hernandez) Patricia Fohrman 

Ed Hutton 5th District (McPherson) Vacant 

Staff: Amanda Marino, Regional Transportation Commission 

Attachment 1
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Statement of Qualifications: 

I have been interested in transportation ever since I was little. After a kindergarten trip to a Tug Boat in 
San Francisco Bay – After that trip; I remember my teacher letting me make a large diorama, in class, of 
a small town with roads, trains, amusement park, & and a harbor. Transportation was partially in my 
interest when I attempted my Construction Management degree, and I enjoyed several classes in areas 
of Urban Planning & Transportation. I have been on the Metro Advisory Committee for several years and 
helped them get through a six million dollar deficit, the first Measure D, and the pandemic. I have 
enjoyed my time with helping the E&D TAC & the Pedestrian AD HOC, and hope to continue to help our 
community. 

Thank you for the opportunity. 

Michael Pisano – Over 60 (E&D TAC) 
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AGENDA: February 2023 

TO: RTC Advisory Committees 

FROM:  Amy Naranjo, Transportation Planner 

RE:  Transportation Goals, Evaluation Criteria, and Strategic Priorities 

 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

Staff recommends that the Bicycle Committee, Elderly and Disabled Transportation 
Advisory Committee (E&D TAC), and Interagency Technical Advisory Committee 
(ITAC):  

1. Review and provide input on potential criteria and measure to be used to 
evaluate projects, programs, plans, and how public funds are used 
(Attachment 1); and 

2. Discuss projects that are the most critical to implement over the next five 
years to advance transportation goals. 

 

BACKGROUND 

There are many important transportation projects in our region, but existing 
revenues are insufficient to fund most of them. With RTC-discretionary funds 
making up less than 10% of all available transportation funding in the county and 
funds from other resources also insufficient to meet those needs, it is important to 
periodically revisit the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) goals and targets and 
evaluation criteria used to evaluate projects, programs, services, and planning 
efforts.  

While the long-range Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) identifies general priorities 
and targets (Attachment 2) for the transportation system, the RTP does not 
prioritize specific projects. Evaluation criteria and a list of priority projects will help 
ensure that limited funds are focused on the most beneficial projects for the region. 
Building upon the RTP, RTC staff have also been working on a Strategic Plan for the 
agency, which includes goals and objectives related to collaborative engagement, 
fiscal sustainability, environmental stewardship, organizational excellence, and 
addressing the diverse transportation needs our community. 
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• Equity/Benefits to Disadvantaged Communities  

• Potential for Mode Shift  

• Emission Reductions 

• Collisions and Safety 

• Congestion, Reliability, and Traffic Flow 

• Infrastructure Condition/System Preservation 

• Public Participation and Community Support  

• Public Health 

• Access to Employment Opportunities, Education, and Training  

• Leveraging Non-RTC Discretionary Funds 

• Project Readiness  

• Project Location 

Project Screening 
Staff recommends for consideration two (2) screening criteria be met for any 
projects funded and/or implemented by the RTC:  

1. Climate Change: Fund projects that will not increase greenhouse gas (GHG) 
emissions or vehicle miles traveled (VMT) per capita.  

2. Equity: Fund projects that will not negatively impact disadvantaged 
communities, and prioritize funding for projects that address historic 
inequities and benefit disadvantaged communities. Later this year, RTC staff 
will be working with committees and other stakeholders to refine the regional 
definition of disadvantaged communities, including consideration of past 
regional, state and federal definitions, such as areas of persistent poverty 
(AoPP) and, historically disadvantaged communities. 

Staff recommends that the committee discuss and provide input on 
potential evaluation criteria and indicate which are the most critical for the 
RTC to consider in its planning, budgeting, and programming activities 
(Attachment 1). 

Preliminary List of Priority Projects 
There are several ways that the RTC and local agencies identify projects and decide 
which ones to pursue grants or budget funding for, including through the Regional 
Transportation Plan (RTP), which includes a list of over 500 transportation projects 
identified by local agencies, committees, and the public; the RTC’s annual Transit 
Unmet Needs process, which identifies transit needs that are not currently being 
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met; the 5-year plans prepared by recipient agencies identify near-term priorities 
for Measure D funds; asset management plans; active transportation and complete 
streets plans; General Plans and other documents. While these and other efforts 
have identified long lists of projects and/or needs, staff recommends that the RTC 
and project sponsors work with the community and advisory committees to develop 
a more strategic investment plan for transportation funds.  

Staff requests that the committee start developing a list of the highest 
priority projects, programs and services that address different evaluation 
criteria for consideration at the April committee meeting. For example, what 
projects or types of projects will do the most to: reduce collisions, reduce vehicle 
miles traveled (VMT), increase equity, reduce emissions, reduce congestion, and/or 
maintain facilities or services? What highway, transit, local road, bike or pedestrian 
projects would advance each of the goals? What types of system preservation, 
safety, etc. projects have the greatest benefit compared to cost? This list is 
intended to represent near-term priorities for a variety of potential transportation 
funding sources. Committee members should consider past and current planning 
efforts, including plans related to active transportation, system preservation, 
collisions/vision zero, general plans, and specific geographic areas. 

Next Steps 

Staff will summarize public comment and committee feedback and prepare 
recommendations for the RTC to consider at its May or June meeting. 

SUMMARY 

With existing transportation funding insufficient to address all the multimodal 
transportation needs in the region, staff recommends that the committee and the 
public provide input on evaluation criteria that could be used when determining 
which transportation projects and services are the most critical to pursue, 
construct, maintain, or otherwise implement in the next five to ten years.  

ATTACHMENTS 

1. Draft Evaluation Criteria

2. Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) Goals, Policies, and Targets

\\RTCSERV2\Internal\RTIP\PrioritiesPerfMeasures\EvalCriteria-SR.docx 
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• Eliminate hazards, such as trees in roadways, dips in roads; improve 
drainage  

• Improve access to/for emergency services and emergency evacuation routes 

System Preservation/Infrastructure Condition 
Maintain and improve the condition of transportation assets such as pavement, 
culverts, bridges, and public transit assets to maintain a state of good repair. 

• Increase percentage of facilities in good condition  

• Reduce percentage of facilities in poor condition 

• Reduce percentage of transit vehicles that have met or exceeded their useful 
life benchmark 

• Extend useful life of a transportation facility or program 

• Maintain facilities in a state of good repair  

• Sustainable pavement practices 

System Performance 
Improve the efficiency of the surface transportation system; improve the national 
freight network, strengthen the ability of rural communities to access national and 
international trade markets, support regional economic development; reduce 
congestion; enhance the performance of the transportation system while 
protecting and enhancing the natural environment. 

• Reduce emissions, air pollution, greenhouse gas emissions, and/or fuel 
consumption 

• Reduce number of miles driven (vehicle miles traveled): Reduce number or 
distance of trips; reduce percent of single-occupancy vehicle travel; shift 
automobile travel to alternative modes and increase the percentage of trips 
made via bicycling, walking, transit or carpool; increase telecommuting; 
coordinate land-use, housing,  and transportation policies to reduce need for 
travel 

• Improve reliability and efficiency of the multimodal transportation system: 
reduce variability in travel times, especially during peak travel periods day-
to-day and for transit 

• Reduce delay, especially during peak-hours; reduce annual hours of 
excessive delay per capita  

• Reduce transit travel times 

• Link multiple jurisdictions – e.g., arterials linking cities and unincorporated 
towns/population centers 
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• Improve freight and goods movement efficiency: Increase freight throughput 
on existing facilities or services 

Access for All 
Expand affordable multi-modal travel options and choices, especially to and within 
key destinations for all users. 

• Address transportation needs of people with limited mobility 

• Increase walking (add new sidewalks, crosswalks, minimize obstacles) 

• Increase bicycling (add bicycle lanes/paths, fill gaps in network, add bicycle 
box at intersection) 

• Increase public transit access or quality of transit rider experience 

• Fill gap in complete streets network and increase network connectivity by 
closing gaps in the bike, sidewalk, and transit networks. Indicate if there are 
no alternate routes. 

• Expand bicycle and pedestrian network across physical barriers such as 
creeks, freeways, and private property 

• Provide education and encouragement 

Health and Equity 
Enhance healthy, safe access to key destinations for transportation-disadvantaged 
populations and avoid new negative impacts to historically disadvantaged 
communities. 

• Improve public health: Target health issues such as obesity, physical 
inactivity, asthma or other health issues 

• Reduce disparities in safety and access for people who are transportation 
disadvantaged due to age, income, disability, language or race/ethnicity.  

• Information showing project, program or expenditures serve transportation 
disadvantaged populations and avoids substantial burdens on a 
disadvantaged community: project location, destinations served, 
demographic information showing project serves low income.    

Additional Considerations in Project Evaluation 

RTP Consistency 
If projects are included in the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) Project List, 
which implements the SB375-mandated Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS). 

• RTP project number  
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Consistency with Complete Streets  
Consistency with Complete Streets guidelines and policies, including the Monterey 
Bay Area Completes Streets Guidebook,  the California Complete Streets Act 
(AB1358-2008), and state, city or county Complete Streets policies. 

• Consideration of possible complete streets components appropriate for 
different street types 

• Integration of complete streets elements into road projects 

Consistency With Other Plans 
• Active Transportation Plans, Complete Streets Plans, Safe Routes to Schools 

Plans 

• Transit asset management, Public Transportation Agency Safety Plan 
(PTASP) and other transit plans 

• General Plans 

• Capital Improvement Programs 

• Unmet Transit Needs 

• Vision Zero/zero traffic fatalities, local roadway safety plans 

• Unified Corridor Investment Study (UCS) 

• Local Roadway Safety Plans 

Public Engagement 
Provide early and ongoing opportunities for meaningful public participation for all 
users. 

• Information on how the project was identified as a priority  

• Outreach that has already occurred  

• Participation from diverse and historically underrepresented members of the 
public in project planning 

• Planned outreach that will occur during project planning and/or 
implementation (e.g., outreach to stakeholder groups, advisory committees, 
other jurisdictions/agencies, transit, environmental groups, seniors, etc.; 
surveys, open houses) 

Scale of Benefits 
Number of people benefiting from project. Number of anticipated users of a 
facility, service or program (e.g., number of cars, transit riders, bicyclists and/or 
pedestrians). Data to support these estimates may include:   
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• Current use of facilities/services (e.g., traffic volumes, transit ridership,
bicycle and pedestrian counts if available, etc.)

• Work plan for a program and targeted number of people to use program

• Destinations served by a project (e.g., employment center, transit center,
retail/commercial area, visitor destination, school)

• Modeling information for future use, if available

Potential Risks 
• Minimize risk to project implementation.

Funding 
• Demonstrate project would be fully funded and identify other funding that

has been secured

• Identify funding available if there are unanticipated cost increases

• Are there financing options to advance?

Schedule 
• How quickly can a project be implemented and provide benefits to the

community?

• What are the potential risks to the project schedule?

Deliverability 
• Ability of agency to complete project

• Performance on past grants

• Timing of other projects (ability to consolidate/piggy back, even if one
project might otherwise be constructed several years later) - Ex. Timed
utility upgrades, new development, etc.

Environmental Risks 
Describe risks associated with current and future environmental conditions such as 
climate change, extreme weather, and seismic activity 

Other Risks 
Possible financial, operational/asset, strategic/organizational compliance, political, 
other risks 
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2045 Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation Plan 
Goals, Targets and Policies 

RTC approved February 2020

Goal #1 
Establish livable communities that improve people's access to jobs, schools, recreation, healthy 
lifestyles and other regular needs in ways that improve health, reduce pollution and retain money in 
the local economy. 

There is a strong relationship between meeting targets and achieving access, health, economic benefit, 
climate and energy goals. In many cases actions to achieve one goal or target will assist in achieving other 
goals and targets. For example, providing more carpool, transit and bicycle trips reduces fuel 
consumption, retains money in the local Santa Cruz County economy and reduces congestion. 

Targets 

1.A  Improve people’s ability to meet most of their daily needs without having to drive.  Improve
access and proximity to employment centers.  

1.A.1 Increase the length of urban bikeway miles relative to total urban arterial and collector
roadway miles to 85 percent by 2030 and to 100 percent by 20451. 

1.A.2 Increase the transit vehicle revenue miles by 8 percent by 2030 and 20 percent by 2045
(compared to 2020). 

1.B Re-invest in the local economy by reducing transportation expenses from vehicle ownership,
operation and fuel consumption. Reduce smog-forming pollutants and greenhouse gas 
emissions. 

1.B.1 Reduce per capita vehicle miles traveled by 4 percent by 2030 and by 10 percent by 2045
(compared to 2005). 

1.B.2 Reduce per capita greenhouse gas emissions by 50 percent by 2030 and by 78 percent by
2045 and total greenhouse gas emissions from transportation by 40 percent by 2030 and 
70 percent by 20452 (compared to 2005) through electric vehicle use, clean fuels, and other 
emerging technologies, reduction in vehicle miles traveled and improved speed 
consistency.  

1.B.3 Re-invest in the local economy $8.5 million/year by 2030 and $14 million/year by 2045
(compared to 2005) from savings resulting from lower fuel consumption due to a 
reduction in vehicle miles traveled.3  

1 The 2018 percentage of urban bikeway miles to urban arterials and collectors is 70 percent. 

2 This target is based on the California Executive Order B-16-12 - reduce greenhouse gas emissions from 
transportation by 80 percent below 1990 levels by 2050, and California Executive Order B-30-15 - reduce 
greenhouse gas emissions by 40 percent below 1990 levels by 2030. 

3 10 million per year equates to $100 per household per year. Assumes $4 per gallon. 
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1.C  Improve the convenience and quality of trips, especially for walk, bicycle, transit, freight and
carpool/vanpool trips. 

1.C.1 Improve percentage of reliable4 person miles traveled by 3 percent by 2030 and by 8
percent by 2045 (compared to 2020). 

1.C.2 Improve multimodal network quality for walk and bicycle trips to and within key
destinations by increasing the percentage of buffered/separated bicycle and multiuse 
facilities to 42 percent of bikeway miles by 2030 and to 64 percent by 20455.  

1.D Improve health and reduce greenhouse gas emissions by increasing the percentage of trips
made using active transportation options, including bicycling, walking and transit. 

1.D.1 Decrease single occupancy commute trip mode share by 6.5 percent by 2030 and by 10
percent by 2045 (compared to 2020). 

1.D.2 Increase the number of active commute trips to 16 percent of total commute trips by 2030
and to 24 percent of total commute trips by 2045.6 

Policies 

1.1 Transportation Demand Management (TDM): Expand demand management programs that 
decrease the number of vehicle miles traveled and result in mode shift. 

1.2 Transportation System Management: Implement Transportation System Management 
programs and projects on major roadways across Santa Cruz County that increases the 
efficiency of the existing transportation system. 

1.3 Transportation Infrastructure: Improve multimodal access to and within key destinations7 
for all ages and abilities. 

1.4 Transportation Infrastructure: Ensure network connectivity by closing gaps in the bicycle, 
pedestrian and transit networks. 

1.5 Transportation Infrastructure: Develop dedicated transit facilities that will improve transit 
access and travel time and promote smart growth and transit oriented development. 

1.6 Land Use: Support land use decisions that locate new facilities close to existing services, 
particularly those that serve transportation disadvantaged populations. 

4 Travel time reliability measures the consistency or dependability in travel times, as measured from day-
to-day. 

5 2018 buffered/separated bike lanes is 21 percent of the total bikeway length. 

6 The active transportation commute trip mode share for Santa Cruz County estimated from the 2013-2017 
American Community Survey is 11% (4.5% walk, 3.7% bike and 2.8% transit). The targets are to increase 
the total active transportation mode share to 16% by 2030 (6.3% Walk, 5.7% bike and 3.9% transit) and 
increase the active transportation mode share to 24% by 2045 (9.5% Walk, 8.7% bike and 5.9% transit). 

7 Key destinations for Santa Cruz County residents may include employment and commercial centers, 
schools, healthcare, coastal access, and parks. 



1.7 Goods Movement: Enhance local economic activity through improving freight mobility, 
reliability, efficiency, and competitiveness. 

Goal #2 
Reduce transportation related fatalities and injuries for all transportation modes. 

Safety is a fundamental outcome from transportation system investments and operations. Across the 
United States, pedestrians and bicyclists (vulnerable users) are killed and injured at a significantly higher 
rate than the percentage of trips they take. 

Targets 

2.A  Improve transportation safety, especially for the most vulnerable users.

2.A.1 Vision Zero: Eliminate traffic fatalities and serious injuries by 2045 for all modes. By 2030,
reduce fatal and serious injuries by 50 percent (compared to 2020). 

Policies 

2.1 Safety: Prioritize funding for safety projects and programs that will reduce fatal or injury 
collisions. 

2.2 Safety: Encourage projects that improve safety for youth, vulnerable users, and 
transportation disadvantaged. 

2.3 Emergency Services: Support projects that provide access to emergency services. 

2.4 System Design: Reduce the potential for conflict between bicyclists, pedestrians, and 
vehicles. 

2.5 Security: Incorporate transportation system security and emergency preparedness into 
transportation planning and project/program implementation. 

Goal #3 
Deliver access and safety improvements cost effectively, within available revenues, equitably and 
responsive to the needs of all users of the transportation system, and beneficially for the natural 
environment. 

The manner in which access and safety outcomes referenced in Goal #1 and Goal #2 are delivered can 
impact cost-effectiveness, distribution of benefits amongst population groups, and ecological function. 

Targets 

3.A Maintain the existing system and improve the condition of transportation facilities.
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3.A.1 Increase the percentage of pavement in good condition to 50 percent by 2030 and 80
percent by 2045. 

3.A.2 Reduce the number of transit vehicles in “distressed” condition to 20 percent by 2030 and
to 10 percent by 2045. 

3.B Enhance healthy, safe access to key destinations for transportation-disadvantaged populations.

3.B.1 Improve travel options for people who are transportation disadvantaged due to income,
age, race, disability or limited English proficiency by increasing transit vehicle revenue 
miles (see Target 1.A.2.) and reducing transit travel times by 15 percent by 2030 and by 30 
percent by 2045 (compared to 2020).  

3.B.2 Ensure that transportation benefits are equitably distributed and that transportation
burdens do not disproportionally affect transportation-disadvantaged populations. 

3.C Solicit broad public input.
3.C.1 Maximize participation from diverse members of the public in RTC planning and project

implementation activities. 

3.D Increase transportation revenues.
3.D.1 Increase the amount of transportation funding by 20 percent by 2030 (compared to 2020)

from a combination of local, state and federal funds.  

Policies

3.1 Cost Effectiveness & System Maintenance: Maintain and operate the existing transportation 
system cost-effectively and in a manner that adapts the current transportation system to 
maximize existing investments.  

3.2 Coordination: Improve coordination between agencies in a manner that improves efficiencies 
and reduces duplication (e.g., paratransit and transit; road repairs; signal synchronization; 
TDM programs).  

3.3 System Financing: Support new or increased taxes and fees that reflect the cost to operate 
and maintain the transportation system. 

3.4 Equity: Demonstrate that planned investments will reduce disparities in safety and access for 
transportation disadvantaged populations. 

3.5 Ecological Function: Deliver transportation investments in a way that increases tree canopy, 
where appropriate, improves habitat and water quality, and enhances sensitive areas. 

3.6 Climate Resiliency: Adapt the transportation system to reduce impacts from climate change. 

3.7 Public Engagement: Solicit broad public input on all aspects of regional and local 
transportation plans, projects and funding actions. 
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AGENDA: February 14, 2023 

TO: Elderly & Disabled Transportation Advisory Committee 

FROM: Amanda Marino, Transportation Planner 

RE: 2023 Preliminary Draft Unmet Paratransit and Transit Needs List 

RECOMMENDATION 

Staff recommends that the Elderly & Disabled Transportation Advisory Committee provide 
input into the preliminary draft unmet paratransit and transit needs list. 

BACKGROUND 

Local sales taxes in the amount of ¼ cent per dollar are collected by the State and allocated 
to the region according to the Transportation Development Act (TDA). The Regional 
Transportation Commission (RTC) allocates these funds according to formula as adopted in 
its Rules and Regulations. The majority of TDA funding is apportioned to the Santa Cruz 
Metropolitan Transit District. Other amounts are apportioned to the RTC for administration 
and planning, Community Bridges for specialized transportation, the Volunteer Center for 
their transportation program and to local jurisdictions for bicycle and pedestrian projects.  

TDA statutes require transportation planning agencies allocating TDA funds to local streets 
and roads, to implement a public process, including a public hearing, to identify unmet transit 
needs of transit dependent or disadvantaged persons, and determine if unmet transit needs 
can be reasonably met. TDA statutes also require transportation planning agencies to consult 
with their designated social services transportation advisory councils to annually identify 
transit needs. Although the RTC does not allocate TDA funds to local streets and roads, and 
therefore is not required to perform this analysis, the RTC endeavors to solicit regular input 
on unmet transit and paratransit needs to provide a useful tool to assess and prioritize needs 
in the region. The Unmet Needs List related to paratransit and transit needs is used to 
prioritize projects as funds become available.  

DISCUSSION 

Serving as the social services transportation advisory council, the E&D TAC regularly hears 
and considers unmet paratransit and transit needs in Santa Cruz County. Unmet paratransit 
and transit needs are those transportation requests which are not being met by the current 
public transit system as identified at a public hearing or E&D TAC meeting, a transportation 
request that has community support, and transportation request that does not duplicate 
transit services provided publicly or privately.  

RTC staff recommends that the E&D TAC provide input on the Preliminary Draft 
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Unmet Paratransit and Transit Needs List for Santa Cruz County and identify 
strategies for addressing each of the unmet paratransit and transit needs. 

Schedule for development of Unmet Paratransit and Transit Needs List: 
• Feb 14 - Preliminary Draft Unmet Paratransit and Transit Needs List reviewed by

the E&D TAC
• Feb 19 – RTC staff circulates the list to the Santa Cruz Metropolitan Transit District

staff, partner agencies and RTC Advisory Committees
• April 11 – 2023 Draft Unmet Paratransit and Transit Needs List reviewed by the

E&D TAC
• April 12- May 5: Outreach for 2023 Draft Unmet Paratransit and Transit Needs List 

including public notice of availability and public hearing on RTC website, in local
newspapers, to RTC elderly and disabled stakeholders and transportation providers

• May 4– Public hearing and RTC considers adoption of the 2023 Final Unmet 
Paratransit and Transit Needs List 

SUMMARY 

TDA statutes require transportation planning agencies to consult with their designated social 
services transportation advisory councils to annually identify transit needs. Although the RTC 
does not allocate TDA funds to local streets and roads, and therefore is not required to 
perform an analysis of unmet transit needs, the RTC endeavors to solicit regular input on 
unmet paratransit and transit needs to provide a useful tool to prioritize needs in the region. 
RTC staff recommends that the E&D TAC provide input on the 2023 Preliminary Draft Unmet 
Paratransit and Transit Needs List for Santa Cruz County and identify strategies for 
addressing each of the unmet needs. 

Attachments: 
1. Preliminary Draft Unmet Transit Needs List

I:\E&DTAC\2023\02-14\Drafts\15. SR-PrelimDraftUnmetNeeds.docx 
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2023 Draft Unmet Transit and Paratransit and Needs List  Page 1 of 11 

2023 Preliminary Draft 
 Unmet Transit and Paratransit Needs List 

Prioritization of Need:  
H - High priority items are those items that fill a gap or absence of ongoing of 

service. 
M - Medium priority items that supplement existing service. 
L - Low priority items should become more specific and then be planned for, as 
funds are available.  
1-3 Graduated scale indicates to what extent the need, if addressed, would:
increase the number of individuals who are within a 30-minute transit trip to
key destinations; improve safety; support economic vitality by way of
decreasing transportation costs; or, improve cost-effectiveness of transportation
services.

Strategies: 
• Proposals and suggestions to address need, including programs and projects.

General 

1. H1 - Safe travel paths between senior and/or disabled living areas,
medical facilities, educational facilities, employment locations, retail
centers, entertainment venues, bus stops, and/or potential future transit
stations on the rail line.

• Improve accessibility at and to bus stops - such as, but not limited
to, sidewalk and crosswalk improvements connecting destinations
frequented by senior and disabled individuals and transit stops such
as, but not limited to, those identified in the RTC Safe Paths of
Travel Final Report.

• Secure funding assistance to make Safe Paths of Travel
improvements.

• Expand publicity regarding sidewalk maintenance.

2. H1 - Transportation services to areas with high concentrations of seniors,
disabled and low income individuals.

• Support alternative transportation programs, such as vanpool
programs, serving low income and senior housing areas outside of
the transit service area in south county.

• Explore pilot projects, such as regularly scheduled paratransit trips
two-three times per week, to serve residents.

• Secure funding for taxi voucher programs for senior and low income
individuals.

• Provide affordable and desirable housing for seniors and low income
individuals within the existing transit service area.

Attachment 1

112



2023 Draft Unmet Transit and Paratransit and Needs List      Page 2 of 11 
 
   

• Provide incentives for senior and social services and medical and 
social services providers to be located in existing transit service 
areas. 

• Support programs that encourage ridesharing to destinations 
popular with seniors or high concentrations of seniors. 

• Seek volunteer drivers to provide transportation services. 
• Evaluate on-demand transit services. 
• Increase bus service near senior living facilities.  

 
3. H3 - Transportation services for low-income families with children, 

including transportation for people transitioning from welfare to work. 
• Support welfare to work programs and training programs.  
• Support transportation programs dedicated to serving low-income 

families with children. 
• Seek volunteer drivers for transportation family members to visits at 

detention facilities. 
• Provide taxi vouchers to low income families. 
• Reinstate ride to work programs. 
• Provide youth bus passes to low income households 

 
4. H1 - Transportation services for caregivers of senior and disabled clients.  

• Support programs providing transportation for caregivers to clients. 
• Provide taxi voucher to caregivers. 
• Reinstate ride to work programs.  

 
Paratransit/Specialized Transportation Services 

 
5. H1 - Coordinated and seamless-to-the-public system of specialized 

transportation with a Mobility Management Center (central information 
point, one stop shop). 

• Assess feasibility and seek funds for development/start-up of the 
center, and assess entities already providing information and 
referral services).  

• Utilize information technology solutions to provide transit 
information that is accessible to all users. 

6. H1 - Wheel chair accessible vehicles for taxis and transportation network 
company services 

• Monitor the Transportation Network Company (TNC) Access for All 
program. 

• Evaluate other comparable options to provide services (i.e new 
companies, subcontract with services equipped with wheelchair 
vehicles). 

• Provide on demand paratransit service. 
• Ensure accessible public taxi service for those using mobility 

devices. 
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