
 
 

 
 

 
 
 

STAFF REPORT 
 
 
 
SUBJECT: Bikeway Projects 
 
 
MEETING DATE: August 21, 2003       AGENDA ITEM:  7G          
 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
 
Receive information report on funding and cost-effectiveness of bikeway projects. 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
At the June 19 board meeting Supervisor Centeno requested information regarding the amount 
of funding allocated by SBCAG for bikeway projects and the cost effectiveness of these 
projects.   
 
The Federal Transportation Improvement Programs adopted by the SBCAG board from 1996 to 
2002 programmed a total of approximately $211 million in local, state and federal funds for all 
modes of transportation projects.  Of this amount, $14.4 million, or 6.8%, was programmed for 
construction and improvement of bikeways.  This amount does not include Transportation 
Development Act funds, which pass through SBCAG and are programmed to projects by local 
agencies.  TDA requires that 2% of total annual allocations be used by local agencies for bike or 
pedestrian projects—about $250,000 annually in Santa Barbara County.  In addition, the 
amount programmed for bikeways does not include Class 2 bike lanes that are constructed as 
part of road improvement projects.    
 
It should be noted that the SBCAG board has adopted a policy that no less than 10% of 
SBCAG’s federal apportionments of Regional Flexible Funds (CMAQ, TE and RSTP) shall be 
programmed for regional bikeway projects.  This funding floor for bikeway projects would 
amount to about $1.0 million annually. 
 
A list of projects currently funded by SBCAG is attached to this staff report (attachment 1) 
 
APCD staff prepared a report discussing the cost effectiveness of bikeway projects (attachment 
2).  This report was presented to the APCD board on January 17, 2003.  
 
STAFF CONTACT:  Steve VanDenburgh, Kent Epperson 
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ATTACHMENT 1 
Bikeway Projects or Programs Currently Funded by SBCAG 
 
 

JURISDICTION PROJECT 

AMOUNT OF FUNDING 
PROGRAMMED BY 

SBCAG * FUNDING SOURCE 
Carpinteria Coast Route Bike Path Improvements $1,232,000 STIP 
Goleta 101/Ellwood Pedestrian Overcrossing $500,000 TE 
Goleta San Jose Creek Bikeway $1,047,000 STP 
Goleta San Jose Creek Class 1 Bikeway $200,000 STIP 
Lompoc Class I Bikeway to Alan Hancock $394,000 STP 
Santa Barbara (city) Bike Improvements, Garden Interchange & City $350,000 STP 
Santa Barbara (city) Mission Street Bikeway @ U.S. 101 $1,060,000 STIP 
Santa Barbara (city) Pershing Park Multi-Purpose Pathway $270,000 CMAQ 
Santa Barbara (city) Shoreline Drive Park Expansion $570,000 TE 
Santa Maria Airport Bikeway Connection $328,000 TE 
Santa Maria S.M. Valley RR Bikeway Phase II $735,000 TE 
Santa Maria Bikeway Construction $108,000 Demo Funds, TEA 21 
Solvang Alamo Pintado Creek Bridge $63,000 CMAQ 
Solvang Class I Bikeway along Highway 246 $168,000 CMAQ 
 

• Each project may have additional funding sources.  Some projects were only 
programmed for certain phases.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



MEMORANDUM 
 

To:  APCD Board of Directors 
From:  Doug Allard 
Date:  January 17, 2003 
Re:  Funding Bicycle Facilities 
 
Several months ago, your Board  raised questions regarding the cost-effectiveness of 
funding bicycling facilities in order to promote bicycling as a method of commuting to 
work and school. This memo provides some answers to those questions.   
 
In developing these answers, we coordinated closely with the staff of the Santa Barbara 
County Association of Governments.  SBCAG is responsible for administering Regional 
Transportation Funds, which are often used to fund bicycling facilities.  A primary policy 
of SBCAG’s Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) is the development of a coordinated 
multi-modal transportation system designed to serve the varying travel requirements of 
the region. Completion of a coordinated bikeway system with multi-modal links (transit, 
rail) that serves both commuters and recreational bicyclists and accommodates a range of 
cycling skills is seen as crucial to encouraging bicycling as a travel mode. Toward this 
end, SBCAG's 1994 Regional Bikeway Study identified a system of regionally 
significant bikeways that link major population centers and, within the centers, major trip 
origins and destinations. This system is directly incorporated into the RTP.   
 
Commitments to promote bicycling as a transportation control measure are also included 
in APCD Clean Air Plans. The 2001 Clean Air Plan recommends that the county and 
cities ensure that bicycle needs are integrated into local planning efforts, including local 
plans and ordinances, and encourages that federal, state, and local funding be 
expeditiously pursued for purposes of completing missing commuter oriented bikeway 
segments identified in SBCAG's Regional Bikeway Study and the cities and county's 
local Bicycle Master Plans and/or Bikeway Elements of their General Plans. 
 
In order to provide additional insight into the issue of funding bicycle facilities and to 
address specific questions raised by your Board, please refer to the following questions 
and answers regarding this topic.   
 
1.  What recent data are available to evaluate the trends in bicycle commuting and what 

do they show? 
 

Two recently available sources of data that can be used to assess bicycle commuting 
in Santa Barbara County include the 2000 Census Journey-to-Work data and the 2002 
Commuter Profile.  The 2000 Census data provide commuter information for both 
full- and part-time workers countywide while the 2002 Commuter Profile was 
conducted by telephone and focused on Santa Barbara County residents 18 years of 
age and older who work 35 hours per week or more.  Unfortunately, neither of these 
data sources can be used to assess journey-to-school commuting, shopping or 
recreational trips made by bicycle. 



 
 
The Following table presents countywide census results for 1980, 1990, and 2000 
commuting to work by bicycle. 
 

1980, 1990 and 2000 Countywide Bicycle Commute Trends 
U.S. Census Data 

 
1980 1990 2000 

#  % # % # % 
5823 4.36 6002 3.35 4822 2.69 

 
As seen from this table, the number of bicycle commuters increased by 179 riders 
between 1980 and 1990 and then decreased by 1180 riders from 1990 to 2000.  These 
data also show that bicycle commuting as a percentage of total commute trips has 
declined from 1980 to 2000. 
 
This next table summarizes bicycle commute data for incorporated Cities and the Isla 
Vista Census Designated Place (CDP) for 1990 and 2000. 
 

1990 and 2000 City and CDP Bicycle Commute Trends 
 

1990 2000 City/CDP 
# % # % 

Carpinteria 152 2.06 163 1.68 
SB City 1465 3.20 1612 3.40 

Isla Vista CDP 2283 26.66 1642 19.24 
SM City 339 1.29 279 0.71 

City of Lompoc 335 2.12 124 0.80 
City of Buellton 16 0.87 3 0.20 
City of Solvang 37 1.58 12 0.78 

 
As seen from this table, the City of Carpinteria experienced an increase in the number 
of riders from 1990 to 2000, but the percent that bicycles represented of total 
commute trips declined.  The City of Santa Barbara shows an increase in both the 
number of bicycle commuters and the percentage of total commuters from 1990 to 
2000.  The Cities of Santa Maria, Lompoc, Solvang, and Buellton show significant 
decreases in bicycle commuting from 1990 to 2000.  In addition bicycle commuting 
from 1990 to 2000 in the Isla Vista CDP declined dramatically and accounts for over 
50 percent of the decline in countywide ridership from 1990 to 2000. 
 



Nationally, Santa Barbara County ranked 14th for bicycle commuting to work and out 
of 58 California counties, we ranked 2nd behind Yolo County where bicycle 
commuting was the highest in the entire nation. 

 
This final table summarizes primary and secondary mode choice data collected for the 
2002 Commute Profile. 
 

2002 Primary and Secondary Commute Mode Choice 
 

Mode Choice Primary Choice % Secondary Choice % 

Drive Alone 79.7 25.3 
Carpool 10.3 25.3 

Bus 1.9 14.1 
Vanpool 0.5 -- 

Motorcycle 0.3 1.4 
Bicycle 2.8 25.3 

Walk/Jog 2.5 8.5 
Telecommute 2.0 -- 

 
This table shows that the primary mode of commuting to work is by driving alone.  
The survey also shows that bicycling represents 2.8 percent of primary mode 
commute trips which is essentially the same as that identified in the 2000 census data 
(2.69%).  What this table reveals that is not seen in the census data, is that the 
secondary mode choice for bicycling (expected to occur on 2 days out of a typical 
work week) jumps to 25.3 percent of commute trips.  This feature is very important 
because it indicates that Santa Barbara County’s bike facilities are providing 
commuters with an alternative to the primary mode choice of driving alone. 
 

2.   What percent of total (Federal, State, Local) transportation funding is spent on bicycle 
facilities? 
 
Regional Transportation Plan Policy 13.2 establishes that at least 10% of TEA-21 
flexible funds from the Regional Surface Transportation Program (STP), the 
Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality (CMAQ) and the Transportation Enhancement 
Activities programs be programmed for bikeway projects.  SBCAG has fulfilled this 
policy, programming slightly more than 14 percent of its federal flexible funds for 
new bikeway projects.  Most of these flexible funds go to Class 1 bicycle facilities 
which are separated from the roadway and used exclusively by bicycles and 
pedestrians.  Under ISTEA (the predecessor to TEA-21), SBCAG programmed over 
17 percent of its federal flexible funds for new bikeway projects.  

 
If flexible state transportation funds are added to the mix, however, a smaller 
proportion of transportation funding is spent on bicycle facilities. For example, during 



the last three cycles of Regional Flexible Funds, SBCAG allocated 6.8% of the funds 
to bicycle and pedestrian projects. If non-discretionary transportation funding sources 
were also included, the percentage devoted to bicycle facilities would decrease 
significantly.  Although these regional funds are frequently allocated to Class 2 
bicycle facilities that are on-road as part of the overall roadway improvement project. 

 
3.   Are the air quality benefits from bicycle facilities cost-effective from a commuter 

standpoint? 
 

The cost-effectiveness of bicycle facilities for commuters and school trips is highly 
variable. The California Air Resources Board (ARB) has developed guidelines for 
assessing the cost-effectiveness (in terms of emission reduction) for bicycle paths 
and, for the most part, SBCAG uses this methodology.  The ARB methodology 
evaluates the total funding required, the number of operating days per year, the 
lifespan of the facility (before maintenance is required), the average length of the 
bicycle trips taken, the average daily volume on the roadway parallel to the bicycle 
project, the city population, the type of bikepath, the types of activity centers in the 
vicinity of the bikepath and the length of the bikepath to determine the cost-
effectiveness of each individual project.  SBCAG has found a range of cost-
effectiveness from $15,000 per ton of emissions reduced to millions of dollars per ton 
reduced depending on project specifics (e.g., Class 1 or Class 2).  To put these 
numbers in perspective, state guidance on the use of auto registration fees for grant 
projects funding by the APCD requires that cost-effectiveness be equal to or better 
than $20,000 per ton.  It’s also important to note that Class 2 bikelanes tend to be 
more cost effective for 2 reasons: 1) they are less expensive to construct and maintain 
since they are typically located in existing road right-or-way and 2) they are used 
more for commuting purposes (or trips that might otherwise be made in an auto) 
whereas Class 1 bikeways are often used for recreation and well as commuting. 
 

4.   Are there other benefits to the community gained through bicycle facilities? 
 

Encouraging bicycling through the provision of bicycle facilities provides many 
community benefits, including: 

• Health and Recreation: Regular physical activity prevents heart disease, 
hypertension, obesity, diabetes, osteoporosis and depression. 
• Environment: Bicycling tends to replace shorter distance motor-vehicle trips 
which are the least fuel-efficient and generate the most pollution. Additionally, 
negative environmental impacts from drilling, refining, transporting, storing and 
disposing of petroleum products are reduced. 
• Transportation: Roadway improvements to enhance bicycle safety can also 
enhance motorist safety. Widening improvements can also increase the longevity 
of roads by decreasing the rate of edge degradation. Bicycles also reduce traffic 
congestion and parking demand. 
• Public Safety: Roads with bike lanes can increase mobility for emergency 
vehicles due to the additional space for the lane and improved visibility. 



• Livability: Bicycling encourages personal contact with neighborhoods and 
enhances community cohesion. It also provides increased travel options for those 
who otherwise have limited transportation options. 
• Public Savings: Bicycling reduces costs associated with pollution, traffic 
congestion and the production/import of petroleum. 
• Tourism: Bicycling in Santa Barbara County is an attractive and popular 
tourist activity. 
• Environmental Justice:  There are many individuals who use the bike paths as 
their primary means of transportation.   
• Promoting multi-use activities: Bicycle facilities offer families and individuals 
a wider range of activities in the community. 

 
5.   Is it appropriate for automobile drivers to pay for bicycle facilities? 
 

Even though only a small proportion of transportation funds derived from automobile 
drivers (gas taxes) go to bicycle facilities (6.8% in Santa Barbara County), a large 
proportion of the population benefits from the use of bicycle facilities. According to a 
1991 study, 46% of American adults had biked in the past year. Certainly, a large 
portion of these cyclists are motorists who contribute to the funding of bicycle 
facilities through the gas taxes they pay.  In addition, auto emissions are a major 
source of air pollution.  A portion of auto registration fees goes to mitigate the 
impacts of auto pollution.  Bicycle facilities are one way to mitigate these pollution 
impacts. 
 
 

6.   Can bicycle license fees be assessed to pay for bicycle facilities? 
 

Yes, bicycle license fees can be assessed to pay for bicycle facilities.  However, 
California Vehicle Code (§39004) limits the amount that can be charged for bicycle 
licenses. New bicycle licenses may be issued for a fee of $4 or less per year and 
license renewals must be issued at a fee of $2 or less per year. The revenue that is 
collected would, presumably, be used to support the bicycle-licensing program (i.e. 
purchase the licenses, process the applications, maintain the data, collect the revenue, 
and provide enforcement and education services), reducing the funding that would be 
available for bicycle facilities. 
 
Ordinances requiring bicycle licensing are not uncommon among California cities. 
However, the licensing fees are typically less than $2 per year and are generally 
focused on providing theft recovery services, rather than creating significant revenue 
for bicycle facilities. For example, in 1998, UCSB (a community with perhaps more 
bicycles in daily operation per capita than anyplace else in the nation) registered less 
than 2,500 bicycles. At $6 a license (each license is valid for three years), this 
produces less than $15,000 per year. After recovering program administration costs 
there is probably very little (if any) funding available for bicycle facilities. 
 



In addition to the legal fee limitations, it is important to consider the detrimental 
impact a substantial bicycle-licensing fee would have on bicycle usage. It is well 
known that financial disincentives are often very effective behavior deterrents. If 
bicycle licensing fees were too high fewer people may be inclined to bicycle. 
 

7.   Is funding bicycle facilities good policy? 
 

We believe that funding a multi-modal transportation network that includes bicycle 
facilities to provide additional user-choice is good policy.  Even though the cost-
effectiveness can be highly variable on a dollar per ton of pollution reduced basis, 
there are many other benefits for the community as discussed above.  APCD staff 
support and encourage SBCAG’s continued efforts to fund bicycle facilities with 
regional transportation funds. 


