
 
 

 

 
 

 
 

STAFF REPORT 
 
 
 
SUBJECT: Measure A Strategic Plan 
 
MEETING DATE: May 6, 2010 AGENDA ITEM: 6H 
 
STAFF CONTACT: Steve VanDenburgh, Bob Bramen (PB Consulting Team) 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
 
Review final draft Strategic Plan to be presented for board adoption in June 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
The Measure A Strategic Plan which has been under development for nearly a year is a 
significant accomplishment which shows that all of the projects promised to voters in the 
investment plan can be delivered with Measure A and matching state and federal funds.  TTAC 
and the Citizens Oversight Committee unanimously recommended adoption of the Strategic 
Plan at their March\April meetings and the board adopted a “working version” of the plan at their 
April meeting.  TTAC placed a qualifier on their recommendation that they would like to continue 
to review and comment on the text of the document prior to the June board meeting since the 
text of the plan is newer than the underlying financial strategy of the plan.  TTAC members 
indicated they would limit their further comments to the text and that the financial strategy 
incorporated into the plan was acceptable.  TTAC asked that they be updated in May about the 
comments and revisions received before the plan is brought back to the board for final adoption 
in June, and that was done at their May 6 meeting. 
 
The comments received prior to May 5 from TTAC members and the SBCAG Board, as well as 
those received on May 5, are attached in the comments/ response matrix. The matrix refers to 
the place in the attached draft Final Strategic Plan where you will find edits made in response to 
each comment received. The Draft Strategic Plan shows the edits in tracked changes and 
highlighted modes so that you can easily identify the edits made. Highlighted changes are those 
incorporated in the earlier stages of review. All of the most recent comments/revisions are 
tracked in red font.  
 
The final draft Strategic Plan will be presented to the SBCAG Board in June for adoption. 
 
 
Attachments: 
 

1. Comments & Responses 
2. Strategic Plan  incorporating Responses to Comments made prior to April 26  
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COMMENTER LOCATION COMMENT RESPONSE 
MTD Executive 

Summary pg. v 
and Section 1.2 

Paragraph summarizing South Coast Investment 
Plan should reference maintaining and expanding 
general public transit service. 

Added in both places. 

MTD Executive 
Summary and SP 
Text 

Note that during Investment Plan development, 
funding for Easy Lift was to be additional funding 
beyond what Easy Lift was receiving from local 
agencies. 

Only what is actually stated in the investment Plan is 
referenced in the Strategic Plan. 

MTD  North County 
Interregional 
Transit (Section 
3.2.3, p. 40) 

Clean Air Express and Valley Express should be 
broken out into separate subsections. 

Done. 

MTD North County 
Interregional 
Transit (Section 
3.2.3, p. 40) 

Cost not synonymous with subsidy.  Clarified in text. 

MTD  North County 
Interregional 
Transit (Section 
3.2.3, p. 40) 

Reference to consolidation of Valley Express 
service into Clean Air Express should be removed. 

Done. 

MTD South Coast 
Interregional 
Transit (Section 
3.2.3, p. 40) 

Discussion appears to reflect doubling of peak-
period service, yet cost for expanded service 
appears to reflect doubling of al Coastal Express 
service. 

Clarified in text.  

MTD Appendix B – Data 
Sheets  MSA-20. 

The Project Data Sheet needs to be updated to 
reflect that MTD anticipates using its annual 
allocation for annual capital needs. 

Done. 

Caltrans  Appendix B – Data 
Sheets MSA-02. 

The UVP (EA 46380, Measure A #MSA-02) 
description (row 3) should state that construction 
of the Extension began in December 2009. 

Done. 
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Caltrans  Appendix B – Data 
Sheet MSA-02. 

The UVP cost info shows $0 from RSTP funds 
(expected to be $3 Million), and includes Measure 
A funds for R/W, not just construction as 
previously planned. This is not consistent with the 
recent funding plan Caltrans developed with 
SBCAG staff. 

At one point during the development of the Strategic 
Plan, RSTP fund may have been considered for the 
UVP project. However, consistent with the mandate 
that RSTP funds only be used (if required) on the Rte 
101 Widening project, the funding for UVP was 
modified. Currently, only Measure A, already 
programmed STIP funds and State Local Partnership 
funds are included for UVP. The latter funds can only 
be used for construction. As a result, Measure A 
funds have to be utilized for R/W Capital as well as 
Construction. In conclusion, no change to the 
Strategic Plan funding for UVP  is required.  

Caltrans Appendix B – Data 
Sheet MSA-02. 

The schedule for UVP should be adjusted to reflect 
the correct start dates as shown in attachment. 

The start dates in question relate to the Design Phase 
and Right of Way Capital phase of the project. As 
correctly noted by David Beard, both these phases 
commenced in May of 2009. However, the Data 
Sheets show start dates of April 2010. The reason for 
this discrepancy is that the Data Sheets only reflect 
future funding starting April 2010. As a result, no 
changes to the dates on the Data Sheet are required. 

Caltrans  Appendix B – Data 
Sheet MSA-14. 

The schedule for the Carpinteria Circulation 
Improvements (Measure a #MSA-14) should be 
aligned more closely with the Linden-Casitas 
project, or preceding it, if it is to be used for noise 
mitigation as suggested. The Linden Casitas 
project is scheduled to begin construction in 
January 2014. 

At present, the Linden-Casitas project is shown as 
receiving its RSTP/STIP/CMIA funding in FY 2015/16, 
and the Carpinteria Circulation Improvements are 
shown as receiving Measure A funding over FY 
2010/11 through FY 2015/16, with the bulk of the 
funds in the latter 2 years.  The end of the Carpinteria 
Circulation project is just before construction of the 
Linden Casitas project, by about six months. At this 
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point in time, this separation is reasonable. 
Subsequent updates of the Strategic Plan can refine 
these times. As a result, no changes to the Data Sheet 
are required. 

Caltrans Appendix B – Data 
Sheets MSA-02.;  
Table 2-2, Figure 
2-2, and Figure 2-
3 (Pages 14-16); 
Text in 
Neighboring 
Counties section 
(Page 24) 

On the Santa Maria River Bridge Project – the 
construction cost has increased from $42M to 
$44.3 M. 

The Data Sheet has been modified to reflect the 
$2.3M cost increase. The additional funding is 
assumed to come from the “SLO Co STIP-
Future/Stimulus” Funding Category. Additionally, the 
tables, figures, and text describing funding 
participation in the document have been modified to 
reflect a $2.3 M increase in future STIP, stimulus or 
SLO Co. funding.  

City of 
Lompoc 

Appendix B – Data 
Sheet MSA-08-2. 

Delete "Risks/Issues" #1 on Project Data Sheet for 
MSA-08-2, Hwy 246 Santa Ynez River Bridge, 
which states: "The City of Lompoc would prefer an 
extension of Central Avenue to Highway 246 into 
Lompoc..."  This statement is not accurate in that 
such a preference has not been established or 
agreed upon. 

This comment has been accommodated and 
“Risk/Issues” #1 in the Data Sheet has been deleted. 

City of 
Lompoc 

Appendix B – Data 
Sheet MSA-15. 

Revise the language used on the Project Data 
Sheet for MSA-15, Safe 
Routes to School (North County), Assumptions #2 
& #4 to state that the 
North County local agencies will participate in 
determining the process and frequency for 
distributing funds. 

Data sheet revised to reflect comment. 
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City of 
Lompoc 

Interregional 
Transit section 
3.2.3 (p. 40) and 
Appendix B – Data 
Sheet MSA-22. 

Add language to address local control of the 
project in the long term. By 2012, a Policy 
Committee should be formed consisting of the City 
of Lompoc and other local agencies to provide 
administrative direction to the project.  The Policy 
Committee should provide recommendations on 
short and long range planning for project.  The 
Policy Committee should approve the annual 5 
year Program of Project submittal to the SBCAG 
Board. 

This comment has been accommodated. In the 
Interregional Transit section under Valley Express, 
and under “Assumptions” in the Data Sheet, the 
following language has been added: 
“Prior to the next Measure A Strategic Plan update, 
SBCAG staff will develop policy board alternatives 
that will provide more direct administrative control 
over the Clean Air Express.  This new policy 
committee will review and approve staff 
recommendations for short and long term service 
planning and recommend the annual Clean Air 
Express Program of Projects to the SBCAG board.  The 
new Clean Air Express policy board shall include 
elected officials representing all Clean Air Express 
customers residing in Santa Barbara County.” 

Santa 
Barbara 
County Public 
Works 

Section 2.5.3 
Neighboring 
Counties p. 25 

Santa Maria River Bridge – the plan is indicating 
that $29.3 M is expected from SLO Future 
STIP/Federal Stimulus Funds.  How secure are 
these funds? 

Possibly add a discussion that these are actually 
funds that the State has committed to provide, if 
that is the case. 

The original plan proposed by Caltrans to obtain the 
$29.2 m was to use Caltrans’ share of funding from 
Stimulus II.   Since the emphasis of the first stimulus 
program was to deliver projects as soon as possible to 
create jobs, the project was potentially a great 
candidate for the second stimulus since it is ready for 
construction.   However, it does not appear that 
Congress will approve a second stimulus.    

There are two prospective state discretionary funding 
sources that could be tapped instead.   The first is 
Prop 1B Corridor Mobility Improvement Account cost 
savings from projects around the state.   Projects 
were allocated funding in 2007 and some are 
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approaching completion.    In May 2010, the 
California Transportation Commission will begin 
considering recommendations for what to do with 
cost savings that will be realized from the projects. 
 The bridge project is a strong candidate for Prop 1B 
funding because it is shovel ready; it meets the CTC’s 
eligibility criteria for CMIA cost savings, it was 
recommended for CMIA funding by CTC staff but was 
the last project removed from the CMIA project 
funding list approved by the CTC in 2007; and Caltrans 
has notified the CTC that it supports the project as it’s 
highest priority project in Southern California for 
CMIA cost savings.     

The other way the project could be funded is with 
STIP-Interregional funding.   This is the statewide 
discretionary funding source in the STIP.  Caltrans 
makes recommendations for funding for eligible 
projects that are on the state highway system and 
provide interregional connectivity.  The Commission 
makes the final selection of the projects.   This is a 
highly competitive program and billions of dollars 
worth of projects compete for millions of dollars in 
program funding.   This project has previously 
received environmental and design funding from the 
interregional STIP program.   So there is a precedent 
for funding this project using STIP-Interregional 
program, and there should be an interest at Caltrans 



SBCAG MEASURE A DRAFT STRATEGIC PLAN COMMENTS AND RESPONSES RECEIVED 2/24/10 to 4/26/10 

 

6 Revised 4/26/2010 

 

and the CTC in seeing a return on the previous 
investments made by delivering the project. 

 
Santa 
Barbara 
County Public 
Works 

Exec. Summary 
pg. xi, and Section 
5.3  
p. 59 

Amendments to the Strategic Plan – Recommend 
that TTAC should not just review the proposed 
Amendments, but actually provide a 
recommendation to the SBCAG Board on the 
Amendment. 

Text modified to reflect that TTAC review and provide 
recommendations to the SBCAG Board for 
amendments to the SP. 

Santa 
Barbara 
County Public 
Works 

Section 2.5  
p. 26 

Federal Earmarks – Recommend listing Federal 
Earmarks as a possible source for matching funds 
on Page 14 and in Table 2-2, even if an amount is 
not known at this time – a goal or range could be 
included.   

Indicated that the plan assumes that the region will 
pursue a  Federal  earmark  larger than the historic 
average of $1 million per year in the early years to 
fund the 101 HOV widening project but that due to 
the speculative nature of the level and timing of 
earmarks this source is not included as a named 
matching fund source. 

Santa 
Barbara 
County Public 
Works 

Section 5.3 
p. 59 

Given that the Santa Maria River Bridge is 
currently relying on Future STIP/Federal Stimulus 
Funds that may not materialize, what happens to 
its place in the overall schedule if these funds are 
not realized? 

Perhaps expand the amount of discussion on what 
happens to a project that either does not have its 
funding available when it’s time slot happens or 
has it’s funding available earlier than expected. 

The text has been changed to point out that policies 
and procedures for what happens when  a project 
does not have its funding available when it’s time slot 
happens or has its funding available earlier than 
expected will be established subsequent to adoption 
of the SP. 

Santa 
Barbara 
County Public 

Section 5.2 
p. 58 

Staffing Needs Analysis – Section 5.2: This is a 
critical component of the Strategic Plan and the 
implementation of a successful Measure A 

This section was in the draft SP that was distributed 
to the TTAC on 4/26/10. It is a staffing needs 
projection, not a staffing plan. Any SBCAG staff 
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Works program.  We would appreciate adequate notice 
as to when this section will be completed and 
adequate time to prepare comments on this 
section. 

additions and/or use of consultants requires approval 
by the SBCAG Board as part of the annual budgeting 
process. 

Santa 
Barbara 
County Public 
Works 
 

General Comment Include a SWOT (Strengths, Weakness, 
Opportunities, and Threats) analysis in the 
document.  For Example: 

Strengths – Passage of the Measure 

Weakness – All Programmatic State and Federal 
Funds are committed for the next 30 years – 
recommend adding a discussion of what will not 
be included in the document. 

Opportunities – As a self help county, the Measure 
opens the door for additional non-programmatic 
funding to come to the cities and County. 

Threats – Impacts to the condition of the local 
road system 

Rather than a SWOT analysis, the SP more 
appropriately contains a Management of Risks section 
which addresses cost, schedule and revenue risks, 
and approaches to managing specific risks. It also 
provides an analysis of the effects of obtaining 
additional outside funding. 
p. 44 

City of Santa 
Maria Public 
Works 

Executive 
Summary - page ix 
and x, Section 
2.2.2 and 3.1  

p. 9 and p. 32 

 

This summary discussion refers to "factors beyond 
SBCAG's control".  Two "factors" are listed:  1) the 
pace of economic development and 2) the 
willingness of local agencies to adjust fees to keep 
pace with escalation costs.  It also refers to 
"availability of fees" as a driving force for program 
delivery.   These statements do not enhance the 
public's understanding of this local funding source, 
and inaccurately describe their place within 

The text is this section has been modified to reflect 
the role that these fees play in the delivery of 
projects.   
 



SBCAG MEASURE A DRAFT STRATEGIC PLAN COMMENTS AND RESPONSES RECEIVED 2/24/10 to 4/26/10 

 

8 Revised 4/26/2010 

 

project funding and project implementation 
processes.  This discussion does not address a 
delivery strategy, which is the title of this section 
of the Executive Summary.  This discussion is also 
repeated on page 31 and on page 38 using 
identical text and no additional information. 

The executive summary should summarize the 
more accurate and relevant discussions in other 
sections of the Draft Strategic Plan.  Those 
discussions should be revised to describe how 
Growth Mitigation Fee Programs can assist in 
project delivery, and the flexibility they provide to 
SBCAG in providing funding components that will 
deliver projects according to local needs.  Those 
discussions should also describe the working and 
legal parameters of AB1600 Growth Mitigation Fee 
programs so that the public can understand how 
they work in relation to Measure A. 

Furthermore, the "Additional Program Delivery 
Strategies" section appears to be an ideal place to 
include such a discussion.  The discussion offered 
in this section is insubstantial.  

Not acknowledged within this discussion is the fact 
that local Growth Mitigation Fee programs collect 
fees in proportion to impacts from development, 
and that a proportion of the funding relates 
directly to existing traffic demands.  Developable 
land represents obligations toward the capital 
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projects within the program.  Fee account 
balances may be only one factor in  the 
consideration of determining when to build a 
project.  The combination of fee account balances 
and fee credits represents the funding available 
within the fee program.   

Local transportation needs, including impacts from 
development, are a much more powerful force 
driving the determination of when a project 
should be built, rather than a current account 
balance or a prediction of future availability of 
regional grant funds.  A more succinct and 
relevant discussion would include information on 
how development can actually become the 
catalyst for a project to be built, how a 
development agreement can allow private 
development interests to build the project and 
receive credits against future fee obligations, and 
how Measure A can assist this process by 
contributing the portion of project cost that is 
attributable to existing traffic demands on the 
project when the local conditions demand it. 

City of Santa 
Maria Public 
Works 

Strategic Plan 
Framework – 
Section 2.2  

p. 9 

 

Nowhere in this text is a discussion of how AB1600 
Growth Mitigation Fee programs present a 
partnership opportunity for the Measure A 
program to deliver projects, and can reduce or 
eliminate the need for State or Federal funding.  
These fee programs are routinely used throughout 
the state to fund public projects.  Furthermore, 
CEQA documents commonly identify payment of 

Included a statement in Section 2.2 that a project 
eligible for AB 1600 funds could facilitate project 
implementation by reducing or eliminating the need 
for State or Federal Funding.   
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AB1600 Growth Mitigation fees as mitigation 
measures to reduce impacts to acceptable levels.  
The assumption here is that the transportation 
project will be subsequently built in a timely 
manner to actually achieve the mitigation required 
by the CEQA document.   The Measure A Strategic 
Plan should incorporate these concepts, and 
provide flexibility to local agencies trying to 
address local transportation needs. 

 
City of Santa 
Maria Public 
Works 

Description of 
Program Delivery 
Strategy – Section 
3.1 

p. 32 

The same text appears here as appears in the 
Executive Summary.  This discussion needs to be 
revised, and it should be more detailed and 
provide more relevant content than the summary. 

The text in this section was modified to reflect the 
role that these fees play in the delivery of projects.   
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City of Santa 
Maria Public 
Works 

Key Assumptions 
– Section 3.2.2  

 

 

The same text appears here as appears in the 
Executive Summary.  It adds nothing new to 
previous sections of the Draft Strategic Plan. 

The Draft Strategic Plan continues to contain major 
deficiencies with regard to project delivery, and 
with regard to flexibility that will enhance local 
agency's ability to meet local needs.  The Draft 
Strategic Plan needs significant revision with 
regard to how Measure A will assist local 
jurisdictions deliver long-standing projects 
contained in local jurisdictions' AB1600 Growth 
Mitigation fee programs throughout Santa Barbara 
County.  The Strategic Plan needs to recognize 
that local needs determine local capital 
improvement programs, and Measure A assists 
local governments in delivering these needs to our 
communities.  The Measure A Strategic Plan must 
identify how these local needs may be 
accommodated, on a schedule that fits local 
community transportation demands.   

This section was deleted since it is a repeat of what is 
discussed in Section 3.1. 
 
  

TTAC 
comment 

Executive 
Summary pg. viii 
and Section 3.1 
p. 30 

Need to point out that use of matching funds for 
Measure A projects will impact their availability 
for local agency projects 

Added statement that reflects comment to both Exec 
Summary and text in Program Delivery Strategy 
section 3.1. 

TTAC  (April 
1, 2010 
meeting) 

General Comment Motion was approved to provide additional time 
for TTAC to review and comment on Draft 
Strategic Plan. TTAC recommends that SBCAG 
Board adopt the Draft SP as a Working Document 
at April Board meeting with final adoption in May 
or June following incorporation of any additional 
TTAC comments. It was agreed that the Strategic 
Plan itself will not change, only the text related to 
the SP Working Document will be subject to 

TTAC recommendations will be presented to SBCAG 
Board at 4/15/10 Board meeting. 
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refinement. 
TTAC SBCAG Staffing 

Projection 
(Section 5.2, p. 58) 

Clarify in text  the number of full-time equivalent  
(FTE) staff currently paid for by Measure D. 

The text has been modified to show that there are 
four FTE SBCAG staff allocated to Measure D.   

SBCTAC  pg. x, first full 
paragraph, 2nd to 
last sentence; 
Section 3.1, 
pg. 28, #5; and 
Section 3.2, pg. 
41, last paragraph 
 

Add “specialized transit” to cited paragraphs. Specialized transit added to text in all three places. 

SBCTAC p. 7, Section 2.2.2 
 

Use a simpler word than “overarching” Changed to  “countywide” 

SBCAG Board Executive 
Summary pg, x, 
and Section 3.1.1 
p. 34 

Allow flexibility in use of 101 HOV RSTP reserve 
upon receipt of outside funding 

Text modified to allow flexibility in use of reserve 
funds. 

SBCAG Board Executive 
Summary pg. xi, 
and Section 5.3  
p. 59 

Policies for Strategic Plan Amendments need 
Board discussion 

Draft Policies and Procedures section modified to 
allow for development of these policies and 
procedures subsequent to adoption of the SP. 

SBCAG Board  Executive 
Summary pg. viii, 
and Section 2.5.3 

The numbers shown on page 24 of the text is not 
consistent elsewhere in the text 

Indicated the level of AB 1600 funding on page vii of 
the Executive Summary (approximately $30 million) is 
in 2010 dollars.  The level of AB 1600 funds in Section 
2.5.3 (approximately $53.5 million) is in year of 
expenditure dollars (YOE dollars).  

SBCAG Board Executive 
Summary pg. xi, 
and Section 5.3  
p. 60 

Include in the list of reasons the Strategic Plan can 
be updated or amended, “or in cases of 
emergencies”. 

Added as a reason the SP can be updated and/ or 
amended, “ when public emergencies  impact the 
transportation infrastructure and services in the 
county to such an extent that the SP priorities need to 
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be temporarily or permanently re-established.” 
SBCAG Board Executive 

Summary pg. viii 
and ix, and 
Section 2.5 

Clarify that priority is given in the Strategic Plan to 
projects that don’t require matching funds 
controlled by SBCAG. 

Clarified which projects use "SBCAG discretionary" vs. 
"state discretionary" matching funds throughout the 
Executive Summary and in the body of the document. 
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2.0 DEVELOPMENT OF MEASURE A STRATEGIC PLAN 

2.1. Plan Development Process 

Development of  the  Strategic Plan has been an  interactive process between  the  consultants, 
SBCAG  staff,  and  SBCAG’s  Technical  Transportation  Advisory  Committee  (TTAC),  the  North 
County and South Coast Sub‐regional Committees of  the SBCAG Board,  the SBCAG Board and 
the Measure A  Citizens Oversight  Committee.  The  steps  involved  in developing  the  Strategic 
Plan are depicted in Figure 2‐1Figure 2‐1 and described below. 

 

 
  

Figure 2‐1: Strategic Plan Development Steps 

Develop Project Descriptions and Cost Estimates ‐ For budgeting and cash flow purposes  in the 
Strategic Plan, further definition and cost analysis of projects was necessary.  To accomplish this, 
a series of one‐on‐one meetings was held with each project’s potential  lead agency.   Based on 
these meetings  and  subsequent  analyses,  each Measure  A  project  and  program was  further 
defined,  cost  by  phase  established  and/or  updated,  schedule  (unconstrained  by  funding 
availability) developed, and expected sources of matching funds identified. This information was 
included  in  individual project data sheets. During the course of the Plan development process, 
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these data sheets were continually updated to reflect any changes. The  final data sheets used 
are located in Appendix B. 

Develop  Criteria  for  Prioritizing  Projects  ‐  Many  of  the  Measure  A  projects  and  programs, 
particularly those that will be used for sustaining on‐going operations, will be funded annually. 
Others  requiring significant capital expenditures need  to be  funded as  they become  ready  for 
construction and matching funds are available. This  latter category of projects required setting 
priorities for when they could be implemented. 

Revenue Projections  and  Possible  Financing  Tools  – Realization of  the Measure A  Investment 
Plan  requires  both  Measure  A  sales  tax  revenues  and  revenues  from  matching  sources. 
Projections  of  the  amount  of  annual  revenues  by  each  source were  developed  early  in  the 
process. 

Lead Agency Identification ‐     Jurisdictional responsibilities for delivery of each phase (planning 
and environmental  clearance, design,  right‐of‐way acquisition, and  construction or operation) 
for each project and program were developed jointly with the Technical Transportation Advisory 
Committee (TTAC).   TTAC is an advisory committee to the SBCAG Board which includes technical 
staff  from  each  of  the  cities  in  the  county,  the  county,  Santa  Barbara Metropolitan  Transit 
District (MTD), Caltrans and SBCAG. 

 Interregional  Transit  Operators  Analysis  –  To make  sure  that  the  funds  set  aside  for  inter‐
regional transit operations in both the North County and South Coast will be achieving the best 
value, an independent analysis of alternative service arrangements was undertaken.    

Critical Issues and Risks Identification – The ability to implement the Measure A Program could 
be  impacted by a variety of cost and  revenue  issues  (e.g. cost overruns, schedule delays, and 
revenue  shortfalls).  This  task  focused  on  identifying  these  issues,  assessing  their  potential 
impact and incorporating an ability to respond to such impacts in the Strategic Plan. 

Allocation of Funds to Sub‐regions – The Measure A Investment Plan allocates a fixed percentage 
of the total 30 year revenues to the Highway 101 HOV Widening project and the balance split 
evenly between the two sub‐regions.  How the funds are allocated annually to the sub‐programs 
in each sub‐region was established in this step. 

Funding Interregional Transit Programs ‐ The Measure A investment plan includes $22.5 million 
for  the North  County  and  $25.35 million  for  the  South  Coast  interregional  transit  programs. 
These  funds are to be used to maintain and expand bus service between the two regions and 
between Santa Barbara County and adjoining counties. In this step, assumptions were made as 
to which interregional transit services would be funded from the North or South programs, and 
the respective service levels for each program. 

Identification  of  Matching  Fund  Sources  for  Each  Project–  In  this  step  assumptions  were 
established  for  the  amount  and  timing  of  federal,  state  and  local  funding,  and  a  set  of 
alternative  cash  flow  scenarios were analyzed  relative  to  the  sources needed  to deliver each 
project and maximize use of Measure A funds. 
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SBCAG  Staff  Resource  Analysis  –  With  Measure  A  being  substantially  more  complex  to 
administer than Measure D, additional effort will be required. In this task the level of need was 
quantified  and  a  comparison made  as  to whether  these  needs  could be  best met  by  SBCAG 
adding staff or using consultants.  

Strategic Plan Preparation – The final step was preparation of this document. 

2.2. Strategic Plan Framework 

This section presents the overall framework that was used in the development of the Strategic 
Plan.    The  Strategic  Plan  framework  contains  guiding  principles,  overarching  goals,  and 
prioritization criteria that are applicable county‐wide as well to each of the two sub‐regions.   

The guiding principles and overarching goals are needed to assure that the Measure A ordinance 
objectives are met. 

2.2.1. Guiding Principles  

The  following  set  of  principles  provided  overall  guidance  and  direction  to  the  Strategic  Plan 
development process. They were agreed to by the Transportation Technical Advisory Committee 
(TTAC),  the  Sub‐regional  Committees  of  the  SBCAG  Board,  and  once  the  Strategic  Plan  is 
adopted  can  serve  in  the  future  as  the  foundation upon which  specific program policies  and 
procedures can be defined and incorporated in updates to the Strategic Plan:  

 Minimize  project  costs  by  delivering  all  Investment  Plan  projects  at  the  earliest 
possible date.   

 Allowing  for  annual  imbalances,  at  the  end  of  the  30  year  program  the  fair  share 
allocation of funds for the 101 HOV project and to and within each of the Sub‐regions 
shall be maintained.    

 Maximize matching and  leveraged  funds as needed  for completion of all  Investment 
Plan projects.   Minimize the time and costs of project delivery by working proactively 
with State and federal funding partners. 

 Ensure SBCAG has appropriate staffing to effectively deliver the Measure A Program.    

 Maintain the relevancy of the Strategic Plan by periodically updating the Strategic Plan 
to address changing conditions through the life of Measure A.  

2.2.2. CountywideOverarching Goals  

Five countywide overarching goals were used to help define a plan for effectively delivering the 
Measure A Investment Plan as approved by the voters.  Goals common to all Measure A projects 
and programs include:  

Goal 1:  Assure overall Measure A program of projects is delivered 

Goal 2:  Maintain fair share allocation of funds to and within North County and South 
Coast 

Goal 3:  Maximize leveraging of Measure A revenue  
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Goal 4:  Control project and program costs  

Goal 5:  Accelerate project delivery through borrowing, where appropriate  

Each goal is discussed below.   

Goal 1:  Assure that the overall Measure A program of projects is delivered 

The passage of Measure A signifies a commitment by SBCAG and  local  jurisdictions and transit 
operators to deliver each component of the program and to assure that funds will be expended 
in accordance with the  Investment Plan. The ability to  implement the Measure A program will 
require prioritization of projects, not starting work on projects prior to their scheduled start so 
as  to not waste  resources,  cooperation between programs  “cooperative model”, etc.  the  fair 
share allocation of funds to and within the two Sub‐regions and among projects and programs, 
based on the most accurate data.    It also requires the ability to allocate revenues equitably  in 
the  event  that  sales  tax  revenues  and/or  matching  funds  come  in  higher  or  lower  than 
projected, to projects based on the funding levels identified in the Investment Plan.   

Goal 2:  Assure the fair share allocation of funds to and within the North County and South Coast 

After accounting for the Highway 101 HOV project (13.4 percent), the funding split between the 
North County and South Coast  is equal  (43.3/43.3 percent). Additionally, within  the  two  sub‐
regions  there  are  particular  commitments  to  specific  projects  and  programs.    From  this 
definition in the Measure A program, there is a clear need to assure that the North County and 
South Coast receive equal treatment. Equal treatment in the development of the Strategic Plan 
has meant that projects in one sub‐region have not been expedited at the expense of the other. 
It  has  also  meant  that  the  North  County  and  the  South  Coast  have  had  an  equal  say  in 
developing  the  prioritization  and  use  of  matching  and  leveraged  funds  that  will  guide  the 
implementation of projects within each sub‐region. 

Goal  3:  Maximize Revenue Leveraging  

As  State  and  federal  funding  levels  from  formula  programs  become  increasingly  uncertain, 
SBCAG must  focus on  strategies  that make  the most efficient use of Measure A  revenues by 
leveraging them with other outside funding.  

Measure A revenue  is dependent on taxable sales, which  is  linked  in turn to demographic and 
economic growth, and  the maturation of Santa Barbara County’s wholesale and retail sectors.   
These are not areas  that SBCAG has  the ability  to directly  control. Additionally, Measure A  is 
starting in a very weak economy, with gross sales tax receipts over the past several years down 
substantially from prior years.   

Consequently, SBCAG and  its  local agencies and transit partners need a revenue maximization 
strategy which focuses principally on ways the agency can increase its share of State and federal 
funds  from  discretionary  programs  to  leverage Measure  A  funding.  A  revenue maximization 
strategy  should  comprise  two  elements— maximizing  the  efficient  use  of  State  and  federal 
funds  that  SBCAG  and  the  agency  partners  are  programmatically  allocated,  and  bringing 
additional State and federal transportation funds to the county.   
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On the local level, for projects that may be eligible, an AB 1600 Growth Mitigation Fee program 
could provide  flexibility  to  local agencies  trying  to address  local  transportation needs.   These 
funds  could  be  used  to  facilitate  the  implementation  of  projects  and/  or  to  help  reduce  or 
eliminate the need for State or Federal funding. 
 
Goal 4:  Control Project and Program Costs  

Delivery of the Measure A  Investment Plan requires not only making the most efficient use of 
the revenue generated from the sales tax, but also by the effective management of project and 
program costs. Increased project costs, whether through scope creep or future cost escalation, 
could pose a  threat  to delivering  the  full complement of Measure A 2010‐2040 projects.   The 
Strategic Plan delineates a multi‐pronged strategy  for containing costs based on  the  following 
principles:  

1. Each Measure  A  2010‐2040  program  and  project must  live within  the Measure  A 
revenue projected for that program or project in the Investment Plan.   

2. Programs  should  be  structured  so  that  both  SBCAG  and  each  project’s  lead 
implementation agency can effectively manage cash‐flows and deliver projects  in a 
timely way.  

3.  Institutional  processes  should  reinforce  disciplined  project  management  within 
SBCAG, Caltrans, and local agencies.  

 Goal 5:  Accelerate Project Delivery Through Borrowing, Where Appropriate  

The  Measure  D  transportation  sales  tax  program  in  Santa  Barbara  County  successfully 
implemented a bond financing strategy in order to expedite the delivery of the regional project 
program. On a “pay as you” basis the program would not have been delivered within the twenty 
year life of the program due to construction cost escalation.  

Measure A will also require bonding. In the case of Measure A, issuing bonds is needed primarily 
to maintain cash flow to the annually funded programs such as Local Streets and Roads, transit 
operations,  car/van  pool  programs,  etc.,  while  also  implementing  the  Highway  101  HOV 
Widening as  the  top priority project per  the  investment plan. Without bonding  these annual 
programs would have to receive less than their full annual share.  

2.3.  Protocols for Project Prioritization 

To  facilitate  the  orderly  development  of  the  Strategic  Plan  and  subsequent  updates  a  set  of 
“protocols” or agreed upon principles  for prioritizing  the  individual projects were established. 
The seven protocols  that were agreed  to by  the TTAC and SBCAG Board are presented  in  this 
section.  

All seven protocols have equal weight and the order in which they are presented is not intended 
to reflect any one of the protocols being more important than any of the others.  

Protocol:     Each of  the Local Streets and Transportation  Improvement Programs  in North and 
South County will receive Measure A revenues annually. 
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Protocol:  Programs for transit, vanpool and carpool operations will receive Measure A funding 
annually. Programs included are: 

 
South Coast Transit Operations Program 

North County Interregional Transit Program (Operations) 

South Coast Interregional Transit Program (Operations) 

North County Specialized Transit for Elderly and Disabled

North County Car and Vanpool Program 

South Coast Specialized Transit for Elderly and Disabled 

South Coast Car and Vanpool Program 

 

Protocol: Highway 101 Widening South of Santa Barbara is the highest priority capital project in 
the county. Because of this the Measure A Strategic Plan is based on delivering each segment of 
the  Highway  101 Widening  as  soon  as  the  project  development  process  is  completed,  and 
matching funds have been secured.  

Protocol: Measure A funds for South Coast Transit Capital Program and Capital portions of North 
County  Interregional  Transit  Program  and  South  Coast  Interregional  Transit  Program will  be 
allocated as follows: 

A. An annual reimbursement will be made for routine capital replacement items(1) 
B. Major  capital  projects  such  as  fleet‐wide  component  replacements  and  vehicle 

purchase  and  replacements will  be  programmed  for  funding  on  an  agreed  upon 
schedule. 

Protocol:  North County Safe Routes to School, Bicycle & Pedestrian Program, South Coast Safe 
Routes to School Program, and South Coast Regional Bicycle and Pedestrian Program will each 
receive Measure  A  funding  annually.  Distribution of Measure A funding to specific projects will 
be based on periodic call for projects the process of which will be determined by SBCAG and the 
local agencies.  

Protocol: Commuter & Passenger Rail Planning & Services Improvements will receive Measure A 
funding on an agreed upon schedule once the project needs are further defined. (Note rail funds 
are assumed for operating improvements, and if spent on capital improvements, they would be 
in the next protocol). 

Protocol:   The remaining 13 projects will be prioritized using the criteria described  in the next 
section of the Strategic Plan. The projects are: 

 



 
Draft Final w Responses to Comments 4/26/2010  11  Measure A Strategic Plan 
 

Hwy 101/Union Valley Parkway I/C 

Hwy 101/Santa Maria River Bridge 

Hwy 101/135 I/C 

Hwy 101/Betteravia Road 

Hwy 101/McCoy I/C 

Hwy 246 Passing Lanes 

Hwy 246/Santa Ynez River Bridge 

Hwy 166 Safety Improvements 

Goleta Overpass Improvements 

Solvang Circulation Improvements  

Buellton Circulation Improvements 

Guadalupe Circulation Improvements 

Carpinteria Circulation Improvements

 
 
 

2.4. Prioritization Criteria 

One of the purposes of the Strategic Plan is to establish the relative priority among the projects 
contained in the Investment Plan as far as the sequence in which they will be implemented. This 
is  a more  complex  task  than  appears  on  the  surface  since  unlike Measure  D, many  of  the 
Measure  A  projects  rely  upon  some  other  funding  sources  for  implementation.  Additionally, 
only  some of  the  improvements  funded  from Measure A  represent discreet named projects, 
others are  for annual operating expenses, and others are  categorical programs  such as  “Safe 
Routes  to School” and bicycle and pedestrian programs. The  largest component  in Measure A 
however  is  the  fixed  percentage  of  sales  tax  revenue  used  to  fund  “Local  Street  and 
Transportation  Improvements.” This  latter category of allocated  funds will  flow directly  to  the 
designated recipients and as such did not require prioritization.   

As described in the previous section, using protocols, decisions were made at the outset of the 
Strategic  Plan  development  process  as  to which  projects  are  to  receive  an  annual  allocation 
(whether a fixed or variable percent) and which must compete for prioritization. Also decided at 
the outset was  that all non‐annualized projects were  to be prioritized on a countywide rather 
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than  sub‐region basis. The 101 HOV Widening Project  from Carpinteria  to Santa Barbara was 
designated as the top priority named project. 

It was recognized that establishing priorities cannot be made formulaically. Instead it requires a 
give and take by the project proponents through an informed decision making process. A series 
of meetings with the TTAC and Sub‐regional Committees, and ultimately with the SBCAG Board 
accomplished this function.    

The following prioritization criteria were used: 

 Relative Mobility Improvement/ Gap Closure/ Congestion Relief 

 Relative Safety Benefit 

 Project  Readiness  (as  far  as  design,  environmental  clearance  and  commitment  of 
matching funds) 

 Relative Leveraging of Measure A dollars with committed matching dollars that do not 
compete with matching funds committed to the 101 HOV widening project 

In  addition,  once  the  projects were  prioritized  using  the  above  criteria,  the  priority  rankings 
were  evaluated  to make  sure  that  they  reflected  both  a  geographic  balance  between North 
County and South Coast, and between alternative modes.   

The  results  of  the  initial  screening were  documented  in  a  summary matrix  that  showed  the 
performance  levels achieved by each project against each criterion. The matrix  included both 
quantitative and qualitative information un‐ weighted so that decision makers could assign their 
own weights to reflect the relative importance of each criterion.  The findings were presented in 
a series of meetings with the TTAC and Sub‐regional Committees until a consensus was reached 
for recommendation to the SBCAG Board. 

2.4.1. Prioritization Results 

Table 2‐1Table 2‐1 reflects the final ratings for the 13 named highway projects. In the table the 
ratings closest  to one  reflect  the best score and  the values closest  to  three reflect  the  lowest 
score. The table also shows some of the quantitative data that was used to rate the projects for 
the Project Readiness and Leveraging of Measure A Dollars criteria. In the absence of hard data, 
the  Congestion  Relief  and  Safety  Benefits  ratings  were  based  on  the  Consultant  Team’s 
knowledge and professional  judgment of each project’s characteristics and were reviewed and 
approved by the TTAC. 

The  ratings were  used  to  establish  three  relative  priority  groupings  of  projects  so  that  the 
projects  in each grouping could be sub‐phased  in three tranches based on funding availability. 
The resultant Groupings are shown in the last column in Table 2‐1Table 2‐1. The groupings were 
used for scheduling projects in alternative program delivery scenarios.  
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2.5. Revenue Projections  

The  North  County,  South  Coast,  and  Highway  101  High  Occupancy  Vehicle  Lane  (HOV) 
components of the Measure A Strategic Plan are proposed to be funded by Measure A sales tax 
proceeds and by other sources to be matched and leveraged using Measure A revenues. Of the 
Measure  A  revenues  collected,  over  78  percent  will  be  allocated  annually  to  the  local 
jurisdictions  and  transit  agencies  in  North  County  and  South  Coast  who may  pursue  other 
sources  of  funding  for  annual  elements  of  the  program,  including  Local  Street  and 
Transportation Improvements, Local and Interregional Transit, Specialized Transit for Elderly and 
Disabled, Carpools and Vanpools, Bicycle and Pedestrian  Improvements, Commuter/Passenger 

Table 2‐1: Measure A Project Prioritization Groupings 

Prioritization Criteria 

             

Composite Rating Congest. 
Relief        

(1A +1B)/2 
Safety 

Project 
Readiness 

Funding 
Rating 

(4E+4F+4G)
/3 

 

1  2  3  4    Σ 1 to 4 
   rating  rating  rating  rating    rating  grouping 

Projects                     

MSA‐
02 

101/Union Valley 
Parkway (UVP) 
Interchange 

1.5  2  1  2.7    1.79  I 

MSA‐
03 

101/Santa Maria River 
Bridge Widening 

1.5  2  1  1.0    1.38  I 

MSA‐
04 

101/SR135 (Broadway) 
Interchange 

2.5  2  1  2.0    1.88  II 

MSA‐
05 

101/Betteravia 
Interchange 

2  2  2  1.3    1.83  II 

MSA‐
06 

101/McCoy 
Interchange 

2.5  3  2  1.0    2.13  II 

MSA‐
07 

SR246 Passing Lanes  3  1  1  3.0    2.00  II 

MSA‐
08 

SR246/Santa Ynez 
River Bridge 
Replacement 

3  2  3  2.3    2.58  III 

MSA‐
09 

SR166 Safety 
Improvements 

3  1  2  1.0    1.75  I 

MSA‐
10 

Goleta Overpass  1.5  2  2  1.7    1.79  I 

MSA‐
11 

Solvang Circulation 
Improvements 

1.5  2  2  1.7    1.79  I 

MSA‐
12 

Buellton Circulation 
Improvements 

3  3  1  1.7    2.17  III 

MSA‐
13 

Guadalupe Circulation 
Improvements 

3  3  2  1.7    2.42  III 

MSA‐
14 

Carpinteria Circulation 
Improvements 

3  3  2  1.0    2.25  III 
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