
 
 

 
 

 
STAFF REPORT 

 
 
 
SUBJECT:  Local Streets and Roads Needs Assessment 
 
MEETING DATE:          July 6, 2006  AGENDA ITEM:    8  
 
RECOMMENDATION:   Review a letter and memo from the California State Association of 

Counties and League of California Cities proposing to conduct a 
statewide streets and roads needs assessment.  Provide comments 
to SBCAG staff for transmittal to CSAC and the League at a July 19 
workshop with RTPA's in San Diego. 

  
 
STAFF CONTACT: Steve VanDenburgh 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
The California State Association of Counties (CSAC) and the League of California Cities have 
requested the assistance of the Regional Transportation Planning Agencies in California in 
developing a statewide local streets and roads needs assessment, prepared through a voluntary 
process (i.e., not mandated by the State).  Between August 2006 and September 2007 they 
propose producing a needs assessment and report for the governor and legislature on 
estimated local road needs, revenues, and shortfalls.    
 
The purpose of the effort is to shine a spotlight on the shortfall between available revenues and 
expenditures needed to maintain the local street and road system.  While the state highway 
system has been the focus of attention in Sacramento in recent bond initiatives and 
propositions, CSAC and the League point of that almost every trip starts and ends on the local 
road system, whether it uses the highway system or not.   Having comprehensive statewide 
data that clearly illuminates this shortfall will bolster their case that the next transportation 
initiative in Sacramento has to be to focused on funding for local streets and roads. 
 
Steve VanDenburgh of SBCAG staff, as Chairman of the Regional Transportation Planning 
Agency staffs in California, has been assisting CSAC and the League in drafting discussion 
memos, a schedule, defining roles of the parties to be involved, and gaining the support of the 
RTPA’s around the state for participating in this effort.   
 
At this point, CSAC and the League are asking the RTPA’s for in-kind staff assistance to 
educate local agencies about the assessment, distribute sample materials to local agencies 
(attached) and provide initial feedback received from local agencies.  They would also in the 
future ask RTPA’s to distribute to local agencies the final survey they develop with the 
assistance of a consultant, and send completed surveys to CSAC\League for statewide 
compilation. 
 



 

 

By July 19, RTPA’s are to have discussed with their local agencies the needs assessment that 
the CSAC and the League are initiating.  On July 19, at a workshop with RTPA’s in San Diego, 
RTPA’s are to share comments and questions received from local agencies with CSAC and 
League representatives who will be in attendance.  This will help CSAC and the League refine 
the strategy for completing the assessment that they have proposed in the attached memo. 
 
To help California’s RTPA’s and their local agencies understand the scope of this effort, CSAC 
and the League have provided sample materials that can be shared with local agencies.  
Because the MTC region has conducted a needs assessment, sample materials have been 
taken from that experience and could be modified for a statewide effort. 
 
The background and sample materials attached to this staff report are: 
 
1.   The first letter received by the RTPA’s, Rural Counties, and CalCOG requesting 

assistance. 
2.   A second letter\memo for discussion (distributed at the RTPA meeting in June), 

proposing an approach to completing a statewide local streets and roads needs 
assessment.  

3&4.   A sample letter to public works agencies and a survey instrument used in the Bay Area 
that could be used as a model for a statewide effort. 

5.   A strategic plan prepared for the Bay Area, estimating needs, revenues and shortfalls 
 that could be a model for a statewide report. 
 
Some issues that should be discussed at TTAC include: 
 
*   The ability of our local agencies to provide pavement condition information and fill out 

the pavement part of the sample survey. 
*   The ability of our local agencies to provide non-pavement (for example, sidewalk, 

guardrail) information.  CSAC and the League raise as an option leaving out non-
pavement needs in this first statewide needs assessment because it may be more 
difficult to collect data on these needs, but note that leaving it out provides an incomplete 
needs picture.   What do our local agencies think? 

* Availability of information on revenues that could be used for local street and road 
purposes.   

 
If you have questions prior to TTAC, or if you have questions at TTAC that SBCAG staff is 
unable to answer, feel free to contact CSAC's point persons on this effort,   
 
Mr. Brian C. Lee, P.E. 
Deputy Director of Public Works 
County of San Mateo 
BLee@Co.SanMateo.CA.US 
555 County Center, 5th Floor 
Redwood City, CA 94063 
(650) 599-1497; Fax: (650) 361-8220 
 
Or CSAC’s professional staff: 
 
DeAnn Baker 
Legislative Representative 
(916) 327-7500 x 509 
dbaker@counties.org 









                                                                                                             
June 6, 2006 
 

Memorandum for Discussion 
 
Subject:  Needs Assessment of California Local Streets and Roads 
 
Issue 
 
The California State Association of Counties (CSAC) and the League of California Cities 
(LOCC) would like to partner with the membership of the RTPAs, the CalCOG, and the 
California Rural Counties Task Force in pursuing a needs assessment study of all local streets 
and roads in California.  (Reference:  Attached March 28, 2006 letter) 
 
Objective 
 
We need credible data to gain support from policy makers and citizens across California to 
increase funding for the maintenance and operations of local streets and roads in California. 
 
Problems 
 
Infrastructure report cards developed in 2005 for various regions across California gave the 
roadways an almost failing grade of D+.  Many local agencies indicated that miles of their 
roadways are failing without adequate funding to repair. 
 
There are 6 primary revenue sources available for preservation of the local city streets and 
county road system: 
 

• State Gas Taxes is the primary source of revenue for local streets and roads. Gas Tax 
does not keep up with inflation and is a declining revenue source. 

• Proposition 42 represents the only significant growth in revenues for preservation, but it 
must be stabilized in order to be realized. 

• Local Sales Taxes are significant but only in jurisdictions that have been successful in 
passing measures.  The measures vary from county to county on the allowable use of 
their revenues for local streets and roads 

• Federal Gas Taxes continue to grow, but preservation of the local system has not been a 
recipient of that growth. 

• Local General Fund Contributions will most likely continue the historical trend of 
gradual increase, but only remain significant for cities—not for counties. 

• STIP will never likely amount to a significant factor for local streets and roads funding, 
except for a few rural counties.  There are too many competing priorities on the State 
Highway System. 
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Although every trip begins and/or ends on local streets and roads, very little attention has been 
made towards the funding of the local system.  The proposed infrastructure bonds for the 
November ballot include $2 billion for cities and counties.  It is not certain but many analysts 
expect it be spreading over 10 years.  At best this bond funding will address less than 25% of the 
current funding shortfall.  It is also a one-time revenue boost and not a dependable funding 
source for an on-going problem.  We believe one issue contributing to this lack of attention is the 
lack of comprehensive documentation of the needs for cities and counties to properly maintain 
and operate an essential transportation network.    
 
In the San Francisco Bay Area, the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) included 
approximately $143 million over 25-year period of regional discretionary funds for local streets 
and roads in its 2002 RTP.  This amount was not anywhere near adequate to address the Bay 
Area shortfall needs.  In response, local public works officials worked together with MTC to 
compile a comprehensive needs assessment study for the local streets and roads in the region.  
They documented that the total funding shortfall for bringing the local streets and roads to a good 
condition and maintaining them over the 25-year planning period was almost $7 billion.  Almost 
$1 billion of this was for the regional significant roadways.   
 
As a result of this study, the 2005 RTP included $990 million of the regional discretionary funds 
for local streets and roads.  Although the RTP funding level does not adequately address all 
funding shortfall needs, the result of the study was instrumental in providing credible 
information about the need to the decision makers.  It was also used to help lobby successfully 
for increase funding of local streets and roads in several local sales tax measures.  Attached draft 
“Local Streets & Roads Strategic Plan, May 2006” is being developed to further bring the 
attention to the San Francisco Bay Area Region’s deteriorating roadway infrastructure problem.  
Its objective is for the policy makers to put forth legislation and develop budgets that can change 
the course of infrastructure investment throughout California. 
 
We need similar assessment study across California to fully document the problems. 
 
Mandated or Voluntary Action 
 
For those of us believing that the local streets and roads are being an important asset across 
California, the needs assessment study should be a permanent part of the process that is done 
routinely.  Apparently in a recent litigation, FHWA was alleged not enforcing a provision 
established by the ISTEA – developing the RTP with revenue constrains in the analysis.  To do 
so will require the needs assessment and the associate funding shortfalls be identified for all 
components in the RTP.   The RTP in the MTC region was done with revenue constrains in the 
analysis.  FHWA staff is now in discussion with the MTC staff on finding how MTC’s RTP was 
done in order for FHWA to develop regulations for enforcing that provision.  In other words, it 
has been a mandate being overlooked for many years.  If we wait for the regulations coming out 
before we do it, we will likely miss the next RTP planning cycle or at best having very little time 
to do it right.  If California can accomplish RTP with revenue constrains analysis, it will set a 
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powerful example for the rest of the Country, and can change the focus for future Federal 
legislation. 
 
There will be stronger ownership of the study among the partners if the study is performed with 
voluntary compliance.  Sincere cooperation among all stakeholders is essential to obtain credible 
results.  In the MTC region, the survey process continues every 2 years.  It had over 80% 
participation from 108 cities and counties in the region during the last round of survey.   For the 
initial statewide needs assessment, such high participation rate may be difficult to obtain. 
 
While the pavement needs assessment is relatively straight forward, the non-pavement needs 
assessment and the revenue projections are much more difficult.  In order to adequately project 
potential funding shortfalls, needs assessment study of the total system associated with local 
streets and roads will be necessary, including pavement and non-pavement needs as well as 
revenue projections.   
 
The policy makers and the general public generally recognize and support fixing the pavement 
potholes.  Historically, funding measures such as Proposition 111 and Proposition 42 were 
passed successfully based on pavement funding needs.  However, this may also explain the 
serious growing funding shortfalls being around because the transportation officials in the past, 
that’s us, did not convey the full picture to the policy makers and the general public, icluding 
pavement and non-pavement needs. 
 
Non-pavement data are difficult to obtain and it will be more difficult for us to explain these 
components to others.  The data are not being regularly collected or analyzed.  There is no 
standardized technique to follow.  In the MTC Region, the non-pavement needs assessment 
techniques were substantially different between the last two surveys.  It is still being revised 
based on the experience of the previous surveys and it will be a learning process for everyone 
involved.   
 
For the Statewide needs assessment study, one suggestion is to keep it simple and study the 
pavement needs only first with the non-pavement needs be done in future project.  While this 
approach may get more buy-in, especially by the cities and counties who will ultimately be 
responsible to provide the data, it is contrary to our goal for the needs assessment study be a 
permanent part of the process that is done routinely.   
 
Another option is to include the non-pavement portion of the survey as an option so that the 
agencies that have the information provide it.  The data obtained for the MTC region can be used 
to project statewide needs.  Having more data from other regions will make the “non-pavement” 
factor more credible.   
 
Possible Process  
 

1. CSAC / LOCC will jointly hire a consultant to develop an initial survey form for all 
the partners to review and approve.  This may also involve discussions with Caltrans, 
CTC staff and legislative staff.  
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2. CSAC / LOCC will forward the final survey form developed to the RTPA Moderator, 
CalCOG Director, and the Chair of the California Rural Counties Task Force. 

3. The RTPA Moderator, CalCOG Director, and the Chair of the California Rural 
Counties Task Force will forward the survey form to their membership. 

4. Each RTPA, COG or rural county representative will distribute and collect the survey 
forms to and from all cities and counties within each region. 

5. Each RTPA, COG or rural county representative will forward the survey returns to 
CSAC / LOCC. 

6. CSAC / LOCC will compile the survey data and develop a draft statewide report for 
all stakeholders to review and comments. 

7. The RTPA’s, COG’s, MPO’s etc. will include the findings from the study for their 
respective RTP development. 

8. The final report will be available for future lobbying efforts, including submittal to 
the Governor and the Legislature. 

 
Timeline 
 
In the past, the RTP was done in 3-year cycles.  With the passage of the SAFETY-LU, the 
planning cycle has been extended to 4 years with next RTP to be completed by 2009.  The 
following is a potential timeline of the process: 
 

1. August – October 2006 - CSAC / LOCC secure a consultant to develop the survey 
form; all partners review and approve the draft survey form. 

2. November 2006 - Distribute Survey Forms to all cities and counties. 
3. November 2006 – March 2007 – Cities and counties complete the survey return. 
4. April – June 2007 – CSAC / LOCC consultant compile the survey data and produce a 

draft report. 
5. July 2007 – All partners review and provide comments to the draft report 
6. August - September 2007 – Complete final report for distribution. 

 
 
Buy-In 
 
We need buy-in from as many stakeholders as we can obtain.  Certainly we need buy-in from all 
RTPA’s, COG’s and rural counties.  CSAC / LOCC representatives can assist making 
presentation at your monthly meetings. 
 
We need funding for the study and will be requesting the governing boards of CSAC (CEAC) 
and LOCC (PWOI) to approve a budget for securing consultants.  We also need to communicate 
the details to the CEAC and PWOI membership (all cities and counties). 
 
Discussion with Caltrans, CTC staff and legislative staff will be helpful to solicit their input. 



 

 

 October 15, 2004 
 
 
 
 
RE: Local Street and Road Maintenance Cost & Revenue Survey 
 
Dear Public Works Director/Representative: 
 

You may recall, approximately one and a half years ago, the Metropolitan 
Transportation Commission (MTC), the nine county Congestion Management 
Agencies (CMAs) and the Local Streets and Roads Committee, undertook a large 
effort to gather the information necessary to project the twenty-five year Local 
Street and Road (LS&R) funding shortfalls, for MTC’s 2005 Regional 
Transportation Plan – “Transportation 2030”.    
 
Shortly after the release of the 2001 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP), MTC 
began working with a group of 20 – 30 public works staff from around the region, 
in order to improve upon the projection process that was used to determine the 25-
year LS&R shortfall figures.  This group, which evolved into the Local Streets and 
Roads Committee, originally began meeting with MTC on an ad-hoc basis.  Initial 
meetings were primarily focused on understanding the methodology that was used 
in the 2001 RTP, and the shortcomings of that methodology.  Soon, the group 
began looking at the various elements involved in the shortfall projection process 
and assisting MTC in the information gathering process to be used in a new round 
of projections for the 2005 RTP—“Transportation 2030”.  This effort involved 
local agency staff in each of the 109 Bay Area jurisdictions, filling out detailed and 
lengthy surveys having to do with cost and revenue information for local streets 
and roads. In addition to the LS&R Committee, MTC enlisted the help of the nine 
county Congestion Management Agencies (CMA) to assist in obtaining 
cooperation from the local jurisdictions and acting as a clearinghouse for the data 
that was being submitted for each county.   
 
While the process used for the 2005 RTP was difficult and time consuming, the 
result of everyone’s hard work was a 600% increase in regional transportation 
funding for local streets and roads.  Cities and counties are targeted to receive 
almost $1 billion dollars over the next twenty-five years (compared to $130 million 
allocated to local streets and roads in the 2001 Regional Transportation Plan) to use 
for maintaining the existing LS&R network.   Local agencies will be seeing a 
portion of that money in the near future, as approximately $57 million has already 
or will soon be programmed for fiscal years 2005/2006 and 2006/2007.  A diagram 
of how the discretionary transportation funding that it is estimated will be available 
to the region over the next 25 years, has been allocated in the 2005 RTP, is shown 
below in Figure 1. 



 

Figure 1:  Allocation of 25-Year Regional Discretionary Funding in the “Transportation 2030” Plan 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
*The $57 million being programmed in FY 05/06 & 06/07 represents 2/25ths of the $1billion allocation for LS&R capital maintenance 
that will come form Surface Transportation Program (STP) funds.  The remaining $225 million will be funded through the State 
Transportation Improvement Program (STIP).  STIP funding is not expected to become available until FY 2009/2010.  

 
Despite the success in attaining a significant increase in regional funding for LS&R capital 
maintenance, it is clear that we still have a considerable amount of work to do in order to 
improve the shortfall projection process for future RTPs, as well as other shorter-term 
analyses.  In addition, as illustrated above, the nine county CMAs received approximately 
$4.85 billion in regional funding through the 2005 RTP, to be allocated at their discretion.  
This fact makes it extremely important to provide CMAs with accurate estimates of LS&R 
need, at the jurisdictional (rather than regional) level. 
 
MTC has been working with a sub-committee, formed by the LS&R Committee and 
comprised of local agency public works staff and engineers, to improve the process for 
gathering information from Bay Area cities and counties, on the costs associated with 
maintaining the region’s LS&R network, and the funding available to meet those needs.  
The goal of the sub-committee is to use the lessons learned from the last projection effort to 
make the information gathering process as simple and streamlined as possible, and at the 
same time, ensure a greater level of accuracy in the final figures. Towards accomplishing 
this goal, we have put together the attached survey packet. We will be requesting this 
information on an annual or biennial basis, in order to ensure continuity and consistency of 
information.   

Regional Discretionary 
Transportation Funding 

$8.8 billion 

Rehab/Maintenance of 
Existing System 

$2.33 billion 

Transit 
$1.33 billion 

LS&R 
$1 billion 

Regional Programs:  
Operations, Clean Air, 

Lifeline Transport, 
Bike/Ped., TLC / HIP 

$1.62 billion 

CMA – Local Priority 
Planning 

$4.85 billion 

STIP Funds
$225 million

STP Funds 
$775 million 

FY 05/06 & 06/07* 
$57 million 

Currently being 
programmed for 
local projects 

In the 2001 RTP this 
figure was only $130 
million 



 

 
There are five major components to a typical jurisdiction’s Local Streets and Roads 
program: 1.) New Construction, 2.) Pavement Maintenance, 3.) Non-Pavement 
Maintenance, 4.) Operations, and 5.) Local Bridge Maintenance.  The following survey 
attempts to collect data that will help MTC to estimate the costs, available revenues, and 
resulting shortfalls that exist in the region for items 2, 3, and 4.  There are three main 
sections to the survey, dealing with pavement costs, non-pavement costs, and revenue 
information.  Each section comes with a detailed set of instructions to assist you in filling 
out the information.  Survey responses should be compiled, or at a minimum, verified by 
public works staff familiar with the local street and road maintenance operations in your 
jurisdiction. 
 
As illustrated in Figure 2 below, the information that you are being asked to submit will be 
utilized by MTC to prepare both long and short-range estimates of the capital maintenance 
“need” for local streets and roads, as well as the revenues available to meet those needs, 
and the shortfalls that exist between the two.  Our hope is that both the five-year analysis 
and the long-range shortfall projections, will lend support to jurisdictions at the local level 
as well as the county and regional levels for better funding of LS&R maintenance. 

 

Figure 2: Purpose of Survey Data 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

MTC prepares 
LS&R need, 
revenue & shortfall 
estimates 

25- Year Shortfall 
Analysis for the RTP 

5-Year 
Shortfall 
Analysis 

Survey responses 
submitted to MTC by 
local jurisdictions 

Short-term budgeting / 
local revenue initiatives 

Allocation of regional   
transportation funding  / 
support for regional  & 
state revenue initiatives 

County 
CMAs 

Allocation of county-
discretionary funds / 
county revenue initiatives 

$$$ for Local Streets & Road Capital Maintenance 



 

We request your assistance in filling out the survey to the best of your ability and return it 
to your county’s Congestion Management Agency (CMA) by December 31, 2004.  To 
assist you with this effort, MTC plans to hold a workshop during on November 9th, during 
its User Week program, in order to provide additional instruction and answer questions in 
regard to completing the survey.  MTC staff will also be available to assist with 
countywide or CMA directed workshops if requested.   
 
This information is vital to ensuring that local street and road maintenance receives its fair 
share of regional funding, and that policy and decision makers, at both the regional and 
local levels, are aware of the challenges facing cities and counties in caring for their local 
street and road networks.  Should you have any questions or would like to provide 
feedback on the survey itself, please feel free to contact. 
 

Theresa Romell 
Metropolitan Transportation Commission 

Joseph P. Bort Metro Center 
101 Eighth Street 

Oakland, Ca.  94607 
(510) 817-3243 

tromell@mtc.ca.gov 
 
Thank you in advance for your participation. 

       
The Local Streets and Roads Committee supports this effort: 
 

 

mailto:tromell@mtc.ca.gov


ATTACHMENT A— 
JURISDICTION INFORMATION 
  
 

1. Jurisdiction Name:    

 

2. Contact Person 

Name:  ___________________________________________________________  

Address:  _________________________________________________________  

Phone:  ___________________________________________________________  

Fax:  _____________________________________________________________  

Email:  ___________________________________________________________  

3. Pavement Management System information currently on hand at MTC for your jurisdiction 

reflects inspections and maintenance treatment information last entered on: __________________. 

If this information is out-dated, please indicate the date your Pavement Management System was 

last updated and submit a copy of your database to MTC along with your completed survey. 

__________________________(Enter date of last inspections) 

4. In Fiscal Year 03-04, your jurisdiction spent $_____________ on pavement preventive 

maintenance (preventive maintenance is defined here as maintenance done on roadways that are at 

or above a pavement condition index [PCI] of 70, and normally include patching, crack-sealing, 

and slurry-type seals).  Your jurisdiction will spend $______________on preventive maintenance 

in Fiscal Year 04-05. 

5. Please indicate the frequency (example:  every two years or every four years) of which your 

jurisdiction completes pavement condition inspections (field surveys) on its entire local street and 

road network. 

Arterial and Collectors:  Every __________ years 

Residential / Locals:       Every __________years

PLEASE SUBMIT SURVEY TO YOUR CMA PRIOR TO 12/31/2004 



 



ATTACHMENT B –  
PAVEMENT MAINTENANCE TREATMENT UNIT COST SURVEY 
 
INSTRUCTIONS: 
(The purpose of this survey is to provide key information used in MTC’s pavement management software model (along with 
condition and maintenance information) to determine each jurisdiction’s five and 25-year pavement repair “Need”). 
 
This portion of the survey requests information regarding the unit cost of maintenance treatments based 
on the roadway’s “condition category” or PCI range.  While jurisdictions may vary on the actual 
maintenance treatments and strategies that are employed, it is important to have a consistent maintenance 
treatment strategy across jurisdictions for the purpose of projecting the pavement maintenance “need” in 
the region. That strategy should be based as much as possible on “best practices” for pavement 
maintenance.   
 
Below is the standard or “model” maintenance strategy that will be used to determine the pavement 
maintenance need in the region.   This maintenance strategy is based on a combination of common 
treatments applied throughout the region and the model treatment decision tree that is included in the 
MTC PMS software:   
 
Condition Category I – Preventative Maintenance – PCI > 70 
Crack Sealing 
Surface Sealing (Chip, Slurry, Cape, etc…) 
Restoration –Thin Overlay 
Condition Category II – PCI < 70 > 50 (Non-Load) – Mill and Thin Overlay l 
Condition Category III – PCI < 70 > 50 (Load) – Mill and Thick Overlay 
Condition Category IV – PCI < 50 > 25 – Reconstruct Surface 
Condition Category V – PCI < 25 – Reconstruct Structure (Surface & Sub-Layers) 
 
Please fill out the two tables requesting unit treatment cost information for arterial / collector roadways 
and residential, or local roadways.  A sample table is provided for your reference. 
 

• The tables provide a sample treatment for each condition category.   Please consider the condition 
categories, as described above, and input the unit maintenance cost that your jurisdiction expends 
for roadways that fall into each PCI category. Treatment type is not critical; however, please 
indicate the most common treatment utilized by your jurisdiction on roadways in each of the 
condition categories.  Treatment type information may be used in the future by MTC to evaluate 
common maintenance practices in the region.  

 
• The table separates the unit costs into several categories—construction, prep work, administration, 

and design costs.  Depending on your jurisdiction, all applicable maintenance costs may be 
incorporated into the construction costs, or they may be separated for accounting purposes.  The 
total unit treatment costs should contain, and are limited to, the following items: 
 

o Material cost 
o Labor cost  
o Rental equipment costs related to the project 
o Pavement striping costs 
o Replacement of loop detectors 

 



o Necessary incidental repairs required by the roadway improvement  
   (such as repairs/replacement of storm drains, culverts, drainage channels, curb &   
    gutter, driveway conforms) 

o Staff costs  
o Project design costs 
o Construction engineering/management costs (up to 14% of construction cost) 
o Procurement and advertising costs 
o Adjustment of storm drain manholes/survey monuments/storm water inlets  
o Construction traffic control at project site 
o Dust control measures 
o Erosion control measures 
o Repairs to shoulders 
o Mobilization costs 
o Curb Ramps (if part of a paving project) 

Pavement treatment unit costs should not include work on sidewalks, traffic signals, slide repairs, 
and other items not listed above, which fall under “non-pavement” work.  These costs will be 
addressed in the next section. 

 
• Depending on how your jurisdiction operates, the above costs could fall into one or several of the 

unit cost categories listed on the table.  If one of the table categories does not apply to your 
jurisdiction, please indicate the column that the cost is included in.  For example, if your 
jurisdiction includes the cost for prep work in construction costs, simply write “included in A” in 
column B.  The “Total Unit Cost” column should represent the sum of the various cost categories 
and should include all of the cost elements above, as they apply. 

• Please use the most recent cost information possible.  It is preferable that you do not examine 
information more than two or three years old in computing the unit treatment costs. 

• The table also includes a “regional” cost for your use as a reference.  The costs listed there 
represent the average regional unit costs that were calculated based on the survey responses 
received during the survey effort conducted in 2003.  They are not meant as a benchmark and 
may be completely different than your jurisdiction’s individual actual costs. They are simply 
listed as a guide for jurisdictions.  The next projection effort will utilize the cost data from 
individual jurisdiction in determining “need”, rather than a regional average.  

 
SAMPLE: 
Arterial / Collector                                      A            +      B      +         C                +       D          =     E 

1. Unit costs are in square yards except for crack sealing, which is in linear feet.

Condition Category Sample 
Treatment 

Actual  
Treatment 

Construction 
Costs 

 Prep 
Work 

Administration / 
Inspection Cost 

Design & 
Engineering 

Total  Unit 
Cost ( A – 
D) 

Regional  
Total Cost 

CC 1 – Prev. Maint. 
            (Crack Seal) 

Crack Seal  $.45 $.20 $.10 $.18 $.93 ln.ft. $.93 ln.ft. 
 

CC 1 – Prev. Maint. 
            (Surface Seal) 

Slurry Seal  $.90 $.40 $.20 $2.16 $1.86 sq.yd $1.86 sq.yd 

CC 1 – Prev. Maint.   
            (Restoration)  

Thin Overlay  $4.95 $2.20 $1.09 $2.02 $10.26 sq.yd $10.26 sq.yd 

CC 2 – Light Rehab   
            (Non-Load) 

Mill & Thin 
(1.5”)Overlay 

 $6.12 $2.72 $1.36 $2.47 $12.67 sq.yd $12.67 sq.yd 

CC 3 – Light Rehab   
            (Load) 

Mill & Thick 
(3”)Overlay 

 $8.38 $3.73 $1.85 $3.39 $17.35 sq.yd $17.35 sq.yd 

CC 4 –  
Heavy Rehab 

Reconstruct 
Surface 

 $14.30 $6.36 $3.17 $5.77 $29.60 sq.yd $29.60 sq.yd 

CC 5 – 
Reconstruction 

Reconstruct 
Structure 

 $39.38 $17.53 $8.75 $15.87 $81.53 sq.yd $81.53 sq.yd 

 



PAVEMENT UNIT TREATMENT COST SURVEY: 
 
Arterial / Collector                                            A          +          B           +          C                 +          D           =          E 
Condition Category Sample 

Treatment 
Actual 
Treatment 

Construction 
Costs 

 Prep Work Administration / 
Inspection Cost 

Design & 
Engineering 

Total  Unit 
Cost ( A – 
D) 

Regional 
Total Cost 

CC 1 – Prev. Maint. 
 

Crack 
Sealing 

      $ $ $ $ $ $.93 ln. ft. 
 

CC 1 – Prev. Maint. 
  

Slurry / Chip 
Seal 

      $ $ $ $ $ $1.86 sq. yd. 

CC 1 – Prev. Maint.   
            (Restoration)  

Thin Overlay  $ $ $ $ $ $12.67 sq. yd. 

CC 2 – Light Rehab   
            (Non-Load) 

Mill & Thin 
Overlay 

      $ $ $ $ $ $10.26 sq. yd. 

CC 3 – Light Rehab   
            (Load) 

Mill & Thick 
Overlay 

      $ $ $ $ $ $17.35 sq. yd. 

CC 4 –  
Heavy Rehab 

Reconstruct 
Surface 

      $ $ $ $ $ $29.60 sq. yd. 

CC 5 – 
Reconstruction 

Reconstruct 
Structure 

      $ $ $ $ $ $81.53 sq. yd. 

1. Unit costs are in square yards except for crack sealing, which is in linear feet. 
 
Residential                                             A            +          B           +  C              +           D          =          E 
Condition 
Category 

Sample 
Treatment 

Actual 
Treatment 

Construction 
Costs 

 Prep Work Administration / 
Inspection Cost 

Design & 
Engineering 

Total  Unit 
Cost ( A – 
D) 

Regional 
Total Cost 

CC 1 – Prev. Maint. 
 

Crack 
Sealing 

      $ $ $ $ $ $.90 ln. ft. 
 

CC 1 – Prev. Maint. 
  

Slurry / Chip 
Seal 

      $ $ $ $ $ $1.80 sq. yd 

CC 1 – Prev. Maint.   
            (Restoration)  

Thin Overlay  $ $ $ $ $ $10.91 sq. yd 

CC 2 – Light Rehab   
            (Non-Load) 

Mill & Thin 
Overlay 

      $ $ $ $ $ $ 4.97 sq. yd 

CC 3 – Light Rehab   
            (Load) 

Mill & Thick 
Overlay 

      $ $ $ $ $ $15.45 sq. yd 

CC 4 – Heavy 
Rehab 

Reconstruct 
Surface 

      $ $ $ $ $ $24.79 sq. yd 

CC 5 – 
Reconstruction 

Reconstruct 
Structure 

      $ $ $ $ $ $66.23 sq. yd 

1. Unit costs are in square yards except for crack sealing, which is in linear feet.

PLEASE SUBMIT SURVEY TO YOUR CMA PRIOR TO 12/31/2004 



 



ATTACHMENT C – 
NON-PAVEMENT NEED SURVEY 
 
INSTRUCTIONS: 
(The purpose of this survey is to provide information that MTC will use to estimate the Non-Pavement “Need” that exists in 
each jurisdiction). 
 
This portion of the survey deals with non-pavement assets and the costs that are associated with 
maintaining your jurisdiction’s local street and road network.  Few jurisdictions have an asset 
management program in place that can inventory and monitor the condition and cost of maintaining the 
wide variety of non-pavement items.  The following non-pavement survey does not ask you to provide 
estimates as to what the need is for maintaining each of the non-pavement assets listed below are.  
Instead, MTC will use jurisdiction responses to the survey on non-pavement asset inventory, 
replacement values, and estimated life cycles in order to prepare an estimate of your jurisdiction’s non-
pavement need.  
 
The non-pavement items* that are considered in MTC’s projections of local street and road “need” 
consist of the following: 

• Drainage –headwalls, CMP, etc 
• Pedestrian – public sidewalks 
• Bike path – class I only 
• Curb & gutter, curb ramps & medians (when not part of a paving project) 
• Guardrails 
• Traffic – signs, signals, striping, etc 
• Street Lights 
• Retaining walls 
• Heavy equipment** 
• Corporate yard** 
• NPDES permit 
• Storm damage 

 
*Funding for the maintenance of these items should come from your jurisdiction’s Local Street & 
Road revenues; i.e., the funding should be accounted for in the figures reported in Attachment D—
“Local Street and Road Revenues”. 
 
**These costs may be spread out over other departments/functions.  Only the cost associated with 
local street and road maintenance should be considered. Do not include any new construction costs, 
bridge maintenance costs, or non LS&R costs (example: landscaping of medians).    
 

 

The following survey asks that you provide us with the best estimate of your jurisdiction’s non-
pavement asset inventory.  The survey also asks that you estimate how much it would cost if your 
jurisdiction was to have to replace that asset.  When estimating the replacement costs, you do not need 
to take into account the current condition of the asset. The cost of replacing one unit of a particular 
asset should be similar across neighboring jurisdictions provided there are not valid reasons for 
significant differences.   Lastly, for each of the non-pavement assets, we ask that you provide us with 
the expected life cycle for each of the assets.  In other words, what is the serviceable life of a particular 
non-pavement asset?  You should not take preventive or rehabilitative maintenance that might be 
applied to the asset into account when estimating the life cycle figures. Life cycle cost information 
derived from survey responses will be compiled and analyzed by MTC, public works professionals, 



and engineers, in order to develop common life cycle values to be used in estimating the non-pavement 
need in each of the jurisdictions. 
 
The following survey also contains a section for those non-pavement costs that do not relate to 
physical assets.  The costs associated with meeting permit requirements or cleanup and repair costs that 
occur after a significant storm, are such expenses.  We ask that you estimate what your jurisdiction will 
spend on an annual basis for those types of expenses.  Since some of the expenses, like storm damage, 
do not occur every year, please average the maintenance costs over an appropriate period (ten years or 
so) in order to provide an appropriate annual maintenance estimate.  There are blank lines available for 
you to include any non-pavement maintenance expenses that may be unique to your jurisdiction.  MTC 
will determine whether these expenses are valid for the purposes of projecting the Local Street and 
Road non-pavement need. 
 
Possible sources of information that may assist you in this estimation include your jurisdiction’s GASB 
34 reports, your accounting / finance department, your jurisdiction’s Capital Improvement Plan (CIP), 
and historical State Controller’s data on Local Streets and Roads expenditures. 
 
Sample:  (Note:  Inventory, Replacement Values & Life-Cycle Figures are not Actual.  Do not base your responses on   
                   sample figures.) 

Item Asset Inventory of Asset Unit of Measure 
Replacement  

Value1  
Expected  

Life-Cycle2 

1 Sidewalks (Public)  20,000 SQ.FT  $20,000,000 20 years 

2 Retaining Walls 5,000 SQ.FT  $5,000,000 50 Years 

3 
Curb Medians 
(Not Landscaping) 1,000 LN. FT  $750,000 10 Years 

4 Guardrails 2,000 FT  $500,000 10 Years 

5 Curb Ramps 325 EA  $1,000,000 15 Years 

6 Curb & Gutter 10,000 FT  $10,000,000 20 Years 

7 Traffic Signs 412 EA  $400,000 5 Years 

8 Traffic Signals 155 EA  $2,000,000 15 Years 

9 Street Lights 80 EA  $1,000,000 20 Years 

 10 Storm Drains   

    -- Pipelines 2 MI  $15,000,000 35 Years 

   --Structures 10 EA  $5,000,000 50 Years 

11 Corporate Yard 1,500 SQ.FT  $500,000 50 Years 

12 Heavy Equipment 5 EA  $300,000 10 Years 
 

Item  Other Non-Pavement Costs3   Avg. Annual Maintenance Cost4

 13  Permits      $15,000 

 14  Storm Damage      $10,000 

15    $ 

16    $ 

 



LOCAL STREETS AND ROADS NON-PAVEMENT SURVEY: 
 

Item Asset 
Inventory of 

Asset 
Unit of 

Measure
Replacement  

Value1  
Expected  

Life-Cycle2 

1 Sidewalks (Public)   SQ.FT  $  

2 Retaining Walls   SQ.FT  $  

3 
Curb Medians 
(Not Landscaping)   LN. FT  $  

4 Guardrails   FT  $  

5 Curb Ramps  EA  $  

6 Curb & Gutter  FT  $  

7 Traffic Signs   EA  $  

8 Traffic Signals  EA  $  

9 Street Lights   EA  $  

 10 Storm Drains   $  

    -- Pipelines   MI  $  

   --Structures   EA  $  

11 Corporate Yard  SQ.FT  $  

12 Heavy Equipment  EA  $  
 

Item  Other Non-Pavement Costs3   
 Avg. Annual 
Maintenance Cost4 

 13  Permits       $ 

 14  Storm Damage       $ 

15     $ 

16     $ 
 
Comments5: 
 
 
 
 
 
Notes:   
1. Enter the amount (in 2004 $) that it would cost to replace the assets in the quantities listed under the  
    inventory column. The current condition of the assets is not a consideration. 
2. Estimate the length of time that is typical for this asset to remain in serviceable condition. 
3. These non-pavement items are not assets, but recurring expenses related to the maintenance of the  
    local street and road network.  Specify any non-pavement costs you feel apply to your jurisdiction but  
    are not listed in the blank rows provided. 
4. Estimate the average expenditure over the last ten years for each item. 
5. Include any information that is needed to further explain survey responses.  

 



 



ATTACHMENT D –  
LOCAL STREET AND ROAD REVENUES 
(The purpose of this survey is to gather data on the Local Street and Road revenues available for 
the pavement, non-pavement, and operations categories in order to estimate the five and 25-year 
shortfalls.) 
 
BACKGROUND / OVERVIEW OF SURVEY: 
 
In order to calculate the shortfall that exists between the local street and road NEED and the 
funds that are available in each jurisdiction to meet those needs, MTC is asking jurisdictions to 
provide information on the revenues available for street and road expenditures. This information 
will be used by MTC to estimate the region’s local street and road shortfalls both for short-term 
projection efforts, as well as MTC’s 25-year Regional Transportation Plans.  Accurate reporting 
of shortfalls is necessary to support arguments for better funding for maintenance of the existing 
street and road network at the local, regional and state levels.  Currently, MTC uses shortfall 
projections to help guide programming of federal transportation funds (STP/CMAQ & STIP) for 
state highways, transit, and local street and road projects.   
 
The following information is intended to assist you in completing the attached revenue survey.  It 
is important that you fill out the information requested in the survey completely and accurately.  
The information that you provide could have a direct affect on your jurisdiction’s future 
allocations of regional funding.   
 
The majority of this attachment is designed to provide you with background information on how 
the revenue information you provide will be utilized, as well as instructions on completing the 
survey.  The survey itself consists of the last three pages of this attachment, and is broken into 
three major sections.  Section 1 is where you will provide historical and anticipated Local Street 
and Road budget information. This section is the most critical in that it will provide the base 
figure on which your jurisdiction’s revenue projections will be based.  Section 2 is available for 
you to list any “one-time” revenue sources that have been or will be available for local streets 
and roads projects.  The purpose of this section is so that these one-time revenue sources are 
taken into account when calculating your jurisdiction’s average annual budget amounts for local 
street and road purposes. In Section 3 of the survey you are asked to specify the types of 
expenditures you have included as part of your local street and road “operations” category.  This 
information will help MTC analyze where local street and road revenue is being spent, if not on 
capital maintenance, and is important to help illustrate the total cost of maintaining the local 
street and road network. 
 
Should you have any questions regarding the survey or how the information that you provide 
will be used, please contact the following MTC staff person:  

 
Theresa Romell 
 (510) 817-3243 

tromell@mtc.ca.gov 
 
 

 

mailto:tromell@mtc.ca.gov


REVENUE IN RELATION TO NEED: 
 
In order to be accurate, it is critical that MTC’s estimates of revenue for local street and road 
maintenance and rehabilitation correspond to the elements in the estimates of NEED.  
Revenues that are used for expenditures outside of what will be included in the estimates of 
“NEED” should not be reported in the attached survey. Based on this criteria, if a portion of your 
gas tax funding typically goes towards new construction projects, you should deduct that portion 
from the revenue that you are reporting for pavement and non-pavement maintenance, since new 
construction costs are not accounted for in the calculation of pavement and non-pavement need.   
For your convenience, we have provided a list of the elements that are included in the estimates 
of NEED.  Please review them so that you will be able to accurately report those revenues that 
will be available to address them.  Only those revenues that will be put towards the maintenance 
of the existing system should be included in the pavement and non-pavement budget categories. 
Expansion / improvement of the existing system should not be included unless there is a legal 
requirement that the existing system be upgraded in some way.    
 
Pavements:   
The estimates for pavement NEED will rely on the information that jurisdictions provide on unit 
costs for different types of pavement repairs.   
 
Below is a list of items that jurisdictions were instructed to include in their calculation of unit 
treatment costs: 

• Material cost 
• Labor cost  
• Rental equipment costs related to the project 
• Pavement striping costs 
• Replacement of loop detectors  
• Necessary incidental repairs required by the roadway improvement  
• Staff costs  
• Project design costs 
• Construction engineering/management costs (up to 14% of construction cost) 
• Procurement and advertising costs 
• Adjustment of storm drain manholes/survey monuments/storm water inlets  
• Traffic control at project site 
• Dust control measures 
• Erosion control measures 
• Repairs to shoulders 
• Mobilization costs 
• Curb Ramps—when part of a paving project 

 
Non-Pavements: 
Estimates for non-pavement NEED will also rely on data submitted by jurisdictions.  
 
Below is a list of the non-pavement categories that jurisdictions were asked to estimate the 25-
year need for: 

• Drainage –headwalls, CMP, etc 
• Pedestrian – public sidewalks 
• Bike path – class I only 
• Curb & gutter, curb ramps & medians (when not part of a paving project) 

 



• Guardrails 
• Traffic – signs, signals, striping, etc 
• Street Lights 
• Retaining walls 
• Heavy equipment** 
• Corporate yard** 
• NPDES permit 
• Storm damage 

 
Operations: 
This category would consist of funds that are used for day-to-day operating expenditures 
including labor and routine maintenance. We would also use this category as a “catchall” 
category for expenditure items that do not fall into either the pavement or non-pavement 
categories as discussed above, and are also not used for new construction or local bridge 
maintenance expenditures.   
 
You were not asked to provide any information on your jurisdiction’s NEED for this category; 
however, we are interested in the amount of local street and road revenue that goes to fund this 
type of expenditure.  We would want to identify the amount of those “Operations” funds so that 
they are not included in the estimated revenues that will be applied against the pavement, non-
pavement, and local bridge need, for determining the shortfalls. 
 
Below are some examples of expenditure items that would fall into the “Operations” category.  
These examples were taken from past survey responses from Bay Area jurisdictions on local 
street and road revenues.  You may have an item that you believe falls into this category but is 
not listed below.  If so, we have asked that you describe that item in one of the tables on the 
attached survey. 
 
Examples:   

• Street sweeping 
• Regulation of streets & sidewalks (use permits) 
• Graffiti abatement 
• Pot-hole patching 
• Striping (Not related to re-paving) 
• Emergency side-walk repairs 
• Routine maintenance of traffic signals (light bulbs, etc...) 
• Street Trees 
• Landscape Medians 
• Overhead – street crew salaries, administration costs (when not part of pavement unit 

costs)

 



 
REVENUE PROJECTION METHOD: 
 
Figure 1:  Revenue Estimation 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Budget Information – 
Pavement, Non-
pavement, Operations 

Funding “Type” 
Information—Gas 
Tax, Sales Tax, Other 
Local 

Average annual revenue 
amount is determined for 
Pavement & Non-
pavement maintenance 

A weighted growth rate 
is determined based on 
revenue source data 

The weighted growth rate is 
applied to the annual 
revenue figures for 
pavement & non- pavement 
for the term of the projection 
(five or 25 years) 

Estimated available 
Proposition 42 funds 
are added. 

Revenue 
Survey 
Information

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Total Pavement & Non-
pavement revenues are 
estimated and applied 
against the Pavement & 
Non-pavement “need” to 
determine the total 
“shortfall”. 

 
As shown in the diagram above, based on the information that you provide, MTC will calculate 
the average annual revenue that is available for your jurisdiction to meet the local street and road 
need in the categories outlined above.  The budget data that you submit will be adjusted to their 
current dollar value and averaged over the years that you provide data for in order to determine 
your jurisdiction’s average annual budget for local street and road maintenance.    A growth 
rate, determined by the funding types (see paragraph below) that comprise your jurisdiction’s 
annual budget, will be applied for each year of the projection period. Annual Proposition 42 
revenues that are projected to be received by your jurisdiction for local streets and roads will be 
added by MTC. Each year’s figures will be summed to determine the total budgets available for 
local street and road maintenance.  All totals will be reported in current year dollar values. 
 
Types of Funding: 
The survey will ask you to specify the revenues available by funding source as well.  Typically, 
local street and road revenues come from three major sources—gas tax subventions, county sales 

 



 

tax measures for transportation (where applicable), and other local sources including general 
funds, street assessment levies, fines, PUC, traffic safety funds, etc…  It is important to know the 
source of funding in order to estimate the rate at which those funds will be grown over the 
course of the projection period.  You will be asked to estimate the portion of your annual budget 
that comes from these three major funding sources, for each of the categories of local street and 
road maintenance.   
 
GUIDELINES FOR REPORTING REVENUE INFORMATION: 
 
In order to ensure that your jurisdiction’s annual average budget for local streets and roads is 
correctly estimated, please refer to the following guidelines as to what should be reported and 
what should not. 

• Do include revenues that are used for expenditures in the pavement, non-pavement and 
operations categories as outlined in this document. 

• Do identify the source of the revenue as indicated. 
• Do not include federal funds 
• Do not add interest or inflation when determining future budget amounts, e.g., express in 

2004 dollar values 
• Do not assume sales tax revenue past the year of “sunset” 
• Do not remove local match amounts for bridge maintenance (MTC will do this for you). 
• Do not include one-time revenue sources, i.e., bond measures, grants, etc… 
• For one time revenue sources, i.e., bond measures, grants, loans, etc…please identify the 

year, expiration, and source of this revenue in the table provided for this purpose. Do not 
include these funds in your budget information. 

• Include revenues used for new construction/expansion projects in the “other” category 
 
Past Revenue Information: 
You may want to reference the information that your jurisdiction submitted to the State 
Controller’s Office on local street and road revenues and expenditures.   This data is available on 
a year-by-year basis and is separated into two parts—revenues and expenditures. MTC has used 
the State Controller’s information in the past to produce the local street and road shortfall 
projections but have discontinued this practice upon determining that it was not the most 
accurate source for the specific information we are looking for.  If you would like to view your 
jurisdiction’s information, you can find the State Controller’s data at the following web address: 
www.sco.ca.gov/ard/local/locrep/streets.  Other good sources for information include your 
jurisdiction’s CIP (Capital Improvement Plan) and/or accounting and finance departments. 
 
As a guide to assist you in filling out the attached survey, we have also provided the revenue 
estimates for your jurisdiction from our last projection effort.  If your jurisdiction has submitted a 
revenue survey in the past, this information was derived from the survey response.  If no prior 
revenue survey was submitted, the figure is based on the county average revenue per centerline 
mile.   
 

Jurisdiction Annual 
Pavement 

Budget 

Annual Non-
Pavement 

Budget 

Annual Budget 
for Operations 

Total LS&R 
Budget 

XXXXXXX $935,969 $235,793 $4,561,141 $5,732,903 
 

 

http://www.sco.ca.gov/ard/local/locrep/streets


 

 



 

LOCAL STREETS AND ROADS REVENUE SURVEY 
 
SECTION 1 – LS&R Budget Information 
 
Please enter the amount of revenues that your jurisdiction has budgeted in total for local street 
and road purposes in the first row of the tables for each fiscal year.  In the rows below, please 
segment the total local street and road revenue into the three categories of expenditure.  The sum 
of the three categories should not exceed the total. Note that the “other” category should include 
the budget amounts for those items that are not included in the pavement, non-pavement or 
operations category—namely, new construction projects.  Please separate the budget amounts by 
revenue source:  Gas Tax (GT), Sales Tax (ST), and/or Other Local (OL).  If you do not have the 
information by revenue source, please simply fill in the “Total” line for each fiscal year.  The 
tables below request information for prior years as well as predicted amounts for future years.  
Please do not add or subtract interest or inflation.  Report past fiscal year figures in their 
actual dollar values, and current and future years’ data in 2004dollar values. 
 
BUDGET INFORMATION                                       
 

Fiscal Year FY 02/03 FY 03/04 FY 04/05 
Rev. Source GT ST OL* GT ST OL GT ST OL 
Total LS&R 
Revenue 
 

         

Pavement      
  

$ $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $ 

Non-Pave 
     

$ $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $ 

Operations  
     

$ $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $ 

Other** 
 

         

 
Fiscal Year FY 05/06 FY 06/07 
Rev. Source GT ST OL* GT ST OL 
Total LS&R 
Revenue 
 

      

Pavement      
  

$ $ $ $ $ $ 

Non-Pave 
     

$ $ $ $ $ $ 

Operations 
     

$ $ $ $ $ $ 

Other** 
 

      

 
* OL (Other Local) funds include those funds that do not come from gas tax subventions or county sales tax 
measures for streets & roads.  Some examples include:  general fund, developer fees, levies, fines, etc… Revenues 
listed under this category should be “discretionary” in that they can be used for any street & road maintenance 
purpose and are not tied to a particular expenditure. 
 
** The “Other” category includes new construction, non-federally funded bridge maintenance (outside of local 
match amounts), or any other local street and road expenditure that does not fit into either the pavement, non-
pavement or operations category as defined. 
 
 

 



 

SECTION 2 – One Time Revenue Source Information 
 
Please list any “one-time” revenue sources that have been made available to your jurisdiction in 
past years or will be made available in the future.  A sample has been provided in italics. Please 
separate the revenue amounts by “purpose”.  For example, if $4 million of a $5 million bond 
was used for pavement rehabilitation, and $1 million from the same bond was used for a new 
construction project, please indicate the amounts that went for each purpose separately. 
 
Revenue Source Amount Beginning Year Expiration Year Purpose 
Bond 
 

$4,000,000 1999 2004 Pavement Rehab 

Bond 
 

$1,000,000 1999 2004 New Const. 

 
 

    

 
 

    

 
 

    

 
 

    

 
 

    

 
 

    

 



 
SECTION 3 – “Operations / Other” Expenditure Information 
 
Please provide us with information on the types of expenditures that you have included in the 
“Operations” category, if different from the items that are listed under the category description in 
the survey instructions. The items listed in italics in the table below are for example only.) 
 
 OPERATIONS / OTHER” EXPENDITURE ITEMS   

Type of Expenditure Revenue Source (Gas 
Tax, Sales Tax, Other 

Local) 

% of Revenue Source 

Congestion Management  Sales Tax 7% 
Transportation Lobbyist Other Local 15% 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   

 
 
Thank you for your time in filling out this survey.  Your responses may have a serious impact on 
the amount of funding that will be directed towards Local Streets and Roads Needs. The surveys 
should be submitted back to MTC by the following date: December 31, 2004 
 
Please have a public works official (director or deputy director) verify that the information has 
been reviewed and is as accurate as possible, by signing this form upon submittal. 
 
_______________________________________         __________________________________ 
Name (Printed)        Title 
 
_______________________________________        ___________________________________ 
Signature         Date 
 
Phone #              _________________________________________ 
 
Email Address:  _________________________________________ 
 
 
 

PLEASE SUBMIT SURVEY TO YOUR CMA PRIOR TO 12/31/2004 
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1 Executive Summary 
 
The local street and road system (LS&RS) in the Bay Area represents the largest single 
public investment in transportation. Over 19,500 miles of county roads and city streets 
have been constructed and are being maintained by the nine counties and one hundred 
cities. Insufficient funds are causing this transportation network to deteriorate at such an 
alarming rate that potholes have become commonplace. What’s at stake is not a minor 
annoyance to the driving public, but a major deterioration that is producing an alarming 
backlog of needed repairs, rising costs to repair vehicles, and decreased safety. If the 
problem is not addressed today, repair costs will accelerate in the future. If this is allowed 
to occur, the only future repair option will be complete roadway reconstruction, at a cost 
ten times greater than what is required if the problem is addressed now. 
 
The Local Streets and Roads Committee, an advisory group to the Partnership Board, has 
developed this Strategic Plan to bring attention to the San Francisco Bay Area Region’s 
deteriorating roadway infrastructure problem.  The target audience includes MTC 
Commissioners along with local, regional and state officials and policy makers who put 
forth legislation and develop budgets that can change the course of infrastructure 
investment throughout California.   
 
The goals of this Strategic Plan are to: 
 
• Increase funding for the local street and road system to reduce the $437 million 

annual revenue shortfall 
• Increase the amount of maintenance and rehabilitation projects applied to the LS&RS 
• Use available funding more effectively - encourage use of proven strategies including 

preventive maintenance 
• Advocacy to educate elected officials and policy makers about the far reaching effects 

of our deteriorating roadway infrastructure 
• Provide more Public Education and Outreach about the issue 
• Refine regional methods for estimating needs, revenues and shortfall 
 
The Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) staff, working in concert with all 
Bay Area cities and counties, through the LS&R Committee, has documented estimates 
of what is needed to adequately maintain the 19,500+ mile LS&RS. The aggregate 
maintenance need to keep this system in good condition over the next 25 years is 
estimated to be $20.4 billion dollars. Unfortunately, only $9.5 billion is expected to be 
available over this time period, (see Figure 5). This leaves a gap, or shortfall of $10.9 
billion dollars translating into an annual funding shortfall of $437 million. 
 
Transportation officials throughout the San Francisco Bay Area Region are constrained in 
their ability to provide a safe and efficient, environmentally sensitive, well-maintained 
roadway infrastructure that adequately serves motorists, pedestrians, bicyclists, the 
disabled community, seniors and transit. The forces affecting their ability to do a good 
job include: increased costs of materials and labor, securing limited funds in a 
competitive environment and a lack of public will for increased or new taxes.  A clearly 
identified strategy designed to achieve the stated goals is still being developed but any 
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strategy must involve implementing several, perhaps all, of the funding options outlined 
in Section 7. 
 
2 What’s Being Said About Deteriorating Infrastructure 
 
2.1 At The Federal Level:  
• The November 2005 release of a National Chamber Foundation-sponsored study by 

Cambridge Systematics found receipts into the Highway Trust Fund (HTF) would fall 
$55 billion short of covering the currently authorized $286 billion. The study found 
the HTF might be in a deficit as early as FY 2008, which would require added 
revenues even before SAFETEA-LU expires! 

• The American Association of State Highway & Transportation Officials (AASHTO) 
executive director John Horsley, at the Spring Board Meeting in May 2005 stated, 
“The real challenge facing federal fuel tax revenues is the loss of purchasing power 
due to inflation. The last time the federal gas tax increased was 1993. By 2010, 
AASHTO forecasts that inflation will have reduced the purchasing power of the HTF 
revenues by 30%.” 

 
2.2 At The State Level: 
• The California Infrastructure Coalition in its 2004 Annual Report states, “Spending 

for infrastructure projects in California has dramatically and systematically decreased 
over the past few decades. In the 1960’s, public works and infrastructure projects 
constituted nearly 20 percent of state spending. Today its closer to 3 percent. Despite 
sensational population growth during the past four decades, the lack of planning for 
this increase is taking a toll and placing a tremendous burden on California’s aging 
infrastructure systems and facilities.” 

• The Road Information Program, a national transportation research organization, 
issued a report in May 2005 that graded California’s roads, “as the worst in the nation 
in terms of roadway quality and per capita dollars being spent on improvements. Due 
to poor road conditions, five of California’s metropolitan areas rank among the 
nations top ten most costly driving areas.  San Jose drivers face the second most 
poorly maintained roads in the nation and the highest cost in the country in terms of 
vehicular wear and tear above normal use ($689/year for the average driver). 

• The American Society of Civil Engineers (ASCE) issued a report in the fall of 2005 
grading infrastructure on four major categories – condition, capacity, deferred 
maintenance, and security.  The Bay Area received an overall rating of C-, which 
ranks last among the four largest metropolitan areas in California. Orange and Los 
Angeles received C+’s, while San Diego County received a C. 

• Assembly Speaker Fabian Nunez, in a January 6, 2006 press release stated, “Unless 
we make adequate infrastructure investments, we risk becoming the first generation 
of Californians to leave our children worse off that we were – to do so would be 
unconscionable.” 

 
2.3 At The Local Level: 
• San Francisco Supervisor Saun Elsbernd stated, “We still need to figure out 

something” acknowledging that even his proposed $28 million supplemental budget 
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request is but a drop in the bucket, given the $300 million-plus backlog that’s still 
growing. “The city has not put general fund money into the streets in a decade,” he 
said.  “Pothole politics” is nothing new to San Francisco, where it seems just about 
everyone has a favorite story about how bad the roads are. Last year, Supervisor Tom 
Ammiano sponsored a $208 million bond issue to pay to fix streets, but on Election 
Day it fell short of the two-thirds needed to commit the city to such borrowing. 

 
3 Introduction 
 
An effective transportation system is vital to the livability and economic health of the 
Bay Area region.  The transportation system provides access to jobs, homes, schools, 
shopping and recreation with the condition and appearance of the transportation 
infrastructure an important part of the “urban fabric” that contributes to the overall 
quality of life for Bay Area residents.  It should be the region’s goal through the 
leadership of the MTC, to provide safe, efficient, and attractive transportation facilities 
for all travel modes, allowing for viable choices between driving, walking, biking, and 
using transit. 
 
The regional transportation network of expressways, freeways, and local roadways is a 
vital part of the transportation infrastructure.  Strategic planning efforts to address 
improvement needs for the regional transportation system have recently been prepared by 
the MTC.  These regional planning documents include MTC’s Transportation Plan 2030 
– Mobility for the Next Generation, which outlines the blueprint for regional 
transportation improvements.  The themes that form the framework of the Transportation 
2030 Plan include: Adequate Maintenance, System Efficiency and Strategic Expansion.  
Key organizations that MTC partners with for regional policy advocacy include: 
 
 Congestion Management Agencies 
 Local Chambers of Commerce 
 League of California Cities 
 National League of Cities (NLC) 
 California State Association of Counties 
 County Engineers Association of California 
 National Association of Counties 
 National Association of Counties Engineers 
 American Public Works Association 
 Bay Area Council 
 State and Federal Legislative Representatives 

 
The purpose of this Local Streets and Roads Strategic Plan is to focus on this regionally 
significant transportation system and how it must be maintained. The unfortunate reality 
is that the quality of the region’s LS&RS is in a significant state of decline.  Current 
funding investments are not sufficient to adequately maintain, operate, and improve the 
system in accordance with regional goals and community expectations.  In this Strategic 
Plan, we hope to lay the groundwork to support future funding decisions and describe 
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how they translate to investments in specific programs and projects by documenting the 
following: 
 
• Quantifying the scope of the issue, 
• Identifying the key factors that contribute to the problem, and 
• Exploring options to address the challenges. 
 
The intent is to stimulate discussion among regional officials, so the region may move 
towards a comprehensive and coordinated set of actions. 
 
4 Local Streets & Roads Advocacy 
 
Local streets and roads are an integral part of the Bay Area’s transportation network and 
represent a huge investment of public resources. One goal of MTC has been to work with 
cities and counties to identify and manage needed repairs to their local street and road 
networks. 

4.1 MTC Regional Streets and Roads Program 
The MTC is the regional planning, programming and finance agency for the nine-county 
San Francisco Bay Area Region. Its primary responsibilities include the development of a 
comprehensive regional transportation plan (RTP), the development of a transportation 
improvement program, and the administration and allocation of federal and state funds 
that help implement that plan and program. MTC fulfills these responsibilities by 
working collaboratively with numerous transportation partners in the Bay Area including 
the 100 cities and 9 counties. 
 
The Regional Streets & Roads Program started twenty-five years ago when MTC 
estimated LS&Rs needs, revenues and shortfalls for Alameda County and its cities. 
Subsequently, in cooperation with several counties and cities, MTC developed a 
pavement management system, StreetSaver® that geared to the needs of the LS&RS. 
Over the next two decades, the user base has grown to 108 of the Bay Area’s cities and 
counties, as well as over 250 additional users outside the Bay Area.  MTC has been 
responsive to user needs and feedback and has continually improved its software through 
enhancements initiated by user suggestions. 
 
The key to the continued growth and development of the MTC’s Pavement Management 
Program (PMP) has been the ongoing support it provides to its software customers, 
jurisdictional representatives who maintain roadway infrastructure, and internal staff who 
rely on statistics (PCI data and Projections) used for MTC publications. User meetings 
are held three times a year and include technology transfer seminars and training 
sessions. A technical support program funded at $800,000 per year has enabled numerous 
consultants to assist roughly one third of the local jurisdictions in updating their 
inspections, performing model runs and generating budget impact reports each year. 
 
MTC has been advocating a number of measures towards improving the maintenance of 
the LS&RS for more than 20 years. The key principles have included the following: 
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• Document LS&RS pavement maintenance funding shortfalls for each member city 

and county and the impacts of various funding strategies, 
• Recommend multi-year repair programs, and advocate options to improve 

maintenance practices, 
• Advocate moving from a fix the worst first approach, by moving toward preventive 

maintenance as a first priority, and 
• Advocate measures to secure additional funds to cover the documented shortfalls. 
 
While staff at MTC has long been working with cities and counties individually to help 
them improve the condition of their local street and road network, MTC struggled to get 
jurisdictions interested in regional level issues because of the diverse nature of the region.  
However, with the formation of the Local Streets and Roads Committee, a policy domain 
was created for advocating for additional local streets and roads funding, as well as 
applying “best practices” maintenance strategies. 

4.2 Local Streets and Roads Committee 
Following completion of the 2001 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP), significant 
concerns were raised by a number of local government officials at the amount of 
Regional Discretionary Funds that were committed to local street and road maintenance 
and rehabilitation (M&R).  Local M&R would receive $143 million representing less 
than two percent of the total allocation.  The disparity was due in part to the perception 
that local streets and roads did not have a significant shortfall that required substantial 
regional investment, and was more of a local issue. 
 
As a result, public works directors and transportation managers from cities and counties 
throughout the Bay Area region began meeting to discuss how to rectify this perception.  
These efforts led to the formation of the Local Streets and Roads (LS&R) Committee, a 
working group to the Partnership Board, an advisory body to MTC made up of Bay Area 
transportation officials.  The LS&R Committee has been able to work with MTC staff to 
collect more current and accurate data that identifies the scope of the problem in the 
region.  By bringing attention to the magnitude of the Bay Area’s local streets and roads 
maintenance problem through the building of both a more comprehensive estimate of the 
funding shortfall and a broader constituency, the LS&R Committee has been able to 
advocate and secure a $990 million commitment (greater than 11% of total allocation) to 
local streets and roads in the 2005 RTP. 

4.3 Pavement Management Preservation Principles 
Timely preventive maintenance and preservation activities are necessary to ensure proper 
performance of the LS&RS.  When properly applied, preventive maintenance is a cost-
effective way of extending the service life of pavement, providing the traveling public 
with improved mobility, reduced congestion and safer, smoother, longer lasting 
pavements.  The American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials 
(AASHTO) defines preventive maintenance “as the planned strategy of cost effective 
treatments to an existing roadway system and its appurtenances that preserves the system, 



FINAL  DRAFT 
  

6

retards future deterioration, and maintains or improves the functional condition of the 
system without increasing structural capacity.” 
 
Preventive maintenance activities are those that address aging, oxidation, surface 
deterioration, and normal wear and tear from day-to-day performance and environmental 
conditions.  Utilizing a preventive maintenance program extends the service life of 
existing good pavement in a cost-effective manner through techniques and strategies such 
as: slurry seals, thin overlays, joint repair, pavement patching and crack sealing.  
Pavement preservation does not include new or reconstructed pavements or any activity 
that significantly increases the structural capacity of the existing pavement. 
 
A proactive 
approach entails 
the application of 
a series of low-
cost treatments 
that individually 
last for a few 
years.  The key is 
to apply the 
treatment when 
the pavement is 
still in relatively 
good condition 
with no structural 
damage.  The end 
result is an 
extension of the service life of the 
original pavement, translating into a savings in funds along with a better overall ride 
quality.  It is important to realize that no pavement lasts forever, and pavement 
preservation activities do not prevent a pavement from eventually deteriorating. 
However, low cost preventive maintenance, when strategically applied, can significantly 
extend the useful life, thereby delaying (by a cost factor of as much as ten times greater) 
the cost of major reconstruction. 
 
Many jurisdictions operate using the philosophy that fixing the worst streets first is the 
best approach to managing their network.  These activities include major rehabilitation or 
pavement reconstruction.  This reactive approach to pavement maintenance is not cost-
effective as illustrated in Figure 1.  Ignoring low-cost (~$1) preventive treatments when 
pavement is in good to fair condition results in considerably higher costs if repairs are 
delayed until roads are in very poor or failed condition. 
 

 
Many jurisdictions rely on a pavement management system (PMS) to provide appropriate 
recommendations regarding when to apply preventive maintenance treatments.  By using 
an integrated PMS, such as MTC’s StreetSaver®, a manager can not only select the 
proper proportion of preventive maintenance to optimize available dollars and extend the 

Figure 1: Pavement Life Cycle
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service life of the pavements, but also select the best repair strategies and projects. 
Appendix 9.3 shows the distribution of Bay Area jurisdictions in terms of the extent to 
which they are emphasizing preventive maintenance. This factor represents 7% of the 
formula used to allocate regional discretionary funds to each county and its cities. 

4.4 Safety 
Roadway Infrastructure in disrepair, such as pavement, sidewalks and streetlights, create 
unsafe conditions that are not merely a nuisance, but a public safety issue.  The Local 
Streets and Roads Committee believe all roadway infrastructure projects should consider 
appropriate ways to maintain or enhance safety by keeping pavement free of potholes, 
improving accessibility with ADA ramps and establishing safe pedestrian routes. 
 
In addition to system performance and aesthetic reasons, local jurisdictions have a 
financial incentive for keeping transportation assets in good working order.  For example, 
the City and County of San Francisco settled or had judgments in 744 separate cases 
between 2001 and 2005 as a result of people having tripped, fallen, blown a tire or been 
injured in some way because of potholes, cracked sidewalks and broken curbs.  The total 
cost to the city was $4.3 million dollars.  If local officials take a proactive approach to 
fixing potentially dangerous conditions that exist within their jurisdictions these incidents 
can be minimized, thereby redirecting dollars to fixing the problem. 
 

5 State of the Local Street and Road Network 
 
The overall condition of the region’s pavement and non-pavement roadway infrastructure 
is deteriorating.  The basic issues include a substantially decreased level of investment 
from Federal, State, and Local funding sources, combined with an increasing inventory of 
infrastructure assets.  This situation is further aggravated by increased costs for materials, 
labor, and energy.  Another equally important factor is the age of each jurisdiction’s 
infrastructure.  For example, large portions of urban street systems, San Francisco, 
Oakland and San José, were developed before 1950 and are now well beyond their 
estimated design life.  As a result, much of the roadway infrastructure has exceeded its 
useful life and is in need of costly rehabilitation or replacement.  In addition, many roads 
are even worse because they weren’t built with proper structural sections to anticipate the 
increases in vehicular traffic, particularly heavy trucks. 

5.1 Inspections Reveal Regional PCI Declining 
With almost 100% Bay Area utilization of its StreetSaver® software, MTC has been able 
to analyze pavement conditions throughout the region to gauge the success cities and 
counties have in maintaining their local street and road networks. The results of the 2004 
analysis, included in the MTC published State of the System 2005 report, show that the 
Bay Area’s region-wide average PCI of 62 (out of 100) has declined by one point from 
last year and four points in the past four years. (The 2005 update shows a Bay Area PCI 
of 64; see Appendix 9.1 for more details.) Figure 2 shows the breakdown by condition 
category, where 44% of the region’s roadways are in “excellent or very good” condition, 
33% are in “good or fair” condition, and 19% are in “poor or very poor” condition.  Data 
was not provided for 4% of the region’s roadways. 
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While a regional PCI score of 62 falls into the 
“Good” category, the four-year downward 
trend demonstrates the Bay Area’s roadway 
infrastructure could soon dip below the 
critical PCI score of 60 where massive 
amounts of investment will be required to 
avoid large-scale pavement deterioration. As 
illustrated in Figure 1, by the time a roadway 
reaches a PCI of 60, it has typically lived 75% 
of its serviceable life, and will have 
experienced only a 40% drop in quality if no 
treatment is applied.  However, going 
forward, rapid deterioration resulting in 

another 40% drop in quality takes place within only several years. 
 
Yet, PCI alone cannot always measure a jurisdiction’s performance in maintaining their 
local street and road network.  Road network condition is affected by numerous factors, 
some of which include: age, climate, traffic, and funding available to meet maintenance 
needs.  Smaller jurisdictions with many newly built subdivisions may have a high overall 
PCI, whereas an older, urbanized jurisdiction likely would have a much lower PCI.  From 
this example the data does not adequately describe the level of effort each jurisdiction 
must undertake to do a good job at pavement maintenance. 

5.2 25-year projections 
The 25-year pavement/non-pavement maintenance needs for the Bay Area currently total 
$20.39 billion.  Including funds estimated by this plan, projected expenditures over the 
same period are expected to be only about $9.47 billion (covering just 46 percent of the 
needs), resulting in $10.9 billion in unfunded needs.  This data, by county, is summarized 
in Figure 3.  
 

Figure 3: Bay Area LS&R 25 Year Needs, Revenues and Shortfall Estimates for counties and their 
cities (figures in 000’s) 

County Needs Revenues Shortfall PCI 
Alameda $3,211,498 $1,837,608 $1,373,889 63 
Contra Costa $2,575,509 $1,285,504 $1,290,005 67 
Marin $1,169,631 $486,828 $682,803 58 
Napa $866,252 $317,247 $549,005 58 
San Francisco $2,268,883 $1,064,156 $1,203,727 64 
San Mateo $2,325,103 $1,081,589 $1,243,514 64 
Santa Clara $4,372,399 $2,391,317 1,981,082 61 
Solano $1,387,725 $369,740 $1,017,984 65 
Sonoma $2,214,832 $642,751 $1,572,080 53 
Total $20,391,831 $9,477,741 $10,914,090 62 
Note: Increases from the T-2030 projections are primarily due to unit cost increases for 
pavement repairs and deteriorating pavement conditions. 

 

Figure 2 – Pavement Condition of Bay Area 
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The final shortfall estimates do not include local bridges because it was assumed that all 
substandard local bridges would be repaired. In the last several years, it has been 
discovered that bridge maintenance and rehabilitation projects were not being 
implemented because local matching funds were not available. The bridge need, revenue, 
and shortfall estimates last done extensively in 1999, will be updated and included within 
the next projections estimation, scheduled for release in 2007. 
 
Experience shows that delayed maintenance leads to even costlier rehabilitation and will 
increase the shortfall totals.  The magnitude of the current roadway maintenance shortfall 
suggests that maintenance will likely be deferred on some facilities, thus increasing 
overall costs significantly due to repair options becoming much more expensive in the 
future. In the most current MTC model runs, the actual backlog of needed but unfunded 
repairs, at the end of 25 years, has grown to roughly $3 billion, which would make the 
current $11 billion shortfall estimate, conservative at best. 

5.3 Defining MTC’s Projections Process 
Funding shortfalls are determined by estimating needs and anticipated revenues available 
to maintain the local street and road system. If needs exceed revenues, a shortfall exists. 
MTC conducts biennial surveys where each jurisdiction is asked to estimate its prior, 
present and future revenues and expenditures for street and road purposes. An initial 
survey was conducted in the fall of 2002 with the second survey conducted in the fall of 
2004.  The 2004 survey asked each jurisdiction to provide a five year budget estimate 
using four major revenue categories: Pavement, Non-Pavement, Operations, and Other 
segregated by three revenue sources - gas tax, sales tax, and other local revenue. 
 
Although a response rate of 80 percent was achieved, some data cleansing and averaging 
was required to fill gaps and eliminate estimates significantly deviating from means. 
Further, adjustments are made to match regional estimates for shares of local sales tax, 
gas tax, and Proposition 42 revenues. The analysis of the survey data, in combination 
with the MTC StreetSaver® and estimates of non-pavement needs, local bridge needs and 
revenues, led to the shortfall estimate mentioned above. 
 
5.3.1 Pavement 
Local streets and roads undergo regular pavement inspections with the identified 
distresses entered into the StreetSaver® at the network level. These repairs and the unit 
costs must accurately reflect local strategies and actual current bid costs. Actual 
treatments should be entered into the program so pavement conditions can be updated to 
reflect applied repairs, and street sections can be redefined to represent these changed 
conditions.  Once completed, the program projects conditions over future years and 
assigns recommended repairs triggered when the pavement quality declines to a given 
pavement condition index level. Total costs for each type of repair are summed for all 
street sections in the jurisdiction’s network to develop the yearly needs. 
 
5.3.2 Non-Pavement 
Estimates are also made for non-pavement assets such as traffic signals, streetlights, 
sidewalks, storm drains, pedestrian walkways, retaining walls, roadway landscaping, curb 
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cuts for wheelchair access, corporate yards and heavy equipment.  The non-pavement 
needs estimate is currently not as rigorous as the process described above for pavements. 
Currently, a ratio of pavement need to non-pavement need is utilized based on the 2004 
survey. “Urban” jurisdictions, determined by population density, use a factor of 1.12 
applied to the pavement need. “Rural” jurisdictions use a factor of 1.70. A consultant is 
currently refining the methodology to estimate non-pavement needs, based on a more 
thorough examination of the 2004 survey as well as bid costs obtained from actual 
jurisdiction contract packages. 
 
5.3.3 Local Bridges 
There are over 1,900 local bridges in the Bay Area Region with the last extensive 
estimate of bridge needs completed in 1999.  To estimate maintenance needs requires 
quality measurements within six categories: bridge repair, bridge rehabilitation, painting, 
seismic retrofit, barrier rail replacement, and bridge scour countermeasures.  In 2002, it 
was assumed that all substandard local bridges would be repaired with locals getting a 
historical percent share of federal HBRR funds. With these assumptions, all 25-year 
bridge NEEDS identified at that time had sufficient estimated available funds to cover 
needed repairs. Unfortunately, this has not occurred and many bridge repair projects have 
not been undertaken, primarily due to lack of local funding match.  MTC is considering 
initiating an update to this previous estimate that would be completed in 2007. 
 
5.3.4 Revenue 
Revenue estimates are difficult to predict, as future funding is determined by federal, 
state and local policies that are impacted by various funding sources. Revenue estimates 
for the larger categories such as gas tax, sales tax, and Proposition 42 can be reasonably 
estimated and MTC documents its assumptions rigorously. However, assumptions about 
county level sales taxes and Proposition 42 funds actually directed to local street and road 
maintenance needs is much more difficult to estimate and requires frequent updates. 
Further, local funds are more difficult to estimate over longer periods as many 
jurisdictions actually budget from year to year. Decisions about fund allocations for 
transportation purposes must compete, at the city/county level, with many other areas.  
Two critical, yet often overlooked categories in local budgets, Operations and Other 
Expenses, represent an additional claim (over 30% in some instances) on local street and 
road revenues, thereby further reducing the funds available for pavement, non-pavement 
and bridge maintenance needs. 
 
6 Declining Transportation Investment 
 
In spite of significant efforts on the part of cities and counties to improve the condition of 
their local road networks, infrastructure investments are steadily declining.  With the 
resources available for necessary infrastructure maintenance shrinking, preventive 
maintenance activities are not being performed at desired intervals and asset conditions 
are declining.  As a result of this precipitous decline in infrastructure condition, more 
time is being spent on band-aid and spot repairs to respond to asset failures, such as 
potholes, traffic signal malfunctions and traffic signs and roadway markings repairs.  
Evidence of this trend can be seen in the rates of service request response activities, 
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which in many cities like the City of San Jose, have increased by more than 20% over the 
last five years. 
 
It is not practical to reduce inventory as a means of reducing costs – streets cannot be 
closed, traffic signals cannot be shut off, and street trees cannot reasonably be eliminated.  
Similarly, there is limited opportunity to manage the demand for maintenance of the 
system: 
 
 Pavement naturally ages and requires preventive maintenance every two to five years 

and major maintenance approximately every eight to ten years.  Without proper 
maintenance, the useful service life of a typical pavement is greatly reduced – causing 
even greater expenditure requirements in the long run. 

 Increased traffic, particularly increased truck traffic associated with goods movement, 
causes pavement deterioration to accelerate. 

 Streetlights and traffic signals have a predictable useful life and require constant 
energy for operation. 

 Landscaping needs regular care to maintain a healthy condition and visual appeal 
 Poor road conditions cost US motorists $54 billion per year in repairs and operating 

costs – nearly $700 per motorist. 
 Total spending of $59.4 billion annually is well below the $94 billion needed to 

improve transportation infrastructure conditions nationally. 

6.1 Compare Current Funding Level with Historical Amounts 
According to the California Infrastructure Committee’s (CIC) Annual Report of 2004, 
spending for infrastructure projects in California has steadily decreased over the past 
thirty years.  In the 1960’s, public works and infrastructure projects constituted nearly 20 
percent of state spending. Today it is less than five percent. Despite dramatic population 
growth during the past four decades, there has been little done to plan for the tremendous 
toll that the increasing population is having on California’s aging infrastructure systems 
and facilities.  In the CIC’s publication, “Running on Empty”, it was reported that 
California is currently ranked 47th in the Nation in both per-capita and income-based 
spending on highways1. 
 
The American Society of Civil Engineers (ASCE), in a report issued in the fall of 2005, 
indicated that the Bay Area received and overall infrastructure report card of C-. This 
ranked last among the four largest metropolitan areas in California. Orange and Los 
Angeles Counties received C+’s, while San Diego received a C. Grades were prepared by 
establishing criteria in four major categories – condition, capacity, deferred maintenance, 
and security. Three Bay Area categories actually scored even lower at D+ - roadways, 
goods movement and urban storm water and flood control. 
 

                                                 
1 “Running on Empty”, a publication of the California Infrastructure Coalition, 
 
http://calinfrastructure.org/pdf/runningonempty.pdf 
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Funding for transportation has declined from all sources especially since the significant 
downturn in the local and state economies, starting in 2001.  Examples of reduced 
funding include: 
 
 State transfer of Proposition 42 transportation funds to the General Fund in FY03-04 

and FY04-05 in the amount of $4 billion 
 
 Delayed implementation of the Federal transportation funding bill since 2003 resulted 

in the loss of purchasing power as costs of maintenance material rose significantly. 
 
 Local governments increasingly must compete with the State for federal funding, as 

the State highway infrastructure is also in need of major repair. 

6.2 Reduced Local Investment in Infrastructure Maintenance 
In addition to an overall declining amount of regional funding for roadway infrastructure 
maintenance, the percentage of local resources that have been committed to capital 
maintenance departments has suffered significant budget reductions over the past four 
years.  As shown in Figure 4, maintenance department funding has declined from 
approximately 12% to 9% of local agency General Fund budgets. 
 
Figure 4 – General Fund Expenditures (Adopted Budget) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

6.3 Declining Value of Gas Tax 
The gas tax has been the traditional method of financing transportation improvements for 
over 80 years.  The tax rate is set at a flat amount per gallon of gas with the federal tax at 
18.4 cents per gallon and the State of California tax at 18 cents per gallon.  It should be 
noted that the California gas tax is lowest in the western United States.  The tax rates in 
other states are: Nevada, 23 cents; Oregon, 24 cents; Washington, 28 cents; Utah, 24.5 
cents; Colorado, 22 cents; and Arizona, 18 cents. 
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                 Figure 5 – California Fuel Tax Loses Value 
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The gas tax has not been adjusted since 1994.  As a result, the purchasing power of the 
gas tax has steadily been eroded by inflation, as shown in Figure 5.  Also, as fuel prices 
continue to increase, more fuel-efficient vehicles become available and other fuel sources 
increase in popularity (electricity, hybrid, CNG, hydrogen). This decline in gas usage 
further decreases the gas tax base against an increasing demand for travel and 
infrastructure investment. Appendix 9.2 shows the distribution of Bay Area jurisdictions 
in terms of their average expenditure per mile for local streets and roads. 
 
 

6.4 Increased Costs 
Like any other business, 
cities and counties have 
had to deal with rising 
energy costs.  For 
example, electricity costs, 
which fund the operation 
of roadway infrastructure 
assets such as traffic 
signals and streetlights, 
have nearly doubled in 
the last seven years.  As 
shown in Figure 6, 
asphalt prices, relatively 
flat from 1990 to 1999 
have rapidly increased 
since 1999. In the last 
three years alone, oil and 

Figure 6 – Escalating Asphalt Costs 
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gasoline prices have doubled. (Oil prices have risen from $26 per barrel at the end of 
2001-02 to over $60 per barrel currently.  Gasoline prices have risen from $0.83 per 
gallon at the end of 2001-02 to $3.25 currently.)  As energy costs rise, so do the costs of 
doing business.  Operating vehicles and equipment becomes more expensive.  The cost of 
goods and services purchased by the local governments also rise.  Not only are materials 
more expensive for contractors to produce, they are also more expensive to deliver. Cities 
and counties have also seen other rising costs of doing business related to employee 
wages and benefits.  Employee benefit costs, in particular, such as medical insurance and 
retirement, continue to rise substantially, as do workers’ compensation costs. 

6.5 Expanding Infrastructure 
The size of the roadway infrastructure network continues to expand to meet the needs of 
population increases.  By the end of 2005-06, infrastructure inventories will have 
experienced many consecutive years of substantial growth.  For example, centerline miles 
of roadway in the Bay Area have increased 3.8% from 1995 to 2005 from 18,862 miles to 
19,581 miles.  As roadway infrastructure increases and existing roadway deteriorates, the 
roadway costs continue to rise faster than revenues to meet the maintenance needs. 

6.6 Roadway Infrastructure Maintenance the Most Serious Challenge 
Of all the roadway infrastructure related assets, pavement is the most unique and poses 
the most serious challenge.  The sheer size of the street inventory (almost 20,000 miles of 
paved roads valued at $35 billion) requires a large commitment of resources. 
Approximately $800 million annually is needed for pavement maintenance alone (not 
including the cost of maintaining non-pavement assets) to maintain a goal of 80% of 
streets in acceptable or better condition.  Looking at the current and forecasted funding 
situation, along with the region’s historical reliance on grants and other short-term and 
one-time funding sources to fund pavement maintenance programs, it is difficult to 
foresee a time when consistent funding will be identified on an annual level.  Pavement 
maintenance is one of many serious challenges.  Non-pavement issues such as National 
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) and other regulatory compliances, to 
name a couple, are also very challenging. 
 
Coupled with the sheer magnitude of such an annual funding need is the unique nature of 
pavement deterioration.  Unlike many other assets, pavement deteriorates in a manner 
that requires different types of treatments at different stages.  The further pavement 
deteriorates, the more costly the treatment.  The $500 million annual need is based on 
nearly all streets receiving proper treatments -- sealing or resurfacing -- at the appropriate 
time.  When streets do not receive a preventive surface seal treatment, they continue to 
deteriorate and eventually require a more extensive treatment, such as resurfacing or 
reconstruction, to repair the additional damage and return them to the proper condition 
level. 
 
As the condition of the street network continues to deteriorate, the public will directly 
incur higher costs, such as damage to their vehicle or increased travel times, due to 
pavement damage and rideability issues.  To address safety and other corrective issues, 
many jurisdictions have budgeted nearly one-third of their roadway infrastructure 
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maintenance revenues to fund corrective and spot rehabilitation activities.  If resources 
continue to shrink and the street network continues to deteriorate, these activities could 
become the primary street maintenance program activity, resulting in a continued decline 
in roadway infrastructure condition. This continued decline will ultimately lead to a crisis 
point, when governments and the public will be forced to address the problem—and the 
costs of addressing the problem will have grown exponentially. Appendix 9.1 shows the 
distribution of Bay Area jurisdictions in terms of their average pavement condition index. 
 
7 Potential Legislative and Regional Funding Options 
 
The magnitude of the region’s funding shortfall for transportation needs is so great that it 
cannot reasonably be resolved by a single action.  Instead it will likely require the pursuit 
of many separate initiatives over a number of years to create a comprehensive solution.  
The following is a listing of the potential funding options available to generate increased 
revenue to meet the needs of the transportation system.  These include legislative 
advocacy actions to increase funding from state and regional sources as well as a variety 
of local options. 
 
The options dealing with increasing revenues have been evaluated against the estimated 
$437 million annual shortfall. Figure 7 indicates both the annual estimated revenue that 
would be raised for the Bay Area, and the percent of the shortfall that would be covered 
by each of these fee options. The most robust source would be a 1/4 cent regional sales 
tax followed by a 12-year gas tax index catch-up since the last increase in 1993. (Note: 
Proposition 42 has already been included in the 25-year revenue estimate, but its 
important to note that it will only cover about a quarter of the annual shortfall, once the 
full amount is actually received by local jurisdictions in 2009). Several other sources 
would reduce less than 10 percent of the annual shortfall: the proposed Bond Initiative up 
for vote this fall, a 1-cent gas tax increase, an annual index of the gas tax, and a $1 
vehicle registration fee. 
 

This section describes a set 
of policy initiatives that 
MTC, in partnership with 
regional agencies should 
advocate, as part of a broader 
legislative agenda.  To some 
degree this is already a work 
in progress. 
 

7.1 Federal Options 
 

7.1.1 Dedicate additional funding from the New Federal Transportation Bill 
 
On August 10, 2005, President Bush signed the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient 
Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU).  SAFETEA-LU 
provides $286.4 billion in guaranteed highway, transit, and highway safety investment for 

Figure 7 – Comparing LS&R Shortfalls Against Revenue 

Option    Annual Revenue    % of Shortfall 
¼ Cent Sales Tax   $288M  67% 
Index Gas Tax*   $235M   54% 
Proposed Bond Initiative  $38.5M    9% 
1-Cent Gas Tax Increase  $33M  8% 
Index Gas Tax (Annual)  $20M  5% 
$1 Vehicle Registration Fee $6M  >1% 
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the six-year period of 2004-2009.  The new measure guarantees $193 billion for highway 
and $45 billion for transit for federal fiscal year 2005-2009.  California will see its 
funding from the federal highway formula increase by 34.3 percent from TEA-21 levels 
to approximately $3.4 billion per year.  Based on the funding distribution established by 
MTC in T-2030, this bill has provided federal funding for local pavement maintenance in 
the Bay Area at roughly $28.5 million annually.  Any additional revenue received by 
MTC over the amounts estimated in T-2030 for all programs should be dedicated to 
roadway infrastructure maintenance. 

7.2 State and Regional Options 
 
7.2.1 Establish “Fix it First” Policies 
The use of transportation funding for new capital projects has generally been more 
popular than paying to maintain the existing roadway infrastructure.  Increasingly though, 
it is being recognized that taking good care of what you already have is a sound 
investment.  Recently through MTC, “fix it first” policies have been adopted that have 
led to an increased allocation of Federal gas tax funds to cities for pavement 
maintenance.  MTC has also worked closely with Bay Area cities and counties to 
standardize Pavement Management Systems and to compile a comprehensive inventory 
of local street pavement conditions and funding needs. 
 
7.2.2 Condition Maintenance Funds (Already part of MTC’s “Call to Action”) 
Traditionally, MTC has focused the region’s limited roadway infrastructure maintenance 
funding on keeping the most heavily traveled local streets and roads in good repair, and 
the cities and counties with the largest maintenance funding gaps received the most 
funding. However, this approach inadvertently penalizes cities and counties that invest a 
significant amount of local funds in keeping their local road system healthy. To address 
this unintended consequence, MTC and its partners have identified a distribution formula 
that rewards cities and counties that are putting more local resources into their roadway 
networks, and have made maximum use of efficiency measures such as preventive 
maintenance practices.  The components of the formula include lane miles, population 
and shortfalls with the performance measure quantifying preventive maintenance 
comprising seven percent of the total formula. 
 
7.2.3 Implement and Protect State Proposition 42 (Already part of MTC’s “Call to 

Action”) 
In March 2002, California voters approved Proposition 42 by a 69% margin.  Proposition 
42 was developed to permanently dedicate gasoline sales tax revenue for transportation 
purposes, including local roads. This measure was expected to provide over $1 billion 
annually statewide for pavement maintenance.  However, due to a statewide fiscal crisis, 
Proposition 42 funds in FY 03-04 and FY 04-05 have been used for general fund 
purposes at the state level, and were not transferred to local governments for 
transportation projects. However, as a result of increasing public pressure, combined with 
an unexpected increase in revenues, the FY 05-06 funds in the amount of $1.3 billion 
were restored to the cities and counties.  While this has been widely viewed as an 
important step toward fully funding transportation improvements, it is generally believed 
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that a more permanent solution is necessary.  Rescuing Proposition 42 by placing 
“firewalls” around the funds to protect them from future State raids, continues to be a 
significant legislative priority for transportation stakeholders. 
 
7.2.4 Update and Adjust Gas Tax 
Gas prices have continued to rise over the past ten years, however transportation revenues 
from gas taxes are not increasing in proportion to gas prices.  As previously noted, the 
State and Federal gas taxes are set at a flat rate per gallon.  The purchasing power of the 
tax has steadily eroded since it was last adjusted in 1993.  The costs for local street and 
road maintenance have escalated by over 50% due to inflationary costs for labor and 
materials, but the gas tax has remained at the same level.  Also, fuel economy has 
increased and more fuel-efficient vehicles (such as hybrid vehicles) and alternative fuel 
sources (such as propane, compressed natural gas or electricity) are being used.  The 
number of miles driven may increase but the total number of gallons used stays constant; 
therefore, the revenue from gas tax does not keep pace with either the cost of inflation or 
the increased maintenance needs created by more roadway use. 
 
Attempts to remedy the eroding gas tax base should include one or more of the following 
strategies: 
 
 Increase the state gas tax periodically 
 Add a regional gas tax to the state and federal gas taxes 
 Index the gas tax automatically to adjust for inflation or convert the gas tax to a 

percentage of the fuel cost 
 Shift to a more direct user fee based on miles traveled to provide equity in revenue 

collection from all motor vehicles regardless of fuel efficiency and fuel source. 
 
The MTC has legislative authority to initiate a ballot measure to consider a gas tax or fee 
increase in the Bay Area.  The MTC estimates a 10-cent gas tax increase in the Bay Area 
could generate $334 million annually for regional transportation needs. 
 
However, in response to the current “transportation funding crisis” proposals are being 
raised in the State and Federal legislatures to both increase and index the gas tax.  Also 
the state of Oregon is actively studying a “mileage fee” program. 
 
7.2.5 Enact Vehicle Registration Surcharge 
In 2003, the State of California reversed a newly enacted increase to the Vehicle License 
Fees (VLF), which had it remained in place, would have increased the State’s tax base by 
$4.1 billion dollars per year.  These funds had been allocated to local government for a 
variety of purposes, including transportation.  Although the State has partially offset the 
reduced VLF revenues to cities from other sources, these funds are not dedicated solely 
to transportation purposes. 
 
Recently, State legislation has been proposed to allow counties to impose new vehicle 
registration fees for clean water purposes.  Congestion management and street cleaning 
are considered approved programs for the clean water purposes.  In 2004, San Mateo 
County was authorized to enact a $4 annual fee per registered vehicle.  In 2005, SB 680 
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(Simitian) was proposed which would have allowed an annual $5 vehicle registration 
surcharge for an eight-year period in Santa Clara County; however, the bill was vetoed by 
Governor Schwarzenegger. 
 
Vehicle registration fee increases would support a combination of regional and local 
programs.  It is estimated that roughly $7 million per year would have been available for 
improvements to Santa Clara County transportation facilities should the Simitian measure 
have succeeded.  As it was proposed, the Simitian program would have been oriented 
toward traffic congestion relief improvements, and accordingly the funds would have 
been used to upgrade aging traffic signal systems with new technology and hardware 
allowing for more efficient traffic flow.  

7.3 Local Options 
This section describes a variety of actions that local jurisdictions can consider to improve 
the availability and sustainability of local funding for the region’s transportation system. 
 
7.3.1 Pursue New Transportation Sales Tax Measure 
Many counties in California have approved transportation sales tax measures.  The 
majority of the funding is often allocated for major regional transit or highway projects.  
More recently, these county transportation tax programs are providing funds to cities for 
local pavement maintenance and other local needs. Typically these measures provide 
funding levels in the range of 20% to 25%, and as high as 43%.  A few examples are 
noted in Figure 8. 
 
Local jurisdictions should pursue new transportation sales tax measures or revenues from 
existing measures and dedicate a significant portion of these revenues to roadway 
infrastructure maintenance.  An alternative to a combination sales tax measure may be a 
targeted measure for local roadway infrastructure only.  This would ensure that cities and 
counties use funding specifically for roadway maintenance and funds could not be 
diverted for other purposes.

 
Figure 8 – Local Transportation Funding from Sales Tax Measures 
 

County Local Streets and 
Roads Portion 

Local Streets and 
Roads Share of Total Duration 

Alameda  $412,383,000 24.20% (’02 to ’22) 
Contra Costa - 1 $256,553,000 19.30% (‘89 to ’09) 
Contra Costa - 2 $401,800,000 20.10% (’09 to ‘34) 
Marin $87,870,000 26.50% (’05 to ’25) 
San Mateo - 1 $275,644,000 19.90% (‘89 to ‘09) 
San Mateo - 2 $337,500,000 22.80% (’09 to ’34) 
Santa Clara - 1 $99,513,000 6.70% (‘96 to ’06) 
Sonoma $188,000,000 40.00% (’05 to ’25) 
Note: On the June 2006 ballot Napa (50%) and Solano (20%) will vote on measures 
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7.3.2 Devote More Local Sales Tax/Revenues to Road Maintenance (Already part 
of MTC’s “Call to Action”) 

Most Bay Area transportation sales taxes allocate 20 percent to 25 percent of revenues to 
the maintenance of local streets. If the local sales tax ordinance allows adjustments to the 
distribution of the sales tax revenue, counties could increase this share to address 
projected maintenance shortfalls.  It is important to note that voter approval would be 
needed to do so. Sonoma’s recently enacted sales tax devoted 40% to be allocated back to 
the cities and the county for LS&R purposes. 
 
7.3.3 Self-Help for Every County (Already part of MTC’s “Call to Action”) 
7.3.4  
Cities and counties continued reliance on their general funds to finance street 
rehabilitation is risky, since police, fire and other needs often comprise a large percentage 
of a jurisdictions general fund. Cities and counties need to look to the voters to approve 
user charges such as vehicle license fees and fuel taxes to pay for roadway maintenance. 
 
7.3.5 Continue “Smart Growth” Land Development 
From the 1950’s to the 1980’s, Bay Area growth patterns consisted mostly of suburban, 
low-density development.  A sprawling network of wide streets, cul-de-sacs, and large 
signalized arterial intersections characterizes the transportation system that supports this 
development pattern.  As a result, the region developed a massive inventory of 
transportation assets (pavement, signals, lighting, signs, and landscaping) spread over a 
large geographic area, and is supported by a relatively low-density population and 
business base.  The areas “low density” tax base is not sufficient to sustain the size of the 
infrastructure that has been put in place. 
 
Current smart growth policies focus on economic development and in-fill; with higher 
density land uses allowing for the problem to be alleviated over time.  Smart growth has 
the promise to increase the local tax base without having a corresponding increase to the 
region’s transportation infrastructure and should be pursued in areas where it provides 
effective benefits. 
 
7.3.6 Establish Downtown and Business Improvement Districts 
Most cities downtown area and neighborhood business districts generally request higher 
quality standards and levels of service in order to provide an attractive environment for 
their customers.  Special facilities and services include increased lighting, tree planting, 
tree trimming, banners, sidewalk cleaning, benches, trash receptacles, and enhanced 
crosswalks.  It is common practice for business districts to form special tax districts to 
generate funding for enhanced city services. 
 
Recently, there has been some interest to form special districts to fund enhanced 
maintenance services in these areas.  Special districts are a funding mechanism through 
which a special assessment or tax is used to finance improvements or services within a 
designated area.  Special districts exist in downtowns and business districts throughout 
the country, from small cities in New York State, to cities like Los Angeles, Chicago, 
Philadelphia, Sacramento, Long Beach, and San Diego.  Research indicates that the Bay 
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Area has not pursued or utilized this public/private partnership tool to the level that other 
jurisdictions have. 
 
7.3.7 Establish Citywide Assessment Districts 
Cities could propose a property assessment for transportation system maintenance and 
operations in general, or for a particular citywide service like pavement maintenance or 
street lighting.  Such an action would require a two-thirds approval of a given 
jurisdiction’s voters.  This would be similar to assessments that cities have implemented 
for storm drainage and sanitary sewers.  Examples of current benefit assessment districts 
are noted in Figure 9. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 9 – Benefit Assessment District Examples  
 
7.3.8 Evaluate Local Bond Measure 
Recently, cities have successfully gained voter approval of bond measures to improve 
park, library, police, and fire facilities.  Similar efforts could be initiated for improving a 
local jurisdiction’s transportation infrastructure.  Such a measure could include major 
rehabilitation to the City or County’s pavement infrastructure along with system 
enhancements like pedestrian safety improvements, ADA curb ramp installation, traffic 
signal upgrades for congestion relief, and street trees/median island landscaping for 
aesthetic enhancements.  The evaluation of such a measure for transportation would need 
to be weighed in the context of other community priorities, and packaged accordingly. 
 
8 Game Plan 
 
Recommended Strategies 
 
The magnitude of the region’s funding shortfall for transportation needs is so great that it 
cannot reasonably be resolved by a single action.  Instead it will likely require the 
passage of many separate initiatives over a number of years to create a comprehensive 
solution.  The following is a list of “Recommended Strategies” available to generate 
increased revenue to meet the needs of the transportation system.  These include 
legislative advocacy actions to increase funding from regional sources as well as a variety 
of local options.  Finally, an identification of current or proposed “Pilot Projects” is 
offered that illustrates an example of how some communities are already moving forward 
to provide a comprehensive solution. 
 

Jurisdiction Service Provided Parcel Cost 
(Annually) 

City of San José Sanitary and Storm Sewers $271 
City of San José Library $25 
Santa Clara Valley Water District Flood Control $30 
Santa Clara Valley Water District Clean and Safe Creeks $41 
Santa Clara County Vector Control $5 
Open Space District Open Space Acquisition $32 
Alameda County Street Lighting $15 
Note: Parcel Cost based on single-family residential household 
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8.1 The Local Streets & Roads Strategic Plan must accomplish the 
following: 

 
• Development of the Regional Transportation Plan 
• Direct MTC Legislative Program for both State and Federal 
• Direct the next round of Fund Programming 

 

8.2 The Local Streets & Roads Strategic Plan will guide the 
implementation of the following strategies: 

 
a) Option: Condition Maintenance Funds 
 
Action: MTC and its partners must identify a distribution formula that rewards 

cities and counties that are putting more local resources into their roadway 
networks, and have made maximum use of efficiency measures. 

 
b) Option: Full Implementation of Proposition 42 
 
Action: The development of a permanent solution is necessary to restore Prop. 42 

by placing “firewalls” around the funds to protect them from future State 
raids, must remain a legislative priority for transportation stakeholders. 
Stakeholder support of the appropriate statewide ballot measure and 
current legislation in support of Prop. 42 protection is critical. 

 
c) Option: Increase/Index gas tax 
 
Action: Attempts to remedy the eroding gas tax base should include the following: 

o Increase the gas tax periodically.  Enact MTC authority to implement regional 
gas tax or fee. 

o Support statewide effort to update needs assessment of local streets and roads. 
o Index the gas tax automatically to adjust for inflation or to convert the gas tax 

to a percentage of the fuel cost. 
o Shift to a more direct user fee based on miles traveled (i.e., a “mileage tax”) to 

provide equity in revenue collection from all motor vehicles regardless of fuel 
efficiency and fuel source. 

 
 
d) Option: Enact Vehicle Registration Surcharge 
 
Action: Support SB 1611 (Simitian), which will authorize local congestion 

management agencies (CMA) or Boards of Supervisors, if there is not a 
CMA, to enact up to a $25 vehicle registration surcharge to be devoted to 
transportation improvements. 
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e) Option: Pursue Local Sales Tax Measure 
 
Action: Support renewal of the countywide sales tax measures in all Bay Area 

counties. 
 
 
f) Option: Establish Business Improvement Districts 
 
Action: Special districts exist in downtowns and business districts throughout the 

country, from small cities in New York, to cities like Los Angeles, 
Chicago, Philadelphia, Sacramento, Long Beach, and San Diego.  
Research options to allow Bay Area communities to pursue this 
public/private partnership tool to the level those other jurisdictions have. 

 
 
g) Option: Enact Citywide Assessment Districts 
 
Action: Support cities proposing a property assessment for transportation system 

maintenance and operations in general, or for a particular citywide service 
like pavement maintenance or street lighting. 

 
 
h) Option: Pursue Local Bond Measures 
 
Action: Support local effort of establishing local bond measure.  Recently, cities 

have successfully gained voter approval of bond measures to improve 
park, library, police, and fire facilities.  Similar efforts could be initiated 
for improving a local jurisdiction’s transportation infrastructure.   

 
 
8.2.1 Pilot Projects  
 
City of Albany, California 
 
The City of Albany, California will be asking all homeowners to pay a $96/year parcel 
tax for local street and road maintenance.  There will be a separate assessment for 
commercial properties. 
 
 
City of Dallas, Texas 
 
In addition to the 2007 bond referenced below in 2003, Dallas voters approved issuing 
nearly $200 million in bonds for streets and transportation improvements throughout the 
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City -- many of them downtown. Also included were several streetscaping projects, and a 
proposed "deck park" to span Woodall Rodgers Freeway between Uptown and the Arts 
District. 
 
Dallas maintains ~11,600 lane-miles of streets (both asphalt and concrete) and 3,300 
miles of alleys.  Currently they spend ~$750k annually to conduct an inventory and 
assessment of the network.  They are in the process of devising a major overhaul to the 
Pavement Management Program focused on acquiring new technology for data collection 
and analysis.  The objective is to move from purely visual observation and hand-written 
notes to GIS-linked mobile data collection (cameras, lasers, etc.).  Dallas spends about $6 
- $8M annually in their operating budget for minor treatments with the majority of street 
improvements done through the capital program - currently averaging $25M of mostly 
resurfacing.  The proposed 2006 bond program could potentially include $170M in 
resurfacing and reconstruction over the next 4 ½ years.   
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9 Appendix 

9.1 Bay Area Cities and Counties Pavement Condition Index 
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9.2 Bay Area Cities and Counties Expenditure/Mile 
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9.3 Bay Area Cities and Counties Preventive Maintenance Effort 
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