
July 1, 2015 

 

Laurel Janssen (by email: laurel.janssen@dot.ca.gov)  

California Transportation Commission 

1120 N Street, MS-52  

Sacramento, CA 95814 

 

Re: Proposed Update to STIP Guidelines 

 

Dear Ms. Janssen: 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the draft of the proposed update to the Guidelines 

for the State Transportation Improvement Program, or STIP.  

We write to point out the importance of tying the short-term programming of this substantial 

stream of transportation revenue to the objectives of SB 375 and the Governor’s April 29 

Executive Order, of which the draft Guidelines make scant reference. We specifically 

recommend two important areas in which CTC should provide additional guidance, both to 

countywide and regional transportation agencies. 

A. Background 

SB 375 holds regional transportation planning agencies accountable for meeting two significant 

goals in their long-range Regional Transportation Plans and Sustainable Communities Strategies: 

first, to reduce greenhouse gas emissions to meet a target set by the Air Resources Board, and 

second, to house 100 percent of the region’s population at all income levels. Achieving these 

goals will provide a number of clear benefits to California, from stronger economic performance, 

increased access to opportunity for people across the income spectrum, improved public health 

outcomes, and preservation of natural resources and farmland. 

County transportation agencies (sometimes known as Congestion Management Agencies, or 

CMAs) play a vital role in determining how well, and how soon, regional agencies achieve the 

greenhouse gas emission reduction targets and growth accommodation goals of SB 375. In fact, 

the expenditure of much of the revenue that is contained within the Regional Transportation Plan 

is decided at the county CMA level.  

One revenue source that is explicitly programmed at the county level is the STIP. STIP revenues 

amounted to $9.4 billion in the 2012-2035 RTP/SCS that the Southern California Association of 

Governments (SCAG) adopted in 2012, and the Metropolitan Transportation Commission 

(MTC) recently projected those revenues at $9.92 billion for the update of Plan Bay Area that 

will run through 2040. 

How these funds are programed at the county level has significant implications for meeting 

regional goals, including GHG reduction and affordable housing production. That is why the 

Legislature has explicitly required the regional agencies to “evaluate the consistency between the 

[county congestion management] program and the regional transportation plans” and to forward 
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the county program for inclusion in the STIP only “upon finding that the program is consistent” 

with the RTP/SCS. (Gov. Code § 65089.2 (a), (b).)  

The March draft of the STIP Guidelines makes only one minor reference to SB 375. It makes no 

mention at all of the Governor’s recent Executive Order B-30-15 (Apr. 29, 2015), in which the 

Governor established “[a] new interim statewide greenhouse gas emission reduction target to 

reduce greenhouse gas emissions to 40 percent below 1990 levels by 2030.” In order to achieve 

that target, he ordered State agencies to “take climate change into account in their planning and 

investment decisions” (§ 6), while requiring those planning and investment actions to “protect 

the state's most vulnerable populations.” (§ 7.)  

More specifically, the draft Guidelines do not include any discussion of county obligations in 

programming the county shares of the STIP; and they provide virtually no meaningful guidance 

to the regional agencies charged by statute with ensuring the consistency of the CMPs with the 

regional plan under SB 375. 

B. Recommendations 

 

1. Include a new chapter specifying the obligations of countywide Congestion 

Management Agencies. 

The CMAs are held by statute (Gov. Code sections 65088 et seq.) to significant requirements 

that, while they preceded SB 375, are congruent with its major objectives. The Congestion 

Management statute, like SB 375, emphasizes the need for better-coordinated planning
1
 and, in 

particular, stresses the importance of ensuring that transportation investments support affordable 

housing production.
2
  

The CMP statute specifically requires that countywide transportation agencies, in the adoption of 

their Congestion Management Programs that become the basis for the allocation of county shares 

of the STIP, include: 

 A “performance element” that “includes performance measures to evaluate current and 

future multimodal system performance for the movement of people and goods.” Those 

performance measures “shall support mobility, air quality, land use, and economic 

                                                           
1
  See § Gov. Code 65088 (b) (“California's transportation system is characterized by fragmented 

planning”) & (d) (“all methods and means of transport between major destinations must be coordinated to 

connect our vital economic and population centers”). 

2 
See Gov. Code § 65088 (f) (“rebuilding California's cities and suburbs, particularly with 

affordable housing and more walkable neighborhoods, is an important part of accommodating future 

increases in the state's population”) & (g) (“The Legislature intends to do everything within its power to 

remove regulatory barriers around the development of infill housing, transit-oriented development, and 

mixed use commercial development in order to reduce regional traffic congestion and provide more 

housing choices for all Californians”). 
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objectives, and shall be used in the development of the capital improvement program.” 

(Gov. Code § 65089 (b) (2).) 

 A “program to analyze the impacts of land use decisions made by local jurisdictions on 

regional transportation systems, including an estimate of the costs associated with 

mitigating those impacts.” (Id., subd. (b) (4).) 

 A “seven-year capital improvement program, developed using the performance measures 

described in paragraph (2) to determine effective projects that maintain or improve the 

performance of the multimodal system for the movement of people and goods …” (Id., 

subd. (b) (5).) 

We are aware of no source of guidance that the CTC provides on compliance with these 

important statutory requirements. This guidance is sorely needed. For instance, the performance-

based project selection the statute requires is far from routine, and many county agencies fail to 

prioritize transit projects for STIP funding.
3
  

In the absence of guidance on the crucial programming decisions of county agencies that drive 

the allocation of 75 percent of the STIP, the STIP Guidelines cannot meet the statutory mandate 

that requires them to “be the complete and full statement of the policy, standards, and criteria 

that the commission intends to use in selecting projects to be included in the state transportation 

improvement program.” (Gov. Code § 14530.1 (c).) The Guidelines should provide clear 

guidance to ensure both that these countywide agencies are meeting their direct obligations and 

that they are contributing to meeting important state and regional goals.  

2. Enhance the guidance for regional agencies in determining the consistency of 

CMPs with the Regional Transportation Plan. 

In addition, the Guidelines should do more to ensure that regional agency oversight of county-

level decisions is robust. The draft includes a short section (sec. 29) on “Consistency with Land 

Use Plans and Congestion Management Programs.”
4
 It does not, however, specify the evaluation 

criteria that regional agencies should use in determining consistency, nor does it provide any 

guidance on when a county program should be found “inconsistent” with the RTP/SCS.  

The STIP Guidelines should be expanded to discuss at least three important dimensions of 

consistency: 

                                                           
3
  For instance, in MTC’s 2014 RTIP programmed $132 million in new STIP revenues, with 58 

percent going to highway projects while only 25 percent will go to transit. 

4
  Section 29 reads, in relevant part: “Projects included in the regional program shall be consistent 

with the adopted regional transportation plan, which state law requires to be consistent with federal 

planning and programming requirements. The federal requirements (23 U.S.C. 134) include factors to be 

considered in developing transportation plans and programs, including the likely effect of transportation 

policy decisions on land use and development and the consistency of transportation plans and programs 

with the provisions of all applicable short- and long-term land use and development plans.” 
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 Consistency in achieving the RTP/SCS’s GHG-reduction target: CTC should specify 

that CMPs, or projects, that increase GHG emissions are not consistent with a 

compliant RTP/SCS. 

 Consistency with achieving the housing goal of SB 375: CTC should specify that 

CMPs that do not demonstrate that they promote the land-use objectives of the 

RTP/SCS in general, and transit-oriented affordable housing development in 

particular, are not consistent. 

 Consistency in ensuring civil rights and environmental justice compliance: Just as 

RTPs are required by federal law to undergo an “equity analysis,” so should CMPs.  

An additional word on civil rights and environmental justice protections is important in this 

context. Like Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, the U.S. Department of Transportation’s 

Order on Environmental Justice expressly prohibits actions by recipients and subrecipients of 

federal funds that would result in any “significant delay in the receipt of benefits of DOT 

programs, policies, or activities” by those populations. While the long-term RTP may appear to 

allocate benefits and burdens equally over the long term, the promise of social equity is 

meaningless if short-term implementation through the STIP consistently promotes “priorities” 

that do not fairly benefit disadvantaged residents and communities. 

Finally, to ensure that the MPO consistency findings required by Gov. Code sec. 65089.2 (b) are 

made on a robust and uniform basis, the STIP Guidelines should detail the specific performance 

evaluation that is required of the RTIP. While section 19 of the draft Guidelines includes a 

requirement for a “Regional level performance evaluation,” the evaluation that is described there 

would be of “overall” RTP performance. This is an evaluation that should take place, but it is not 

sufficient to demonstrate the impact the RTIP project list will have on a range of performance 

measures.  

A separate RTIP performance evaluation should be included that would yield data about the 

short-term changes the RTIP project list will drive on those performance measures. The proposed 

performance assessment of large ($50 million or more) individual projects requires this analysis 

of the deltas – “change in VMT per capita,” “change in commute mode share,” etc. The same 

kind of analysis should be conducted of the RTIP as a whole. 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide this input. We stand ready to support the CTC in 

ensuring that its new STIP Guidelines will promote the important objectives of California 

climate policy and achieve transportation benefits that meet the needs of all Californians, 

including those who rely most heavily on public transportation. 

 

Very truly yours, 

 

 

Richard A. Marcantonio, Managing Attorney 

Public Advocates Inc. 
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Bob Allen, Director, Policy and Advocacy Campaigns 

Urban Habitat 
 

Judith Bell, President 

PolicyLink 

 

Jill Ratner, Director 

New Voices Are Rising 
 

Tim Little, Executive Director 

Rose Foundation for Communities & the Environment 
 

Gloria Bruce, Executive Director. 

East Bay Housing Organizations 
 

Jeanie Ward-Waller, Policy Director 

California Bicycle Coalition  
 

Chanell Fletcher, Senior California Policy Manager 

Safe Routes to Schools National Partnership 
 

Wendy Alfsen, Executive Director  

California Walks 

 

Bill Magavern, Policy Director 

Coalition for Clean Air 

 

Sarah de Guia, Executive Director 

California Pan-Ethnic Health Network 

 

Carl Anthony and M. Paloma Pavel, PhD, Co-Founders 

Breakthrough Communities 

 

Leticia Romero, President 

North Bay Organizing Project 

 

Joshua Stark, State Policy Director 

TransForm 

 

Rev. Scott Denman, President 

Gamaliel of California 

 

Tim Frank, Director 

Center for Sustainable Neighborhoods 
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Eva Inbar, Director 

Coalition for Sustainable Transportation (COAST) 

 

Steven Frisch, President 

Sierra Business Council 

 

Matt Vander Sluis, Program Director  

Greenbelt Alliance 
 

Jessica Meaney, Managing Director 

Investing in Place 
 

Michael Rawson, Director 

The Public Interest Law Project 
 

Jonathan Parfrey, Executive Director 

Climate Resolve 
 

D. Malcolm Carson, General Counsel and Policy Director of Environmental Health 

Community Health Councils 
 

Wes Reutimann, Project Director 

BikeSGV 
 

Eric Bruins, Planning & Policy Director 

Los Angeles County Bicycle Coalition 
 

Matthew Baker, Land Use and Conservation Policy Director 

The Environmental Council of Sacramento 

(ECOS) 
 

Liz O’Donoghue, Director, Infrastructure and Land Use 

The Nature Conservancy 
 

Melissa A. Morris, Senior Attorney 

Public Interest Law Firm,  

Law Foundation of Silicon Valley  
 

 

Cc: Will Kempton, Executive Director, CTC 

 Susan Bransen, Deputy Director, CTC 

 Brian P. Kelly, Secretary, California State Transportation Agency 

 


