
 
 

 
 

 
STAFF REPORT 

 
 
 
 
SUBJECT: SBCAG Board Actions      
 
 
MEETING DATE: February 14, 2006  AGENDA ITEM: 4 
 
 
STAFF CONTACT: Sarkes Khachek, Michael Powers 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
 

A. Approval of SBCTAC By-laws 
B. Approval of revisions to ‘Unmet Transit Need’ and ‘Reasonable to Meet’ definitions 

 
DISCUSSION: 
 
At the December 2005 SBCAG Board meeting, SBCAG staff presented recommended changes 
to SBCTAC Bylaws and definitions of ‘Unmet Transit Need’ and ‘Reasonable to Meet.’ (See 
Attachment 1 for approved minutes from December SBCAG Board Meeting)   
 
A. By-laws 
 
After discussion and review of the changes to the SBCTAC Bylaws, the Board referred the 
bylaws to the SBCAG Executive Committee for review in January.  The major issue at hand was 
the designation of a farm labor/agricultural representative on SBCTAC and if there were to be 
SBCAG board liaisons to all SBCAG committees 
 
The Executive Committee considered the changes to SBCTAC Bylaws at their January meeting 
and made no recommendations regarding the proposed SBCTAC by-laws.  The original 
recommended proposal was returned to the SBCAG Board at their January meeting and the 
changes were approved. 
 
B. Definitions 
 
The Board reviewed the recommended changes to unmet transit needs definitions and received 
public comment on the item at the December meeting.    
 
Aside from members of the Board expressing the item needing further review at the executive 
committee meeting in January, Councilmember Keller felt the definition should be fixed to 
include other segments of the community that have transportation needs such as those 
attending juvenile court.  She also believed criteria 5 and 6 of the reasonable to meet definition 
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needed additional work.  Marc Chytilo also raised the same issues he raised at the December 
SBCTAC meeting. 
 
The Board also referred this item to the Executive Committee for review in January. 
 
The Executive Committee reviewed the definitions at its January 6, 2006 meeting and adopted a 
motion recommending approval of the staff recommendations (Attachment 2), but added one 
qualifying phrase to criteria six (highlighted).  The motion was approved on a 3-1-1 vote with 
Supervisor Carbajal voting no and Councilmember Jordan abstaining.   
 
The recommended changes to the definitions were then presented to and adopted by the 
SBCAG Board at its January meeting. 
 
The adopted definitions will be used as part of the upcoming annual unmet transit needs 
assessment. 
 
 
 
 
 Attachments 
 

1. Minutes from December 2005 SBCAG Board Meeting 
2. Recommended Changes to Definitions of ‘Unmet Transit Need’ and ‘Reasonable to 

Meet’ 
3. Resolution No 06-01:  Definition of Terms “Unmet Transit Need” and “Reasonable to 

Meet” 
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Attachment 1: Minutes from December 15, 2005 SBCAG Board Meeting 
 
7. APPROVAL OF CONSENT CALENDAR 

Supervisor Gray requested that item 7A – Countywide Transit Committee be pulled for 
discussion. 
 
A. COUNTYWIDE TRANSIT COMMITTEE 

Supervisor Gray stated that the Board of Supervisors designates a supervisor for 
each one of their committees and said it might be a good idea for SBCAG to 
have a board member on each one of its committees.  She asked that this 
request be reviewed by the Executive Committee and that the item be continued 
until the January SBCAG board meeting. 
 
Supervisor Carbajal asked with the consolidation of SCTAC and NCTAC to 
SBCTAC if there was flexibility to add representation to the various groups.   
 
Mr. Powers responded that the board has discretion to add members to the 
SBCTAC but that there are certain members appointed according to statutory 
requirements.  He said that the Board approved the consolidation in May and 
SBCTAC began meeting as one committee in July. 
 
Marc Chytilo spoke on behalf of the Our Children’s Earth Foundation.  He 
requested that the board dedicate a seat on SBCTAC to an agricultural labor 
representative.  He said that this request has been made the last several years.  
He said that the issue was whether the board was ready to commit to having an 
agricultural labor representative on the SBCTAC advisory committee.  Chair 
Centeno asked Mr. Chytilo to define a farm labor representative and Mr. Chytilo 
replied that he was referring to an agricultural labor representative under the 
federal definition.  Mr. Chytilo said SBCAG has indicated that the bylaws state 
there are certain statutory categories of types of people that are required to be on 
the committee but many more are represented and he advocated for a 
farmworker representative to the committee. 
 
Ms. Jan Atkins spoke in reference to item 7G and requested that the board 
submit funding for 3 train sets using Prop. 42 funds.   
 
Supervisor Gray moved to continue Item 7A, Countywide Transit Committee, 
until the January meeting and for the Executive Committee to review this item 
prior to the board meeting.  The motion was seconded by Supervisor Carbajal, 
who stated he supported Mr. Chytilo’s comments, and carried unanimously. 
 

Supervisor Gray moved approval of the remaining consent calendar.  The motion was 
seconded by Mayor Alvarez and carried unanimously. 
 

8. UNMET TRANSIT NEEDS DEFINITIONS 
 
Mr. Khachek presented the staff report.   
 
Mr. Chytilo said he was in support of the changes recommended by SBCTAC and staff 
except for the following statements.  He said he favored the deletion of “general public 
transit” but did agree with the SBCTAC action taken on the December meeting to 
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remove the first sentence in the third paragraph.  He said his concern was that the 
language could be used as a shield to deny the appeal of an unmet need.  Staff says 
that an unmet transit needs provides “transit” and he said that this was incorrect and 
should say “transportation systems.”  He requested that Criteria 5 reads “The proposed 
service would not cause claimant to incur expenses in excess of the maximum allocation 
of TDA funds” and recommended adding the wording “unless other funds are reasonably 
available.”   
 
Andy Caldwell, representing COLAB, expressed his opposition to Mr. Chytilo’s request 
to   remove a shield from the definition of unmet needs.  His concern was that Mr. 
Chytilo was trying to create transportation for farmworkers where traditional transit would 
not work because there are no fixed places to drop them off and pick them up and this 
would be considered more of a taxi service. 
 
Alex Pujo expressed concern that the definition of unmet transit needs would not include 
vanpools. 
 
Jesus Estrada (interpreted by Jonathan Whitt) said it was very important to have a 
representative for the farmworkers sit on the SBCTAC committee.  He said it was also 
very important that they have some input on defining an unmet transit need.  He said he 
would appreciate a broad definition so that it could be more inclusive.      
 
Counsel Ready said in response to Mr. Chytilo’s comments that staff objected to 
changing the definition of unmet needs to something broader because it would take the 
definition beyond transit services.  He stated that while the TDA law refers broadly to 
transportation services, this discussion is in reference to unmet transit needs.  
 
Supervisor Carbajal moved to continue this item and refer it to the Executive Committee 
since it did not appear the board was ready to vote on this. 
 
Supervisor Centeno requested additional time to further understand this item and asked 
what was being done about the needs of the people in Cuyama and how they would be 
dealt with.  The motion was seconded by Supervisor Gray and carried unanimously. 
 
Councilmember Keller stated that the definition should be fixed to include other 
segments of the community that have transportation needs such as those attending 
juvenile court.  She also believed criteria 5 and 6 needed additional work. 
 
Councilmember Mariscal said he concurred and this issue should be continued. 
 
Councilmember Hicks said he was in support of the motion but making the definition 
broader could open up the issue to any request no matter how unreasonable. 
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Attachment 2 
 

Recommended Changes to Definitions of “unmet transit need” and “reasonable to meet” 
(Adopted by SBCAG Executive Committee 1/6/06)  

 
Definition of an Unmet Transit Need 
 

An unmet transit need is the expressed or identified need of a significant segment of the 
community for additional public transportation services to meet existing basic mobility needs 
which are not currently being met through the existing system of public transit services or private 
transportation services.  Included, at a minimum, are those public transportation or specialized 
services that are identified in the Regional Transportation Plan, short-range transit plan, and/or 
transit development plan that have not been implemented or funded. 

If an expressed or identified need is determined by SBCAG to be an “operational issue,” it shall 
not be considered to be an unmet transit need.  Requests that do not require an identifiable 
additional increment of service will generally be considered operational.  Issues such as, but not 
limited to, the adequacy or location of bus stops, minor route improvements, marketing, and 
service reliability will generally be considered operational. 
 
The identified needs must be for the system of general public transit services.  The 
transportation needs of a limited set of individuals or of the clients of agencies shall not, 
in and of themselves, be sufficient to justify a finding of unmet transit needs.  All eligible 
users of a given service should have equivalent access or opportunity to use the service. 

 
Definition of Reasonable to Meet 
 

An identified unmet transit need shall be determined to be “reasonable to meet” if SBCAG 
determines that the transit service will be in general compliance with the following criteria: 

 
1. Can be implemented consistent with the transportation improvement priorities, policies and 

performance standards contained in the Regional Transportation Plan, the transit development 
plan, or the short-range transit plan for the area. 

 
2. Can be implemented safely and in accordance with local, state and Federal laws and 

regulations. 
 
3. Excluding the first three years of operation, the additional transit service shall not cause the 

system of which it is a part of, to fail to meet system wide performance standards including: 
 

A. The operator’s ability to maintain the required fare to operating cost ratio; 
B. The estimated number of passengers carried per service hour for proposed service 

shall be in the range of other similar services provided; and 
C. The estimated subsidy per passenger shall be equivalent to other parts of the transit 

system. 
 

4. When the additional transit service is considered separately, both the fare to operating cost 
ratio and the estimated subsidy per passenger shall not vary by more than 20% from the 
average for the type of service provided by the operator. 

 
5. The proposed service would not cause claimant to incur expenses in excess of the maximum 

allocation of TDA funds.  
 

6. The proposed service is projected to reach a 20% fare box recovery within 3 years, 10% in non-
urbanized areas providing rural services, and projected to show continuous progress toward 
meeting the fare box recovery ratio during the 3 year period. 
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Attachment 3 – Resolution: Definition of Terms “Unmet Transit Need” and “Reasonable to 
Meet” 
 

 
RESOLUTION OF THE SANTA BARBARA 

 
COUNTY ASSOCIATION OF GOVERNMENTS 

 
 
 
 
 

DEFINITION OF TERMS “UNMET TRANSIT ) 
NEEDS” AND “REASONABLE TO MEET” )                                     RESOLUTION NO. 06-01   
 ) 
 
 
  
   
 WHEREAS, the Santa Barbara County Association of Governments (SBCAG) as the 

regional transportation planning agency for Santa Barbara County is responsible for the 

allocation to claimants of funds from the Transportation Development Act (P.U.C. 99200 et 

seq.); and 

 

 WHEREAS, Transportation Development Act funds can be allocated to eligible claimants 

for support of public transportation systems and for streets and roads; and 

 

 WHEREAS, before SBCAG can allocate funds for street and road purposes it must first 

find that there are no unmet transit needs within the jurisdiction of the claimant which can 

reasonably be met by establishing or contracting for public transportation or specialized 

transportation services or by expanding existing services; and 

 

 WHEREAS, state regulations require that each transportation planning agency adopt 

definitions for the terms “unmet transit needs” and “reasonable to meet”; and 

 

 WHEREAS, SBCAG regularly revisits and occasionally revises the definitions of these 

terms; and, 

 

 WHEREAS, SBCTAC considered issues with the prior definitions, proposed changes, 

and provided recommendations to the SBCAG board; and, 
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 RESOLUTION NO. 06-01, Page 2 

 

WHEREAS, SBCAG conducted a noticed public hearing to receive public comments on 

the proposed changes; 

 

 NOW, THEREFORE, IT IS HEREBY RESOLVED THAT the Santa Barbara County 

Association of Governments adopts the definition of the term “unmet transit needs” as shown in  

Exhibit A and the term “reasonable to meet” as shown in Exhibit B, both exhibits being attached     

and made a part hereto. 

 

 PASSED AND ADOPTED this 19th day of January 2006 by the following vote: 

 
AYES: 
 
 
NOES: 
 
 
ABSENT: 
 
 
ABSTAIN: 
 
 
ATTEST: 
 

 

                                              
Jim Kemp      Joe Centeno 
Executive Director     Chair 
Santa Barbara County    Santa Barbara County 
Association of Governments    Association of Governments  
 
 
 
 
APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
 
 
     
Kevin E. Ready, Sr. 
Deputy County Counsel 
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EXHIBIT A 

 
 

 
 

UNMET TRANSIT NEEDS DEFINITION 
 
 
An unmet transit need is the expressed or identified need of the community for additional public 
transportation services to meet existing basic mobility needs which are not currently being met 
through the existing system of public transit services or private transportation services.  
Included, at a minimum, are those public transportation or specialized services which are 
identified in the Regional Transportation Plan, short-range transit plan, and/or transit 
development plan that have not been implemented or funded. 
 
If an expressed or identified need is determined by SBCAG to be an “operational issue”, it shall 
not be considered to be an unmet transit need.  Requests that do not require an identifiable 
additional increment of service will generally be considered operational.  Issues such as, but not 
limited to, the adequacy of location of bus stops, minor route improvements, marketing, and 
service reliability will generally be considered operational. 
 
The identified needs must be for the system of general public transit services.  All eligible users 
of a given service should have equivalent access or opportunity to use the service. 
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EXHIBIT B 

 
 

REASONABLE TO MEET CRITERIA 
 
 
An identified unmet transit need shall be determined to be “reasonable to meet” if SBCAG 
determines that the transit service will be in general compliance with the following criteria: 
 
1. Can be implemented consistent with the transportation improvement priorities, policies 

and performance standards contained in the Regional Transportation Plan, the transit 
development plan, or the short-range transit plan for the area. 

 
2. Can be implemented safely and in accordance with local, state, and federal laws and 

regulations. 
 
3. Excluding the first three years of operation, the additional transit service shall not cause 

the system of which it is a part to fail to meet systemwide performance standards 
including: 

  
a.  the operator’s ability to maintain the required fare to operating cost ratio; 
b.  the estimated number of passengers carried per service hour for proposed service 

shall be in the range of other similar services provided; and 
c.  the estimated subsidy per passenger shall be equivalent to other parts of the transit 

system. 
 
4. When the additional transit service is considered separately, both the fare to operating 

cost ratio and the estimated subsidy per passenger shall not vary by more than 20% 
from the average for the type of service provided by the operator. 

 
5. The proposed service would not cause claimant to incur expenses in excess of the 

maximum allocation of TDA funds. 
 
6. The proposed service is projected to reach a 20% fare box recovery within 3 years, 10% 

in non-urbanized areas providing rural services, and projected to show continuous 
progress toward meeting the fare box recovery ratio within 3 years. 

 
 

 
 


