
 

  
 

 

 
  

MEETING SUMMARY 
 

NORTH COUNTY MEASURE D POLICY DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE 
 

Wednesday, September 12, 2007 
 

9:00 a.m. 
 

Central Coast Water Authority 
255 Industrial Way 

Buellton, CA 
 

 
1. CALL TO ORDER AND ROLL CALL: 

 
Members Present:    Joni Gray, Supervisor, Fourth district; Joe Centeno, Supervisor, Fifth 
District; Russ Hicks, Councilmember, City of Buellton and committee chairperson; Dick 
DeWees, Mayor, City of Lompoc; Lupe Alvarez, Mayor; City of Guadalupe; Bob Orach,  
Councilmember, City of Santa Maria; Jim Richardson, Councilmember, City of Solvang; Rich 
Krumholz, Caltrans, District 5 (ex-officio member) 

  
Members Absent:   Brooks Firestone, Supervisor, Third District;  
 
Advisory committee members proceeded with self-introductions.  Policy Development 
Committee members in attendance included: Hamid Bahadori, Auto Club of Southern 
California; Vibiana Saavedra, PUEBLO; Deborah Brasket, Santa Barbara County Action 
Network; Andy Caldwell, COLAB; Don Oaks, Santa Barbara County Taxpayers Association; 
John Peterson, Buellton Chamber of Commerce; Linda Jackson, Solvang Chamber of 
Commerce; Harrell Fletcher, Santa Maria Chamber of Commerce. 
 
SBCAG Staff Members Present:   Jim Kemp, Executive Director;  Steve VanDenburgh, 
Deputy Director of Programming & Project Delivery; Kent Epperson, Director of Traffic 
Solutions; Gregg Hart, Public Information Officer; Fred Luna, Transportation Engineer; Sarkes 
Khachek, Transportation Planner 

 
2. REVIEW OF AGENDA AND MEETING OBJECTIVES 
 

Jim Kemp reviewed the meeting agenda and meeting objectives.  
 

3.        August 1 MEETING REVIEW 
 
Jim Kemp presented the meeting summary from the August 1st meeting and there were no 
comments. 
 
Jim Kemp reviewed the meeting overview and presented the responses to questions received 
from committee members after the August 1st meeting. 
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4.        REGIONAL TRANSIT, PARATRANSIT AND TRAFFIC DEMAND REDUCTION 
 

Austin O’Dell, City of Santa Maria Transit Manager, gave a presentation on the Breeze 
Intercommunity Transit Service.  
 
Sherrie Fisher, SBMTD General Manager, gave a presentation on the Valley Express Transit 
Service.  Based on comments and questions from the committee, Ms. Fisher provided the 
following information: 

o Farebox recovery ratios varied by each route on the Valley Express 
 

Kent Epperson, Director of SBCAG’s Traffic Solutions Division, gave a presentation on the 
Clean Air Express and Coastal Express Regional Transit Services.  Based on comments and 
questions from the committee, Mr. Epperson provided the following information: 

o The Clean Air Express is currently experiencing a Farebox Recovery Ratio of 80% while 
the Coastal Express was experiencing a lower farebox recovery ratio because bus 
depreciation is included in the farebox recovery formula and the service is bi-directional 
and operates daily. 

 
Jim Talbott, General Manager of Santa Maria Organization of Transportation Helpers 
(SMOOTH), gave an overview of the Guadalupe Flyer.  Based on comments and questions 
from the committee, Mr. Talbott provided the following information: 

o City of Guadalupe is expending all transit funding available including Transportation 
Development Act Funds. 

o Increased housing units in Guadalupe in the near future will increase demand on the 
Guadalupe Flyer. 

o The current Farebox Recovery Ratio for SMOOTH is 19% 
 
Following the overview of the Guadalupe Flyer, Mr. Talbott provided an overview of paratransit 
services provided by SMOOTH.  Based on comments and questions from the committee, Mr. 
Talbott provided the following information: 

o Santa Maria Organization of Transportation Helpers does not currently receive any 
Measure D funding. 

o Santa Maria Area Transit operated by the City of Santa Maria provides paratransit 
services required to meet the federal Americans with Disabilities Act.  SMOOTH carries 
passengers who don’t qualify for ADA service. 

 
Kent Epperson gave a presentation on services provided by Traffic Solutions.  Based on 
comments and questions from the committee, Mr. Epperson provided the following information: 

o Traffic Solutions is comprised of 3 staff members. 
o Majority of staff time is devoted to outreach to employers and commuters regarding 

available traffic demand reduction programs. 
 
The committee then discussed the importance of Measure D funding for funding regional transit 
services. 
 

5.        MEASURE D 2008 – NORTH COUNTY INVESTMENT PLAN PROPOSAL 
 

Sarkes Khachek reviewed the Draft North County Investment Plan Regional Project List. Staff 
noted that the Guadalupe Flyer is eligible for interregional transit program funding as are new  
interregional services. 
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Following the presentation, the committee discussed the following issues:   
 

• Whether to include alternative transportation projects in the regional list to have a 
balanced plan that could be presented to the voters.  The Coalition for a Fair 
Measure D distributed copies of its platform and alternative transportation 
funding priorities were discussed. 

• Developer funding contributions to regional transportation projects.  The 
committee requested more information on contributions to projects. 

• Whether to include a Buellton Circulation Improvements project on the regional 
project list similar to regional projects included in the plan for Guadalupe and 
Solvang. 

• A concern was raised that the estimate for the Highway 246 Santa Ynez River 
Bridge project was too low.   

 
Following discussion of the regional project list, committee members reviewed the proposed 
local program allocations and eligible projects as prepared by staff.   Discussion related to 
including minimum percentages allocated to alternative transportation projects within the local 
Measure D program similar to the proposal in the Measure D 2006 plan.  Under the proposal, 
each local agency would determine which alternative transportation projects would be funded to 
meet the minimum.   
 
Committee members requested information on funding available to local jurisdictions for 
Safe Routes School Projects through Federal and State grants. 
 
Committee members discussed the importance of local control for jurisdictions in determining 
how funds are spent.   
 
The committee then reviewed a recommendation letter from the Santa Barbara County Transit 
Advisory Committee (SBCTAC).  SBCTAC recommended increasing funding for the Breeze 
service to accommodate the extension from Lompoc to Buellton and a guarantee of funding for 
specialized transit services.  The committee discussed whether increased funding for transit and 
paratransit services should come from a small reduction in the local program, but members 
agreed that funding would not be guaranteed specifically for transit from the local program—this 
would be left to the discretion of each local agency. 
 
Committee members discussed whether to raise the local program base allocation from $50,000 
to a higher amount.  Members of the committee requested that staff return with a local 
program allocation reflecting a $200,000 base allocation for Solvang, Buellton and 
Guadalupe and retaining the existing $50,000 base for the County, City of Santa Maria, 
and City of Lompoc. 

  
 

6.        PUBLIC COMMENT 
  
There was a request from the public to have more detailed project descriptions for projects 
included in the regional list. 
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7.        CONFIRM NEXT COMMITTEE MEETING DATE 
   

The committee agreed to scheduling two meetings in October. 
 

The next meeting will be October 3, 2007 from 9:00am to noon with meeting location to be 
determined.  The second meeting will be held October 17th from 9AM to Noon at the Central 
Coast Water Authority. 

 
There being no other business, the committee adjourned. 



 
 

 

 
October 3, 2007 
North County Measure D Renewal Policy Development Committee 
Agenda Item #3B. 
 
Responses to questions asked at, or received since, the September 12 meeting. 

 
1. Q:  Can you provide us with information on Safe Routes to School funding 

programs?   
 

A:   We have included in the mailing for the October 3 meeting a revised staff report on the 
federal and state Safe Routes to School funding programs that was sent to our 
Transportation Technical Advisory Committee.  As the report says, the state program was 
copied by Congress when it drafted the multi-year federal transportation bill, SAFETEA-
LU, so we therefore have two programs in California at this time.   It is unclear if Congress 
will continue the Safe Routes program in the next multi-year transportation bill when 
SAFETEA-LU expires after Fiscal Year 08-09.   Measure D funds, whether from a 
regional or local program, could be used for the required local match for the state program 
or could partly fund a federal project to make it more competitive against applications from 
other regions that are requesting that the Safe Routes program fund 100% of project cost. 

 
2. Q:  Can we get better regional project descriptions?    
 

A:  We have described each regional highway project on the Regional Project Descriptions 
attachment to the Investment Plan.  It is important to understand that some of the projects 
are under development right now.  That means that environmental studies are being 
prepared or design is underway.  So it is not possible to provide a diagram of what each 
project will look like at completion.  But we can say for a project like the 101/Union 
Valley Parkway interchange, for example, that the scope of the project includes 
northbound and southbound on and off ramps.  Various designs are being evaluated and 
the alternative selected could be a “tight diamond”, a “partial cloverleaf,” or some other 
design that provides full northbound and southbound access.  The regional project 
descriptions have been developed to address the project’s purpose and need.  It is 
important not to use descriptions that are overly specific in the investment plan especially 
when the projects are still under development.  We don’t want to describe a specific project 
design that may turn out later to be infeasible and undeliverable.  

 
3. Q:  How much developer fee money is going to projects?   
 

A:  The city of Santa Maria has in its Growth Mitigation Fee program the Highway 
101\135 interchange, the Highway 101\McCoy Lane interchange, Highway 101\Betteravia 
Road interchange and the Highway 101\Union Valley Parkway.  Fees are charged for new 
single-family dwellings and commercial industrial projects.  Growth Mitigation fees are 
currently being used to fund the development costs for the 101/McCoy and 101/135 
interchanges and the city is contributing fees to the Union Valley Parkway project 



 
 

 

development.  The County of Santa Barbara also has indicated it has collected fees for the 
Union Valley Parkway program.  These are the only projects that we know of that are 
included in local growth mitigation fee programs.  
 
The amount of growth mitigation program funding contributed to a specific regional 
project will depend largely on the proportion of “new” traffic using the facility that 
attributable to development and by the cost of improvements required to serve traffic 
generated by development.  For example, if 20% of the traffic using the planned Union 
Valley Parkway interchange is generated by new development, mitigation fees would be 
expected to pay a proportional share of the cost of the project.  Further, if traffic from new 
development requires additional improvements (eg., a wider two-lane onramp), impact fees 
would be expected to help offset the additional costs.   
 
This example is obviously overly simplistic and determining the “fair share” contribution 
of mitigation fees that should be required to offset the project cost depends on many 
factors and assumptions.   For Measure D regional projects, the local agency (or agencies), 
Caltrans and SBCAG would be involved in the discussion of the fair share amount and it 
will be determined through an agreement by the agencies on a case by case basis.  The 
Citizen Oversight Committee that would be (presumably) formed as a requirement of 
Measure D 2008 may also play a role in this process.    

 
4. Q (submitted by email):  Our constituents want a clearer picture of what the “local 

program” funds to local jurisdictions will be spent on.  There must be sufficient 
safeguards to assure voters that each jurisdiction will maintain a commitment to 
“alternative” transportation facilities and services.  For each jurisdiction, both South 
Coast and North County, we seek to categorize and quantify the spending of Measure 
D funds over the last three years into the following categories: 

 
 a. pedestrian facilities 
 b. bicycle facilities 
 c. all other road and street maintenance and improvement 
 d. transit services 
 e. Safe Routes to School programs 
 
 We would like to develop a set of definitions for these categories acceptable to the 

public works departments and mutually acceptable formulas for allocating 
expenditures that may qualify for more than one of these categories.   For example, 
when roads and on-street bike lanes are resurfaced, the fraction of the road surface 
occupied by the bike lane can be used to split the cost. 

 
 We recognize that localities are already using some Measure D funds to support 

“alternative” modes.  These past expenditures should be quantified and used as 
benchmarks for the safeguards in the Measure D 2008 expenditure plan.  Once these 
numbers are available, we can evaluate the past performance of each jurisdiction and 
evaluate if these are the appropriate minimums.  We agree that flexibility is 



 
 

 

important.  Flexibility can be maintained with an approach similar to Measure D 
2006, with each jurisdiction committing minimum amounts to certain categories over 
multi-year periods. 

 
 A:   Local agencies have broad discretion in the current measure to decide how to spend 

their local program funding, and SBCAG has not imposed specific requirements in 
reporting their planned expenditures in their annual Program of Projects (POPs) they must 
approve and submit to SBCAG for approval.  We have not required that they utilize a 
standard reporting format (ie., project categories), so some agencies provide detail on 
specific projects to be funded and others provide expenditures that will be made in 
categories such as “Road Maintenance”. (Note: SBCAG verifies that proposed 
expenditures are eligible for Measure D funding).  Even when an agency has described a 
specific project to us in their POP, for example a pedestrian project, it isn’t clear if it was 
part of a Safe Routes application.   Therefore, we do not have in hand information that 
would allow us to break out Measure D local program expenditures into the categories you 
have listed in your question.  We would have to ask each local agency to resubmit their 
POPs from the last three years, using the categories you have created, in order to give you 
accurate information.  If you would like to view the POPs of the local agencies for the last 
three years, they are posted on the Measure D Renewal webpage, which can be accessed 
from our home page at www.sbcag.com. 

 
In general, we would be concerned about using POPs from past years as a basis to 
prescribe percentages for the future.  Transit service needs and expenditures in the early 
years of the Measure D program, for example, were probably rather modest in the North 
County.   That may not be the case in the future as the North County grows and urbanizes.  
So the past is probably not the best basis for setting future commitments on transit 
expenditures.   
 
When the Alternative Modes percentages were prescribed in Measure D 2006, each city 
council and Board of Supervisors was asked to set their own percentage because, again, 
this is local funding that is intended to be expended through local discretion, we have not 
tracked their flexible funding from the past and wouldn’t want to use past expenditures as a 
basis for future expenditures, and each city and the County is in a good position to 
understand its own general plan and how its local transit and road funding needs may grow 
in the future.      

 
We would also be concerned about setting minimum expenditures for each specific 
categories (eg., pedestrian, bikeways, transit, etc.) rather than the generalized “Alternative 
Modes” category used in the 2006 program.  For one thing, each agency will have different 
needs in each category.  A new city such as Goleta, which was recently an unincorporated 
area, may have more needs for pedestrian improvements than a long-established city like 
Santa Barbara.  That will mean creating a percentage specifically for that agency for that 
category. We will end up with a matrix of agencies, categories and percentages that will 
open the plan up to criticism that it is too complex and confusing. Another concern is a 
category like “Safe Routes to School” is a narrow category—right now no matching funds 



 
 

 

are needed for the federal Safe Routes program and a 10% match is needed for the state 
program.  If Measure D local funds are used for the 10% match on state applications which 
average about $300,000, and agencies are successful in getting state funding intermittently, 
not a lot of funding is captured in that category.  But a lot of debate will occur at the city 
councils and Board of Supervisors about the need for a prescribed percentage for such a 
narrow category. Some agencies may point out that they are making many Safe Routes 
improvements through the federal program which funds 100% of project costs, so they 
don’t need to spend their measure funds on Safe Routes projects, and they should have the 
flexibility to spend their funds on other alternative modes according to each community’s 
needs and priorities.  So the benefit of committing a local agency to meeting a percentage 
for a narrow category may be negated by the lack of a need for a category so narrow and 
the frustration felt by the local agencies at losing flexibility.  And it’s important to 
remember that each city and the Board of Supervisors have to approve the 2008 Investment 
Plan before it is placed on the ballot.  The same concerns could be raised for bicycle 
projects, which compete for Bicycle Transportation Account funding in a statewide 
program and Transportation Enhancement funding from SBCAG.  An agency could be 
doing a good job making bike improvements with funds from other sources and not need to 
spend Measure D funds on projects.  
 
Staff agrees that in an effort to create a balanced plan that will generate needed voter 
support, there must be commitments made in the plan to expend an identifiable amount of 
funding for alternative transportation projects.  For the reasons noted, staff is proposing 
that the plan require that each local agency expend a minimum percentage of its local 
allocation for a general alternative modes category.  This approach provides local agencies 
flexibility to address each community’s needs as they evolve and is consistent with the 
commitments that each city and the county have previously agreed to in the Measure D 
2006 plan.   

 
 
 


