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Meeting Agenda

101 Eighth Street, 

Joseph P. Bort 

MetroCenter

Oakland, CA

Lawrence D. Dahms Auditorium9:30 AMTuesday, September 1, 2015

Call Meeting to Order

9:30 a.m.

Welcome, Introductions15-07581.

ABAG and MTCPresenter:

9:35 a.m.

Understanding Displacement in the Bay Area - Trends, Definition and 

Measures 

Staff presentation on recent trends in the Bay Area, a working definition, 

potential methods to measure risk, and existing policy tools for 

discussion.

15-08322.

Miriam Chion, ABAG and Ken Kirkey, MTCPresenter:

02_Displacement in the Bay Area with attachments - Revised.pdfAttachments:

10:10 a.m.

Plan Bay Area 2040 Goals & Targets - Revised Staff Recommendation

Presentation on a revised staff recommendation for goals and 

performance targets related to Plan Bay Area 2040 in advance of 

Commission & ABAG Board consideration for approval later this month.

15-07593.

Dave Vautin, MTC, Vikrant Sood, MTC, Pedro Galvao, ABAGPresenter:

03_PBA40_GoalsTargets_Final Staff Recommendation with attachments.pdfAttachments:
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10:30 a.m.

Vital Signs: Environment

Presentation on the latest and final round of indicators from the Vital 

Signs performance monitoring initiative, including measures related to 

air quality, road safety, and San Francisco Bay.

15-07604.

Dave Vautin, MTCPresenter:

04_Vital_Signs_Environment with attachments.pdfAttachments:

11:00 a.m.

5.  Next Steps / Other Business / Public Comments

11:05 a.m.

6.  Adjournment / Next Meeting

The next meeting of the Regional Advisory Working Group will be held on 

October 6, 2015 at 9:30 a.m. in the Lawrence D. Dahms Auditorium, First Floor, 

101 Eighth Street, Oakland, CA.
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Accessibility and Title VI: MTC provides services/accommodations upon request to persons 

with disabilities and individuals who are limited-English proficient who wish to address 

Commission matters. For accommodations or translations assistance, please call 510.817.5757 or 

510.810.5769 for TDD/TTY. We require three working days' notice to accommodate your request.

Public Comment: The public is encouraged to comment on agenda items at committee 

meetings by completing a request-to-speak card (available from staff) and passing it to the 

committee secretary. Public comment may be limited by any of the procedures set forth in Section 

3.09 of MTC's Procedures Manual (Resolution No. 1058, Revised) if, in the chair's judgement, it is 

necessary to maintain the orderly flow of business.

Meeting Conduct: If this meeting is willfully interrupted or disrupted by one or more persons 

rendering orderly conduct of the meeting unfeasible, the Chair may order the removal of 

individuals who are willfully disrupting the meeting. Such individuals may be arrested. If order 

cannot be restored by such removal, the members of the committee may direct that the meeting 

room be cleared (except for representatives of the press or other news media not participating in 

the disturbance), and the session may continue.

Record of Meeting: MTC meetings are recorded. Copies of recordings are available at a 

nominal charge, or recordings may be listened to at MTC offices by appointment. Audiocasts are 

maintained on MTC's Web site (mtc.ca.gov) for public review for at least one year.

Attachments are sent to committee members, key staff and others as appropriate. Copies will be 

available at the meeting.

All items on the agenda are subject to action and/or change by the Committee. Actions 

recommended by staff are subject to change by the Committee.

MTC's Chair and Vice-Chair are ex-officio voting members of all standing committees.

Acceso y el Titulo VI: La MTC puede proveer asistencia/facilitar la comunicación a las 

personas discapacitadas y los individuos con conocimiento limitado del inglés quienes quieran 

dirigirse a la Comisión. Para solicitar asistencia, por favor llame al número 510.817.5757 o al 

510.817.5769 para TDD/TTY. Requerimos que solicite asistencia con tres días hábiles de 

anticipación para poderle proveer asistencia.
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TO: Regional Advisory Working Group Dated: August 26, 2015 

FR: Miriam Chion, ABAG, and Ken Kirkey, MTC 

RE: 
Understanding Displacement in the Bay Area – Definition, Measures and 

Policy Approaches 

 

In July, the MTC Planning and ABAG Administrative Committees discussed displacement in, 

the context of Plan Bay Area 2040’s draft goals and performance targets. The Committees 

directed staff to provide additional information on displacement including, a definition, potential 

causes, and policy interventions.   

These topics are described in this memo, and conclude with staff recommendations on how to 

incorporate this policy issue into Plan Bay Area 2040. Information for this memo draws on 

research conducted by the University of California Berkeley’s Center for Community Innovation 

for the Regional Early Warning System for Displacement (REWS) study1. For additional context 

on displacement, see Addressing Displacement in the Bay Area, 2015, ABAG, at 

http://abag.ca.gov/planning/housing 

A. Definition of Displacement and Potential Causes 

Displacement is a serious concern across the Bay Area, not just in the urban core. In both urban 

and suburban communities, displacement may be defined at multiple scales including, at a 

household, neighborhood and regional level.  

At the household level, displacement occurs when a household is forced to move from its 

place of residence due to conditions in the housing market that are beyond its ability to 

control, including, no-fault evictions, rapid rent increase, and relocation due to repairs or 

demolition, among others2.  

At a neighborhood level, displacement is assumed to occur in a census tract if it 

experiences a net loss in the number of low-income households due to conditions in the job 

and/or housing market when, over the same time period, the region overall gained low-

income households3.  

At a regional level, displacement may be assumed to occur when a household is forced to 

move to a place of residence outside the region due to conditions in the housing market 

that are beyond its ability to control. 

                                                 
1 See: http://iurd.berkeley.edu/uploads/CCI_Final_Report_07_23_15.pdf. The Regional Early Warning System for Displacement 

(REWS) study was funded in part by the Bay Area Regional Prosperity Plan and California Air Resources Board 
2 Adapted from the definition proposed by REWS and by Grier and Grier, 1978, and Marcuse, 1986 
3 Wei and Knox, 2014, and Landis, 2015, found that neighborhood composition in the United States is considerably stable over 

time. The loss of low-income households can therefore be considered as a proxy for displacement 
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For the purpose of addressing displacement in Plan Bay Area 2040, staff recommends using a 

household level definition on displacement.  

The definitions provided above refer only to the displacement of renters. However, owners may 

also experience displacement due to a range of conditions including, an economic downturn, 

and/or predatory lending practices. In summary, displacement may be caused by a number of 

factors including but not limited to:  

 Economic conditions such as rent increases as a result of a growing jobs market, loss of 

employment as a result of a shrinking jobs market, etc.; or 

 Physical constraints such as lack of adequate affordable housing (below 120% of median 

income), long-term neighborhood disinvestment leading to poor access to amenities, etc.; or  

 Some combination of both. 

In the Bay Area, high displacement pressures are primarily caused by a combination of robust 

economic growth and lack of sufficient affordable housing for low- and moderate-income 

households. Other large metropolitan regions in the nation with a strong jobs market have also 

experienced similar pressures but not nearly at the scale and severity as in the Bay Area. 

Recent research finds that existing communities, including low-income households and 

communities of color, are likely to benefit from investment around new transit stations if the 

adjacent development improves mobility, supports neighborhood revitalization, lowers 

transportation costs, and provides other spill-over amenities4. Research also shows that 

revitalization in low-income communities may provide broader socio-economic benefits 

including improved social mobility for low-income children5.  

However, disadvantaged communities may fail to benefit from these improvements if 

gentrification leads to displacement of low-income and/or minority residents, or if new 

development does not provide more housing choices and improved job opportunities to existing 

lower-income and/or minority residents6.  

B. Measuring Displacement  

A direct measurement of displacement would require a case by case, ongoing and subjective 

assessment of the true causes that led to a household moving from its place of residence. The 

assessment would have to determine whether the household moved by choice or due to 

conditions beyond its control.  

No such assessment has been, or could reasonably be, conducted at a local or regional level. 

Further, currently available data and analysis tools cannot measure actual displacement7. But the 

“risk of displacement” can be measured and modeled into the future using available data and 

tools, based on the criteria outlined in Table 1 below.  

                                                 
4 Robert Cervero, 2004, Transit-Oriented Development in the United States: Experiences Challenges and Prospects 
5 The Effects of Exposure to Better Neighborhoods on Children: New Evidence from the Moving to Opportunity Experiment, 

Raj Chetty, Nathaniel Hendren, and Lawrence F. Katz, Harvard University and NBER, May 2015 
6 Stephanie Pollack, Barry Bluestone and Chase Billingham, 2010, Maintaining Diversity in America’s Transit-Rich 

Neighborhoods: Tools for Equitable Neighborhood Change; Karen Chapple, 2009, University of California, Berkeley 
7 Subject to availability of data and analysis tools, housing cost appreciation may be incorporated into estimates of displacement 

risk in future years. This analysis may be possible through UrbanSim, the region’s land use model. 
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Adopting effective anti-displacement policies at the local level may significantly reduce this risk. 

Regional programs can complement and support local policies but cannot replace the need for 

local action. Yet effectiveness of anti-displacement policies at the local or regional scale cannot 

be measured or forecasted. 

 

Table 1. Risk of Displacement Criteria 

Census Tract Level Criteria8 Rationale 

Lower-income households  

(below 120% AMI) in baseline year 

of PBA 2040 

Lower-income households are more likely to be housing 

cost burdened in the Bay Area and due to a lack of 

sufficient affordable housing are vulnerable to rapid rent 

increases. 

Concentration of new residential 

development9 

 

OR Proximity to regional job centers 

(ratio of jobs to households)10  

 

OR Planned or existing high-quality 

transit (as defined in PBA 2040)11 

Lower-income households in areas with higher-than-

average new development will be at a higher risk of 

displacement.  

Neighborhoods in proximity, or with a direct access to 

jobs increases property value, especially in a growing 

economy. 

Quality transportation infrastructure attracts new 

investment to a neighborhood by improving access to 

jobs and amenities (resulting in higher real estate values 

and therefore pressure on existing residents). 

 

C. Relevance to Plan Bay Area and Regional Programs 

Plan Bay Area provides a blueprint for future regional growth and transportation investments. 

Since implementation is still largely the responsibility of local governments, the Plan includes 

programs that assists local governments in achieving regional goals. These programs include 

One Bay Area Grants (OBAG), which provides funding for planning and transportation 

improvements within Priority Development Areas (PDAs).  

The REWS study found that in 2013: 

 Of the 1,064,68112 low-income households in Bay Area, 644,502 (61%) lived within PDAs13; 

 64% of the 644,502 low-income households that lived within PDAs were at risk of 

displacement14;  

                                                 
8 Thresholds of concentration for each criteria are defined as a sum of the regional mean and ½ standard deviation from that 

mean. This methodology is derived from the 2013 Plan Bay Area Equity Analysis. The criteria is based on empirical work. Both 

the criteria and thresholds may be updated based on additional data on displacement trends 
9 REWS regression analysis results, p value < 0.1 
10 REWS regression analysis results, p value < 0.2 
11 REWS regression analysis results, p value < 0.1 
12 Households earning less than 80% of the county median income 
13 Based on analysis of census tracts that intersect with PDA boundaries 
14 Includes areas that have already undergone displacement, but are at risk of losing more low income households 
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 By comparison, only 36% of the remaining 420,607 low-income households that lived 

outside the PDAs were at risk of displacement; and 

 In total, 53% or 566,477 low-income households in the region are at risk of displacement due 

to current conditions in the job and housing market. 

As noted in section B of this memo, adopting anti-displacement policies at the local level, and 

implementing regional programs that complement them, can mitigate the risk of displacement 

across the region, including within PDAs. 

D. Potential Policy Approaches 

Results from the REWS study indicate that there is an inherent tension between the Plan’s 

emphasis on focused growth within PDAs and patterns of displacement risk in the region. The 

Plan partially addresses displacement risk to low-income households by increasing resources for 

affordable housing and non-automobile transportation access in low-income neighborhoods, and 

supporting economic opportunities across the region that benefit existing residents.  

But these regional programs can address only part of the issue. Local jurisdictions and the region 

at large must therefore work together to develop strategies to address displacement risk at the 

neighborhood level, and advocate for stronger policy changes at the state and federal level. 

Without a significant reduction in displacement risk, the Plan’s objectives of boosting housing 

production in PDAs, preserving open space and agricultural lands, and achieve significant 

greenhouse gas emissions reduction may be difficult to achieve15.  

See Attachment 1 for a list of existing policy tools adopted by local jurisdictions in the Bay Area. 

More assessment is needed to evaluate the feasibility of any one or more local policy or program 

that can have a regional level impact. Regardless, local efforts must address the following: 

 Production and preservation of deed-restricted and/or market-rate affordable housing for low- 

and moderate-income households in PDAs, transit-priority areas (TPAs) and high-

opportunity areas (for example, by identifying dedicated sources of adequate funding); 

 Tenant protections such as counselling services for both tenants and landlords (similar to the 

Rent Stabilization Board in the City of Berkeley), stronger just-cause eviction requirements 

and rent stabilization;  

 Land speculation and wild swings in housing costs that impacts neighborhood stability (for 

example, by carefully considering the amount of up-zoning of an area at any one time); and 

 Balancing revenue-generation with fulfilling community needs (for example, by allocating 

under-utilized publicly-owned lands for affordable housing); etc. 

E. Staff Recommendation for Plan Bay Area 2040 

Staff recommends the following approach to address potential risk of displacement in the Plan: 

 Add a new goal and Performance Target on displacement risk. Set the target, fully 

recognizing that this is extremely aggressive, to completely eliminating the risk of 

displacement on low-income households over the timeframe of the Plan (recommendation for 

action in September 2015); and 

                                                 
15 California Housing Partnership Corporation, Working Paper, 2013, Building and Preserving Affordable Homes Near Transit: 

Affordable TOD as a Greenhouse Gas Reduction and Equity Strategy. See report at: http://www.scanph.org/node/3438 

http://www.scanph.org/node/3438
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 Given the challenge of achieving this aggressive Performance Target, recommend 

appropriate regional investments and local policy interventions that local governments can 

adopt and tailor to their communities to bring the Plan closer to achieving the Target. Options 

for further consideration include:   

a. Make One Bay Area Grant (OBAG) funding partially contingent (among other 

requirements) on adoption of local policy interventions, in areas where there is a high risk 

of displacement (OBAG 2.0 policies to be adopted in November 2015); 

b. Increase resources for affordable housing by expanding the Transit-Oriented Affordable 

Housing (TOAH) program, and directing a greater share to areas with a high risk of 

displacement; 

c. Recommend potential region-wide initiatives to address displacement risk, including but 

not limited to a regional commercial linkage fee, revenue-sharing mechanisms, dedicated 

funding program for moderate-income (80% to 140% median household income) 

housing, etc. (see Attachment 2 for recommendations related to the Regional Prosperity 

Plan that were presented at the July Joint Committee meeting); 

d. Recommend a strong policy platform to advocate for support at the state and federal level 

(next annual legislative program to be adopted in December 2015); and 

e. Fund a robust technical assistance program through the PDA and Community-Based 

Transportation Plan (CBTP) programs to provide adequate support to local jurisdictions 

to develop and implement affordable housing production and preservation, tenant 

protection and economic development initiatives that address displacement risk (may be 

included in the OBAG 2.0 framework).  

Next Steps 

Staff is requesting RAWG members to provide feedback on this paper by Tuesday, September 8, 

2015. Staff will summarize and share this feedback with the Joint MTC Planning and ABAG 

Administrative Committee on Friday, September 11, 2015.  

Attachments: 1.  Existing Local and Regional Policy Tools to Address Displacement Risk 

 2. July 2015 Joint MTC Planning and ABAG Administrative Committee Memo 

on Potential Initiatives and Role for MTC / ABAG to Implement Regional 

Prosperity Plan 
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Protecting Existing Assets: Local and Regional Tools to Address Displacement 

Existing research is inconclusive on which local policies are most effective in reducing 

displacement risk, or to what extent. But there is general consensus among researchers and 

community organizations that local policies are the most effective policy tools to mitigate 

displacement risks in low-income communities. Table A below lists the most commonly adopted 

anti-displacement and affordable housing production policies among Bay Area jurisdictions1.  

Table A. Common Policies Adopted by Bay Area Jurisdictions 

 Anti-Displacement and Affordable Housing Policies Share of Jurisdictions 

Inclusionary Zoning / Below Market Rate Program 71% 

Condominium Conversion Ordinance 67% 

In-Lieu Fees to Fund Affordable Housing 58% 

Reduced Fees or Waiver for Affordable Housing 56% 

Home-Owner Repair or Rehabilitation Ordinance 48% 

Locally Funded Homebuyer Assistance Program 43% 

Housing Development Impact Fees 32% 

Home Sharing Program 32% 

Commercial Linkage Fee 25% 

Housing Development Impact Fee 22% 

Single-Room Occupancy Preservation Ordinance 22% 

Enhanced Density Bonus 16% 

General Fund Allocation including “Boomerang” Funds 14% 

Rent Stabilization or Control 7% 

Just Cause Eviction Ordinance 6% 

 

In addition to local policies, regional agencies may consider additional policies and initiatives to 

limit or reduce the share of low-income residents at risk of displacement. But regional programs 

can at best complement local policies, not replace them. Existing tools that are available to 

regional agencies are listed in Table B below. 

Table B. Existing Regional Programs with Potential to Address Displacement Risk 

Initiative Potential Modifications  

Transit-Oriented Affordable Housing Expand and create preservation program category 

One Bay Area Grants Add criteria for housing policies to eligibility; 

add targeted technical assistance program  

Regional Housing Needs Allocation  Advocate for full credit for preservation projects  

 

                                                 
1 Bay Area Housing Policy Database v.1.0, ABAG, January 2015 



   
 

TO: Regional Advisory Working Group DATE: July 2, 2015 

FR: 
Ken Kirkey, MTC staff; Miriam Chion, ABAG staff and 

Vikrant Sood, MTC staff 
   

RE: Potential Initiatives and Role for MTC / ABAG to Implement Regional Prosperity Plan 

 

Background 

The Regional Prosperity Plan was completed in June 2015 following a 3-year process to address 

the following three challenges: production and preservation of affordable housing near transit 

and jobs; neighborhood stabilization in communities at risk of displacement; and expanding 

economic opportunities for lower-wage workers. 

A Steering Committee, formed to oversee project implementation, published an Action Plan in 

June 2015 that identifies 20 strategies and 76 actions to implement program recommendations. 

Of this total, only a small subset is directly relevant to the areas of jurisdiction of MTC and 

ABAG. Some actions in this subset are already underway through existing activities. These 

activities may be modified or expanded as needed and appropriate to incorporate additional 

findings from the Prosperity Plan. Staff will present these existing and potential new activities 

identified in the Action Plan at a Joint Committee meeting in fall 2015 for further review and 

discussion.  

 

Potential Initiatives to Implement Regional Prosperity Plan 

This memo proposes three bold new initiatives that MTC or ABAG could take to respond to 

multiple strategies and actions listed in the Action Plan. Implementing these initiatives will 

require coordinated effort and strong collaboration among regional and local leaders and 

stakeholders over the long-term. These initiatives, if implemented, may address critical 

challenges facing the Bay Area related to housing affordability and quality jobs. 

A. Funding for Affordable Housing (Local and Regional) 

Support new sources of revenue to back-fill lost revenue from state and federal sources (such 

as elimination of tax-increment financing) while also expanding the overall amount of funds 

available for affordable housing production and preservation may include: 

 A county-level or sub-regional commercial linkage fee on new office and commercial 

development (new office space for additional workers will increase demand for more 

housing). Fees collected by one jurisdiction may be transferred to a neighboring 

jurisdiction to build a portion of new units (which otherwise would not be built) through 

a regional or sub-regional revenue- or cost-sharing mechanism.   

 Right-of-first-refusal for sale of under-utilized publicly-owned land for affordable 

housing, consistent with AB2135, which addresses publicly-owned surplus land. 
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B. Funding for Affordable Housing (State and Federal) 

Establish a region-wide, coordinated legislative platform – led by local policymakers – aimed 

at restoring and expanding state and federal funding for affordable housing, including:  

 Adopting a new tax-increment financing mechanism to facilitate housing production in 

weaker markets (or further modifying Enhanced Infrastructure Financing Districts); 

 Expanding and fully utilizing low-income housing tax credits (state and federal); and 

 Expanding and prioritizing Affordable Housing and Sustainable Communities (cap and 

trade funding) for affordable housing production and preservation in Priority 

Development Areas. 

C. Investment in Industrial Lands and Goods Movement to Grow Middle-Wage Jobs  

Middle-wage job growth in key sectors such as advanced manufacturing, warehousing, 

logistics and goods movement – which already account for a large proportion of well-paying 

jobs in the region – may be supported by: 

 Designating a regional Economic Development District (EDD), a federally recognized 

entity with access to federal grants from the U.S. Department of Commerce, to support 

implementation of sub-regional plans; and  

 Defining potential Priority Industrial Areas (PIAs), based on sub-regional plans, along 

with an associated implementation program, in the next Plan Bay Area update. 

 

Next Steps 

Based on Joint Committee feedback, staff will update the list of potential initiatives and compile 

a list of existing and new activities from the Action Plan that are relevant to regional agencies. 

Staff will seek approval of specific strategies for MTC / ABAG action at a Joint Committee 

meeting of the MTC Planning and ABAG Administrative Committees in fall 2015. 

 

 

J:\PROJECT\2017 RTP_SCS\RAWG\2015\09_Sept_2015\02_Displacement_Attachment 2_July_Joint_Committee_Memo.docx 
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TO: Regional Advisory Working Group DATE: August 26, 2015 

FR: Dave Vautin, MTC and Pedro Galvao, ABAG     

RE: Plan Bay Area 2040 Goals & Targets – Revised Staff Recommendation 

 

This memorandum presents the revised staff recommendation for goals and performance targets for 

Plan Bay Area 2040. Building upon the draft staff recommendation that incorporated feedback received 

from the Performance Working Group and from public meetings, the revised staff recommendation 

reflects revisions to the performance targets based on input from policymakers at the July joint meeting 

of the MTC Planning and ABAG Administrative committees. Staff will be seeking action by the 

committees to refer the goals and targets for final approval by the ABAG Executive Board on 

September 17 and the MTC Commission on September 24.  

 

Background 

 

Performance-based planning is a central element of the long-range planning process for MTC and 

ABAG. Plan Bay Area, the region’s first integrated Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable 

Communities Strategy, included a set of ten performance targets that were used to evaluate over a 

dozen different scenarios and hundreds of transportation projects. In line with the limited and focused 

nature of this update to Plan Bay Area, the goals and performance targets build upon the foundation of 

the prior Plan; the revised staff recommendation preserves the goals in full from Plan Bay Area and 

also carries over four of the ten performance targets from the last Plan. 

 

The proposed eleven performance targets for Plan Bay Area 2040 will be used to compare Plan 

scenarios, highlight tradeoffs between policy goals, analyze proposed investments, and flag issue areas 

where the Plan may fall short. Regional performance targets will guide Plan development and will be 

supplemented in the future by required federal performance measures. 

 

Goals and Performance Targets: Feedback Received in July 

 

Staff received a wide array of feedback from policymakers and stakeholders during July meetings of 

the Regional Advisory Working Group, Policy Advisory Council, and joint meeting of the MTC 

Planning / ABAG Administrative Committee. By far the most common concern amongst policymakers 

was the limited reflection of displacement as a key regional planning concern in the draft performance 

targets. Although the proposed affordable housing target was designed to be reflective of key policy 

interventions that could help to mitigate the risk of displacement, members of the committees indicated 

that they wanted additional information on this issue for their September meeting. Refer to the 

displacement item in this packet for more information. Members of the Policy Advisory Council had 

similar concerns about displacement and recommended that the affordable housing target should at the 

very least be expanded beyond Priority Development Areas to incorporate a broader geography for 

production of affordable units. 
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Moving beyond displacement and affordable housing, stakeholders also expressed concern about the 

Economic Vitality target – ranging from interest in having a greater focus on living-wage jobs to a 

desire to pursue a more traditional congestion measure instead. Other stakeholders sought the 

incorporation of targets on specific issue areas, such as transit crowding, goods movement, or highway 

safety. Staff responses to the most commonly-received comments can be found in Attachment A. 

 

Goals and Performance Targets: Revisions Incorporated into Staff Recommendation 

 

Given the strong interest in reflecting concerns about displacement in the Plan performance targets, 

staff is recommending several revisions to the targets recommendation presented in July to more 

prominently address this key regional issue: 

1. Staff is proposing to include anti-displacement language in the Adequate Housing target, 

regardless of which target proposal (MTC or ABAG) is identified as the preferred measure. 

2. Staff is proposing to expand the geography of the affordable housing target to include not only 

Priority Development Areas (PDAs), but also Transit Priority Areas (TPAs) transit-served 

areas defined under SB 375 and high-opportunity areas, as a means to mitigate displacement 

risk. 

3. Staff is proposing to add a displacement risk target that captures the changes in displacement 

pressures on lower-income households as a result of housing growth, employment proximity, 

and fixed-guideway transit investments. 

 

It is important to note that the displacement risk target is focused specifically on risk based upon the 

Regional Early Warning System for Displacement developed by UC Berkeley, as future displacement 

cannot be forecasted with models currently available. Given its focus on displacement pressures, it 

does not reflect the benefits from anti-displacement policies such as rent control. However, it does 

serve as a useful barometer of how growth patterns and transportation investments may result in a 

greater need for such policies. Staff will continue to work with UC Berkeley researchers on the 

Regional Early Warning System to allow for forecasting of displacement in future long-range plans. 

For more information about the definition of displacement and the methodology associated with the 

displacement risk target, refer to the memorandum for the displacement item in today’s meeting packet. 

 

Staff also heard concerns from transportation stakeholders that the proposed access to jobs 

performance target does not adequately reflect the regional issue of traffic congestion. However, staff 

recommends preserving the access to jobs target as the best measure of why we seek to reduce 

congestion. Rather than simply measuring the number of minutes of delay, the proposed target 

quantifies the economic impact of such delay on residents’ ability to access jobs across the region. 

Note that the proposed target measures access for both motorists and transit users during the AM peak 

period and therefore reflects the impacts of traffic congestion. Finally, the access to jobs target captures 

a broader suite of policy actions beyond highway expansion that can be implemented to combat 

congestion – including transit improvements and land use actions that bring housing and jobs closer 

together – which would not necessarily be captured by a congestion delay target. 

 

The full set of goals and performance targets included in the revised staff recommendation can be 

found in Attachment B; the criteria used to identify targets can be found in Attachment C for 

reference purposes. In addition to target revisions above, staff has identified numeric values for several 

performance targets that previously incorporated placeholders. Additional discussion of target 

methodologies and the justification for the numeric targets identified can be found in Attachment D.  

 

Finally, while a number of targets have been updated based on feedback from policymakers and 

stakeholders in July, there remain two alternative proposals on the table for target #2 related to 

Adequate Housing. As a result of the changes outlined above related to displacement, the sole 
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remaining inconsistency between the MTC and ABAG proposals is the language related to in-

commuting. To ensure compliance with the Building Industry Association settlement agreement, MTC 

proposes to use the phrase “with no increase in in-commuters over the Plan baseline year” in the target, 

while ABAG is proposing the phrase “using a Regional Housing Control Total with no increase in in-

commuters over the Plan baseline year.” Staff is seeking direction from policymakers on what language 

should be adopted as the final Adequate Housing target. 

 

Next Steps 

 September 2015: Seek approval of Plan Bay Area 2040 goals & targets (ABAG 

Executive Board and MTC Commission adoption)  

 Fall 2015: Define scenarios for evaluation in Plan Bay Area 2040 

 Winter 2015: Release project performance assessment results for public review 

 Spring 2016: Release scenario performance assessment results for public review 

 
J:\PROJECT\2017 RTP_SCS\RAWG\2015\09_Sept_2015\03_PBA40_GoalsTargets_FinalStaffRecommendation(2).docx 



 

ATTACHMENT A: DISCUSSION OF KEY FEEDBACK RECEIVED 
 

Comment: The performance targets do not sufficiently address displacement, a key regional policy 

issue. 

Response: Refer to discussion in the memo above; staff is recommending several changes to the targets to 

more explicitly reflect displacement concerns under Adequate Housing and Equitable Access. 

 

Comment: The affordable housing target is too narrowly focused on Priority Development Areas 

(PDAs) and should be expanded to include Transit Priority Areas (TPAs) or high-opportunity areas. 

Response: Refer to discussion in the memo above; staff is recommending to incorporate the language 

proposed by the Policy Advisory Council to reflect a more expansive definition of where affordable housing 

should be prioritized in the region. 

 

Comment: The access to jobs target does not reflect key economic concerns, such as those related to 

the creation of living-wage jobs.  

Response: Given that the Plan is specifically focused on policy levers related to transportation and land use, 

and given that economic factors such as job creation and unemployment do not differ between scenarios, 

these measures are not the best way to compare scenarios. Rather, staff recommend preserving the access 

to jobs target as the best possible measure to consider how transportation and land use policy provide the 

opportunity for economic advancement – by increasing the share of job opportunities available to the 

average resident of the region. As discussed in Attachment D, research has shown that increasing access 

to jobs correlates with growth in wages, evidence of the nexus between the proposed target and the goal of 

Economic Vitality. 

 

Comment: The access to jobs target does not sufficiently address the issue of traffic congestion. 

Response: Refer to discussion in the memo above. 

 

Comment: The access to jobs target prioritizes highway expansion as a means of reducing congestion 

and increasing access to jobs. 

Response: While the proposed access to jobs target does incorporate access by autos as a critical component 

of getting Bay Area residents to work, highway expansion projects are just one potential policy action that 

could be advanced to move towards the target. As discussed above, expansion or enhancement of the 

region’s public transit network also would result in progress towards this target; smart growth land use 

policies could also result in measurable benefits. The proposed target allows the broadest suite of policy 

actions to make progress, which is critical given how difficult it is to combat congestion in our growing and 

vibrant region. 

 

Comment: There are no specific targets explicitly focused on issues such as goods movement, transit 

crowding or road safety. 

Response: Given that this is intended to be a limited set of performance targets that reflect the region’s top 

priorities, not every target made the final cut after discussion with the Performance Working Group. With 

regards to goods movement or transit crowding, existing models are quite limited in terms of quantifying 

impacts, making it difficult to differentiate between scenarios. Other measures have been merged into 

unified targets; for example, road safety is one component of the unified health and safety target for Plan 

Bay Area 2040. Given that the overall goal of all three components is to save lives, the vast majority of 

stakeholders agreed that it was appropriate to measure the combined impact as the performance target. Note 

the individual components of this target will be reported separately in technical documentation for 

interested stakeholders.  

 

Comment: Plan Bay Area targets for state of good repair, which focused on asset condition rather 

than impacts to the public, should be preserved for the sake of consistency. 

Response: Traditional state of good repair measures, such as pavement condition index (PCI), will continue 

to be reported in the Plan Bay Area 2040 Needs Assessment for more technical subject area experts. Staff 

believes that the proposed performance targets for Plan Bay Area 2040 are more tangible and more 

meaningful to the public, focusing on the impact of asset condition on their day-to-day experience driving 
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on bumpy roads or waiting for delayed transit vehicles. More information about the target methodologies 

can be found in Attachment D. 

 



 

ATTACHMENT B: REVISED STAFF RECOMMENDATION FOR PLAN BAY 

AREA 2040 GOALS AND TARGETS 
 

Proposed Goal # Proposed Target* 

Same 

Target as 

PBA? 

Climate Protection 1 
Reduce per-capita CO2 emissions from cars and light-duty 

trucks by 15%  

Adequate Housing 2 

ABAG Proposal: House 100% of the region’s projected 

growth by income level without displacing current low-

income residents using a Regional Housing Control 

Total with no increase in in-commuters over the Plan 

baseline year 

 

-- OR --  

MTC Proposal: House 100% of the region’s projected 

growth by income level without displacing current low-

income residents and with no increase in in-commuters 

over the Plan baseline year 

 

Healthy and Safe 

Communities 3 
Reduce adverse health impacts associated with air quality, 

road safety, and physical inactivity by 10% 
 

Open Space and 

Agricultural 

Preservation 
4 

Direct all non-agricultural development within the urban 

footprint (existing urban development and UGBs)  

Equitable Access 

5 
Decrease the share of lower-income residents’ household 

income consumed by transportation and housing by 10%  

6 
Increase the share of affordable housing in PDAs, TPAs, 

or high-opportunity areas by 15% 
 

7 
Reduce the share of households at risk of displacement 

to 0% 
 

Economic Vitality 8 
Increase by 20% the share of jobs accessible within 30 

minutes by auto or within 45 minutes by transit in 

congested conditions 

 

Transportation 

System 

Effectiveness 

9 Increase non-auto mode share by 10%  

10 
Reduce vehicle operating and maintenance costs due to 

pavement conditions by 100% 
 

11 
Reduce per-rider transit delay due to aged infrastructure 

by 100% 
 

 

* = text marked in blue represents target language revision from July draft staff recommendation  



 

ATTACHMENT C: PRIMARY TECHNICAL CRITERIA FOR SELECTING 

PERFORMANCE TARGETS 
 

# Criterion for an Individual Performance Target 

1 

Targets should be able to be forecasted well. 

A target must be able to be forecasted reasonably well using MTC’s and ABAG’s models for 

transportation and land use, respectively. This means that the target must be something that can 

be predicted with reasonable accuracy into future conditions, as opposed to an indicator that 

can only be observed. 

2 

Targets should be able to be influenced by regional agencies in cooperation with local 

agencies. 

A target must be able to be affected or influenced by policies or practices of ABAG, MTC, 

BAAQMD and BCDC, in conjunction with local agencies. For example, MTC and ABAG 

policies can have a significant effect on accessibility of residents to jobs by virtue of their 

adopted policies on transportation investment and housing requirements. 

3 
Targets should be easy to understand.  

A target should be a concept to which the general public can readily relate and should be 

represented in terms that are easy for the general public to understand. 

4 

Targets should address multiple areas of interest.  

Ideally, a target should address more than one of the three “E’s” – economy, environment, and 

equity. By influencing more than one of these factors, the target will better recognize the 

interactions between these goals. Additionally, by selecting targets that address multiple areas 

of interest, we can keep the total number of targets smaller. 

5 

Targets should have some existing basis for the long-term numeric goal.  

The numeric goal associated with the target should have some basis in research literature or 

technical analysis performed by MTC or another organization, rather than being an arbitrarily 

determined value. 

 

# Criterion for the Set of Performance Targets 

A 

The total number of targets selected should be relatively small.  

Targets should be selected carefully to make technical analysis feasible within the project 

timeline and to ensure that scenario comparison can be performed without overwhelming 

decision-makers with redundant quantitative data. 

B 

Each of the targets should measure distinct criteria. 

Once a set of targets is created, it is necessary to verify that each of the targets in the set is 

measuring something unique, as having multiple targets with the same goal unnecessarily 

complicates scenario assessment and comparison. 

C 

The set of targets should provide some quantifiable metric for each of the identified goals. 

For each of the seven goals identified, the set of performance measures should provide some 

level of quantification for each to ensure that that particular goal is being met. Multiple goals 

may be measured with a single target, resulting in a smaller set of targets while still providing a 

metric for each of the goals. 

  



 

ATTACHMENT D: PROPOSED PERFORMANCE TARGETS – 

BACKGROUND INFORMATION & METHODOLOGIES 
 

Unless otherwise specified, performance targets rely upon a baseline year of 2005 and a horizon year of 2040 for 

forecasting and analysis purposes. 

 

 

Performance Target #1: Climate Protection 

Proposed Target Language: Reduce per-capita CO2 emissions from cars and light duty trucks by 15% 

 

Background Information 

 

Under California Senate Bill 375, major metropolitan areas in the state are required to develop a Sustainable 

Communities Strategy as part of their Regional Transportation Plan. This means that the adopted Plan must achieve 

per-capita greenhouse gas reduction targets as established by the California Air Resources Board (CARB). CARB 

established two climate protection targets for the San Francisco Bay Area in 2010, which have incorporated into both 

Plan Bay Area and Plan Bay Area 2040: 

 Per-capita reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 7 percent by year 2020 

 Per-capita reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by 15 percent by year 2035 

 

This is a statutory target and therefore must be reflected in the set of Plan performance targets. Under Senate Bill 375, 

the Plan must meet state-identified greenhouse gas reduction targets to comply without the adoption of a separate 

Alternative Planning Strategy (APS). 

 

Past Experience 

 

This target is fully consistent with Plan Bay Area; no changes have been made to the target as originally adopted in 

2011. Before the passage of Senate Bill 375, previous MTC long-range plans, including Transportation 2035, included 

non-statutory targets to reduce greenhouse gas emissions. 

 

Plan Bay Area exceeded the greenhouse gas emissions target, achieving a 16 percent reduction for year 2035 and an 

18 percent reduction in emissions between 2005 and 2040, while at the same time also exceeding its 2020 interim 

target. The target performance results incorporate both the emissions reduction from transportation, land use and 

demographics (from Travel Model One and EMFAC), in addition to the emissions reductions associated with the 

Regional Climate Program (based on off-model assessments). 

 

Evaluation Methodology 

 

The statutory Climate Protection target reflects greenhouse gas emissions reductions, focusing specifically on carbon 

dioxide emissions per statewide modeling guidance. Travel Model One – the region’s activity-based travel demand 

model – will be used to forecast emissions reductions as a result of various scenarios. Travel Model One analyzes 

daily travel patterns as a result of scenarios’ transportation investments and land use patterns, making possible the 

calculation of vehicle miles traveled (VMT) and speed of travel. The California Air Resources Board’s EMFAC air 

quality model will then be used to calculate the pounds of carbon dioxide emissions associated with the forecasted 

levels of regional travel. 

 

For off-model Climate Initiatives, which may include efforts like regional electric vehicle incentives, greenhouse gas 

emissions reductions will be calculated by estimating the direct greenhouse gas emissions reduction of specific funded 

programs, rather than forecasting travel impacts in the model. This is appropriate as many of the programs are not 

designed to necessarily reduce VMT, but instead reduce emissions through cleaner vehicles and improved driving 

habits. These greenhouse gas emission reductions are added to the model calculations, resulting in combined 

greenhouse gas emission reductions from the Plan as a whole. Reductions are normalized based on relevant population 

forecasts developed by ABAG. Refer to additional information on the forecasting methodology in the Plan Bay Area 

Travel Model One Data Summary, which will likely be updated later in this planning cycle for Plan Bay Area 2040. 

 

Note that the target relies upon a horizon year of 2035 instead of the standard 2040 horizon year used for other 

performance targets to ensure consistency with the CARB target.  

 

  



 
Performance Target #2: Adequate Housing 

Proposed Target Language (ABAG): House 100% of the region’s projected growth by income level without 

displacing current low-income residents using a Regional Housing Control Total with no increase in in-commuters 

over the Plan baseline year 

– OR – 

Proposed Target Language (MTC): House 100% of the region’s projected growth by income level without 

displacing current low-income residents and with no increase in in-commuters over the Plan baseline year 
 

Background Information 
 

Similar to the greenhouse gas reduction target, California Senate Bill 375 requires Plan Bay Area to house all of the 

region’s growth. This is an important regional issue given that long interregional trips – which typically have above-

average emission impacts – can be reduced by planning for sufficient housing in the region. 
 

Past Experience 
 

A similar version of this target was included in Plan Bay Area, although both proposals for Plan Bay Area 2040 

incorporate language clarifying how the in-commute and the regional housing control total will be calculated as agreed 

to by MTC, ABAG, and the Building Industry Association as part of a 2014 legal settlement. Although the target 

language was slightly different, Plan Bay Area met the Adequate Housing target. Plan Bay Area housed 100% of the 

region’s projected growth as defined under the adopted language from 2011. 
 

Evaluation Methodology 
 

Evaluation of this performance target will utilize the methodology relating to the Regional Forecast agreed to by both 

agencies.  See “Plan Bay Area 2040 Regional Forecast Approach” memo dated July 2, 2015. 
 

 

Performance Target #3: Healthy and Safe Communities 

Proposed Target Language: Reduce adverse health impacts associated with air quality, road safety, and physical 

inactivity by 10% 
 

Background Information 
 

This target focuses on the issue of public health by evaluating the net impacts of air quality, road safety and physical 

activity improvements. By creating a unified target that directly measures the net health impact of scenarios, Plan Bay 

Area 2040 elevates this issue when compared to prior planning cycles. Rather than adopting separate targets for air 

quality, road safety, and physical activity, this proposed target focuses on the combined impact of the transportation 

and land use policies that move the region towards a common goal of improved health outcomes. Adverse health 

impacts are measured in disability-adjusted life-years of impact (DALYs) on a per-capita basis. Note that the 

individual impacts on all three issue areas will be reported separately in technical documentation for subject area 

experts interested in how the Plan benefits a specific issue. However, the target will be focused on the combined 

impact (i.e., progress towards a goal of improved health). 
 

The numeric target was selected based on an analysis by Neil Maizlish, et al. entitled “Health Cobenefits and 

Transportation-Related Reductions in Greenhouse Gas Emissions in the San Francisco Bay Area”, published in the 

American Journal of Public Health. In that paper, Maizlish et al. conducted an analysis of the Bay Area to see how an 

aggressive scenario focused on increased bicycle and pedestrian mode shares might move the needle for public health. 

When the net impact of such a policy (versus a business-as-usual scenario) is compared to the total disability-adjusted 

life-year impacts to the region from MTC model runs, the region yielded a reduction of just over five percent. While 

active transportation is the largest component of health benefits, road safety and air quality focused investments in the 

Plan can also move the needle. Given that, it is recommended that a slightly more aggressive target of 10 percent 

reduction be used for this performance target. 
 

Past Experience 
 

This is a new target for Plan Bay Area 2040 that incorporates components of multiple Plan Bay Area targets into a 

single integrated target. It reflects one of the top priorities of the Performance Working Group in terms of advancing 

public health as a key element of the long-range planning process. 
 

Evaluation Methodology 

To calculate the health impacts of a given scenario, staff will run the Integrated Transportation and Health Impact 

Model (ITHIM), which has been calibrated for the Bay Area by the California Department of Public Health. The run 



 
requires inputs from Travel Model One, which include travel activity patterns for walking and biking as well as rates 

related to collisions and air quality. ITHIM then translates those inputs into a detailed suite of health impact measures, 

including disability-adjusted life-year impacts. The impacts will be normalized based upon population to take into 

account the overall growth expected in the region between 2005 and 2040. 
 

 

Performance Target #4: Open Space and Agricultural Preservation 

Proposed Target Language: Direct all non-agricultural development within the urban footprint (existing urban 

development and UGBs) 
 

Background Information 
 

This performance target is focused very specifically on the protection of open space and agricultural lands. In order 

to move towards this goal, the target seeks to limit development to publicly-defined urban areas. SB 375 legislation 

asks regions to consider the best available data on resource lands. Special resource lands and farmland are specifically 

defined in SB 375 and include:  

 Publicly owned parks and open space;  

 Open space and habitat areas protected by natural resource protection plans;  

 Species habitat protected federal or state Endangered Species Acts;  

 Lands subject to conservation or agricultural easements by local governments, districts, or non-profits 

 Areas designated for open space/agricultural uses adopted in elements of general plans;  

 Areas containing biological resources described in CEQA that may be significantly affected by a Sustainable 

Communities Strategy (SCS) or Alternative Planning Strategy (APS);  

 Areas subject to flooding as defined by the National Flood Insurance Program; and  

 Lands classified as prime/unique/state-significant farmland or lands classified by a local agency meeting or 

exceeding statewide standards that are outside of existing city spheres of influence/city limits. 
 

One key difference between this target and the Adequate Housing target is that this measure is not statutory and 

therefore some scenarios may fall short in achieving the target. 
 

Past Experience 
 

This target is fully consistent with Plan Bay Area, which was the first regional plan in the Bay Area to include such a 

target related to greenfield protection. Plan Bay Area met the target with 100% of non-agricultural development 

focused in the urban footprint. 
 

Evaluation Methodology 
 

Using the localized development pattern forecasted by the UrbanSim land use model for each scenario, staff will 

calculate the number of acres of new development, as well as significant redevelopment, across the entire region. Once 

identified, staff will then identify each development as occurring within the urban footprint or outside the 2010 urban 

footprint. The number of acres of development within the urban footprint will be divided by the total acres of 

development across the region to calculate this target. 
 

Note that the target relies upon the 2010 urban footprint instead of the standard year 2005 baseline used for other 

performance targets, per policy action taken during the adoption of Plan Bay Area targets in 2011. 
 

 

Performance Target #5: Equitable Access (Affordability) 

Proposed Target Language: Decrease the share of lower-income residents’ household income consumed by 

transportation and housing by 10% 
 

Background Information 
 

As an affordability target, decreasing the combined costs of housing and transportation for lower-income residents as 

a share of their income addresses a key challenge for them when they consider where to live and how far to travel to 

get to work, services and amenities. Often low-income households are not able to afford housing close to where they 

currently work, or where they may have access to a range of job opportunities and amenities. Being priced out of these 

high-opportunity areas may result in lower household income (as opportunity costs rise) and higher travel costs.  
 

In the end, a household that can afford to live close to work and use transit or other affordable transportation options, 

may spend a similar or even lower share of its household income on the combined cost of housing and transportation. 



 
Reducing these costs across the region will increase affordability and boost economic opportunities for lower-income 

residents. 

 

The numeric target was adapted from a 2006 report by the Center for Housing Policy (“A Heavy Load: The Combined 

Housing and Transportation Burdens of Working Families”). According to that report, Bay Area families with annual 

incomes under $70,000 spend a combined average of 61% of earnings on housing (39%) and transportation (22%). 

This share of 61% of earnings is approximately 10% above the national average share spent by lower-income 

households. Therefore, this target is set to improve transportation and housing affordability to approximately match 

the national average by 2040. 

 

Past Experience 

 

This target was included in Plan Bay Area, but the methodology for estimating housing costs has been improved as 

described below. Under Plan Bay Area, the region was forecasted to move in the opposite direction of this target, with 

housing and transportation costs as a share of income rising by 3% between 2005 and 2040. This reflects the difficulty 

of increasing affordability in an economically vibrant region, particularly given the forecasted future costs of housing. 

 

Evaluation Methodology 

 

The share of household income consumed by both transportation and housing will be forecasted by combining results 

from the transportation model (for future transportation costs) and land use model (for future housing costs). Both 

models are adjusted to identify costs for low-income households. Note that lower-income households are defined as 

households earning less than $60,000 in year 2000 dollars, roughly reflecting the lower two quartiles of the income 

spectrum. 

 

For the transportation model, user costs account for the cost of maintaining and owning an automobile, purchasing 

transit fares and passes, and paying bridge and roadway tolls, etc. These costs are forecasted using Travel Model One 

using observed travel behavior for low-income and lower-middle-income residents; and assumptions about gas prices, 

toll fees, and transit fares, etc. For more information on the travel model and details on assumptions, refer to the Plan 

Bay Area Travel Model One Data Summary, which will likely be updated later in this planning cycle for Plan Bay 

Area 2040. 

 

UrbanSim, the land use model developed for use in Plan Bay Area 2040, calculates the portion of income spent on 

housing by forecasting a detailed micro-database of individual housing units and estimating their prices in year 2040. 

Similarly, UrbanSim incorporates control total forecasts developed by ABAG and estimates the occupancy of such 

units by households with forecasted incomes. In each forecast year, the model assigns additional households that enter 

the housing market to units based on household characteristics (including income) and housing availability. 

 

If unit demand exceeds supply in particular locations, prices in that location increase. The real estate development 

model then assesses parcels and builds new units if they are profitable under prevailing prices, zoning, interest rates, 

and construction costs. UrbanSim also accounts for deed restrictions on specific housing units. Combining the 

forecasted price of each unit for each forecast year with census-derived annual ownership costs provides an estimate 

of cost burden for future years.  

 

Overall size and growth in regional population, regional income and wealth, and housing market leakage beyond the 

nine counties are all expected to influence housing prices in the long run. To account for these macroeconomic factors, 

UrbanSim results are compared to a national model to evaluate the median forecasted price and adjusted as needed. 

Grounding UrbanSim within an estimate of macro factors provides both a reasonable estimate of the region’s median 

housing price and the housing burden for a low-income household in the region. 

 

 

Performance Target #6: Equitable Access (Affordable Housing) 

Proposed Target Language: Increase the share of affordable housing in PDAs, TPAs, or high-opportunity areas by 

15% 

 

Background Information 

 

The provision of affordable housing is one of the Bay Area’s most pressing issues. This target addresses the region’s 

need to increase its overall share of housing that is affordable to lower-income households, focusing particularly on 

communities with strong transit access and communities with high levels of opportunity. The target has a nexus with 



 
anti-displacement efforts, as preservation and expansion of affordable housing in these communities helps to mitigate 

the risk of displacement for lower-income households. 

 

As of 2010, approximately 15 percent of housing units in these communities have been identified as affordable; the 

proposed performance target would double this share to approximately 30 percent of housing units, an increase of 15 

percentage points. As 2005 data is not available, it is assumed that this percent increase would be comparable between 

the 2005 baseline and the 2040 horizon year. Relying upon ballpark calculations using Plan Bay Area growth forecasts, 

this would be the equivalent of locating all affordable housing in PDAs, TPAs or high opportunity areas while still 

allowing for 80 percent of all market-rate housing to be constructed in these zones as well. 

 

Several definitions are critical for the evaluation of this target: 

 Affordable Housing: refers to housing that is affordable to lower income households (moderate income 

making 80-120% AMI, low income making 50%-80% AMI, very low income making 0-50% AMI) that is 

either deed-restricted or produced by the market (non-deed-restricted).  

 Priority Development Areas (PDAs): refers to locally-designated areas that are planned to accommodate 78% 

of the region’s projected housing growth and 62% of its jobs under Plan Bay Area.  

 Transit Priority Areas (TPAs): refers to an area within a ½-mile of high quality transit (i.e., rail stop or a bus 

corridor that provides or will provide at least 15-minute frequency service during peak hours by the year 

2035). 

 High-Opportunity Areas: refers to areas that score highly in a composite score of 18 indicators, developed 

by the Kirwan Institute of Race and Ethnicity1, pertaining to education, economic mobility, and neighborhood 

and housing quality.  

 

Past Experience 

 

This target was not included in Plan Bay Area and represents an expansion of Equitable Access targets to focus 

specifically on affordable housing development. 

 

Evaluation Methodology 

 

Baseline and future performance for this target will be calculated using UrbanSim, the regional land use model, which 

will evaluate housing costs to identify affordable units available. UrbanSim incorporates deed restrictions into its 

analysis and thus reflects both deed-restricted and non-deed-restricted units in its calculations. GIS layers pertaining 

to PDAs, TPAs, and high-opportunity areas will then be merged and overlaid on top of that baseline to determine the 

existing share of housing affordable to moderate to very low-income households in the Bay Area residing in those 

respective geographies. 

 

 

Performance Target #6: Equitable Access (Risk of Displacement) 

Proposed Target Language: Reduce the share of households at risk of displacement to 0% 

 

Background Information 

 

Displacement has been identified as a major issue in the Bay Area. While there is currently no precise way of actually 

measuring and forecasting displacement on a regional scale, displacement risk can be quantified by analyzing recent 

trends. This builds upon the work of the Regional Early Warning System for Displacement (REWS)2. 

 

Risk of displacement indicates that a neighborhood is particularly subject to displacement pressures. With a 

displacement target of 0% ABAG and MTC aim to fully mitigate potential displacement pressures that might be a 

direct result of the Plan. Displacement is defined as occurring when a household is forced to move from its place of 

residence due to conditions beyond its ability to control. These conditions may include unjust-cause eviction, rapid 

rent increase, or relocation due to repairs of demolition. 

 

Note that once baseline conditions for risk of displacement are calculated for year 2005, the numeric target will be 

translated to a percent change from 2005 baseline conditions to maximize consistency with other performance targets. 

                                                 
1 The Kirwan Institute for the Study of Race and Ethnicity is a nationally recognized research center of Ohio State University. It has partnered 

with regions across the country to craft more equitable regional planning tools, including PolicyLink, the Puget Sound Regional Council (PSRC) 

in Seattle, and the Capital Area Council of Governments in Texas.  
2 See: http://iurd.berkeley.edu/uploads/CCI_Final_Report_07_23_15.pdf. The Regional Early Warning System for Displacement Study was 

funded in part by the Bay Area Regional Prosperity Plan and California Air Resources Board.  

http://iurd.berkeley.edu/uploads/CCI_Final_Report_07_23_15.pdf


 
 

Past Experience 

 

This target is new to Plan Bay Area 2040, although it represents a more refined version of the displacement risk 

measure using the Plan Bay Area Equity Analysis. That work identified that Plan Bay Area increased the regional risk 

of displacement to 36% in Communities of Concern and 8% elsewhere in the region. It reflects an issue of increasing 

policy concern over the past few years, thus justifying its inclusion as a performance target for this planning cycle. 

 

Evaluation Methodology 

 

In order to forecast risk of displacement, baseline and future conditions will be analyzed by relying upon population 

forecasts, employment forecasts, and infrastructure investment information. Each analysis zone – most likely, traffic 

analysis zones which are the finest geography provided by ABAG forecasts – will be classified as at risk of 

displacement or not at risk of displacement using the following criteria: 

 

Criteria Definition Thresholds and Application 

Concentration of lower-income 

households AND 

Households making below 80% of the 

regional median income 

Share of low income households 

exceeds the regional median by half of 

a standard deviation  

Concentration of new residential 

development 

Focused residential growth in a given 

neighborhood 

Residential growth exceeds the regional 

mean by half of a standard deviation 

OR Proximity or access to job centers 

(job density) 

Neighborhoods in proximity, or with a 

direct access to jobs  

Employment density exceeds the 

regional mean by half of a standard 

deviation 

OR Planned or existing fixed guide-

way transit station 

Quality transportation infrastructure 

attracts new investment to a 

neighborhood by improving access to 

jobs and amenities 

Presence or plan for a fixed guideway 

transit station 

 

Inputs to and outputs from UrbanSim and Travel Model One will be used to calculate each of the measures listed. 

Housing and jobs will come from ABAG forecasts, which rely upon UrbanSim for distribution to traffic analysis 

zones. The presence of existing fixed guideway transit stations is determined through historical data, while the future 

presence of fixed guideway transit stations will be determined by identifying such investments selected for each 

scenario in Plan Bay Area 2040. 

 

 

Performance Target #8: Economic Vitality 

Proposed Target Language: Increase by 20% the share of jobs accessible within 30 minutes by auto or within 45 

minutes by transit in congested conditions (see Attachment B). 

 

Background Information 

 

Given that economic forecasts for the Plan are consistent across scenarios, the Plan’s greatest potential to affect the 

region’s economic vitality can be measured via access to jobs. The general consensus amongst economists is that a 

higher number of jobs a worker can access within a reasonable commute shed leads to greater prospects for 

employment and greater potential for economic advancement. This performance measure is designed to capture the 

ability of workers to get to jobs in congested conditions, reflecting the economic impact of traffic congestion on the 

region’s economy. Rather than a “pure” measure of congestion (such as minutes of delay), which primarily captures 

the benefit of highway projects and fails to recognizes the underlying economic justification for projects that tackle 

this regional issue, this performance measure reflects the full suite of policy tools that can be used to improve access 

to jobs during congested times of day. These include highway expansion, highway operational improvements, transit 

expansion, transit operational improvements, and land use strategies to bring workers and jobs closer together (i.e., 

jobs-housing balance). 

 

Congested conditions are defined as the AM peak period, the most common time of day for commuting to work. The 

30 minute and 45 minute thresholds for each mode of transport approximately reflect the average regional door-to-

door commute time for each mode per Vital Signs data originally tabulated by the U.S. Census Bureau in 2013. The 

performance target focuses on all residents connecting to all jobs, given that this is a measure of the region’s overall 

economy (rather than a specific industry or economic class). It is not possible to measure jobs-housing fit as ABAG 

does not forecast jobs by income level, making it impossible to link residents and jobs based on income classification 

for future years (e.g. year 2040). 

 



 
The proposed numeric target was developed relative to the baseline conditions in 2005, at which point one in five 

(approximately 20%) regional jobs was accessible to the average Bay Area resident within the time and congestion 

criteria identified above. The numeric target represents an approximate doubling of this level of jobs access from 

roughly 20% to 40% by year 2040; this is reflected in the target as an increase in jobs access by 20 percentage points. 

The target was inspired by research incorporated in the “Access to Destinations” report produced by the University of 

Minnesota Center for Transportation Studies, which cites a 2012 Transportation Research Board paper on productivity 

effects from accessibility (Melo et al., 2012). The report identified that doubling jobs access correlates to real average 

wage growth of 6.5 percent for the average U.S. metro area. This linkage between the proposed target and wage growth 

highlights how improved access to jobs can result in real-world economic benefits for workers. 

 

Past Experience 

 

This target is new to Plan Bay Area 2040, as it was not included as a performance target in Plan Bay Area. However, 

long-range plans developed by MTC in the past have used access to jobs as an economic performance target. The 

proposed target expands upon that past work by specifically incorporating congestion into the target to highlight the 

importance of congestion reduction as a regional economic concern. The prior Plan’s economic target of gross regional 

product was removed as a performance target as it will not differ between scenarios, making it a poor target to compare 

scenarios focused on differing transportation investments and land use patterns. 

 

Evaluation Methodology 

 

This performance target relies upon the Travel Model One “skims” for zone-to-zone congested travel times both for 

single-occupant vehicles and public transit. Using a Python script developed to evaluate accessibility, the “skim” 

matrices are loaded into the script, which then calculates for each zone which other zones it can reach either within 30 

minutes by auto or within 45 minutes by transit. It is assumed that auto users are single-occupant vehicle drivers who 

decline the use of Express Lanes; the job access target looks specifically at the AM peak period, when the greatest 

share of the region’s residents are commuting to work. By focusing on the AM peak, both auto and transit travel times 

reflect the impact of congestion on job access. Once the script has calculated which zones are accessible, the number 

of jobs accessible for the zone is summed and divided by the total jobs in the region. Using the share of jobs accessible 

for each zone, a regional share is calculated using a weighted average of all 1454 zones based on the number of 

residents in each zone. The result is a reflection of the average share of jobs accessible to the average number in the 

Bay Area. 

 

 

Performance Target #9: Transportation System Effectiveness (Mode Share)  

Proposed Target Language: Increase non-auto mode share by 10% 

 

Background Information 

 

This target reflects the overall efficiency of the transportation system by capturing the share of trips taken by non-auto 

modes – public transit, walking and bicycling.  By aiming to increase the share of trips taken without a car by 10 

percentage points, the target reflects a given scenario’s ability to make non-auto modes more convenient and accessible 

for all. While this target is in many ways a proxy for the benefits associated with sustainable modes of transport, it 

reflects key policy goals related to modal shift in support of sustainable communities and transport efficiency.  

 

Unlike other performance targets, there was not a strong foundation for this specific target at the time of its 

identification in Plan Bay Area, as it was a result of target modifications after initial adoption by MTC/ABAG in 2011. 

The initial target was related to non-auto travel time reduction, which proved problematic given that modal shift tended 

to increase rather than decrease travel times. However, the performance target does align to a certain extent with the 

aggressive targets established by the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) in 2015, which seek to double 

mode shares for walking and public transit and triple mode share for target. The proposed Plan Bay Area 2040 target 

would nearly double non-auto mode share, albeit over a more achievable time period (between 2005 and 2040) when 

compared to Caltrans’ goal to increase mode shares within the next five years (between 2015 and 2020). 

 

  



 
Past Experience 

 

This target is fully consistent with Plan Bay Area; no changes have been made to the target as originally adopted in 

2011. Plan Bay Area fell short on this performance target, achieving only a 4 percentage point increase in non-auto 

mode share (an increase from 16% non-auto mode share in 2005 to 20% non-auto mode share in 2020). This reflects 

the difficulty of achieving significant modal shifts in a mature region without more aggressive transportation and land 

use interventions. While non-auto mode share is particularly strong in the center of the region, a significant share of 

Bay Area residents live in lower-density communities without time-competitive alternatives to the automobile. 

 

Evaluation Methodology 

 

Non-auto mode share is a direct output of Travel Model One. The region’s mode share is based on all trips made by 

Bay Area residents, rather than a narrow focus on commute trips. To calculate non-auto mode share, all non-auto trips 

(transit, bicycle and pedestrian) trips are first summed. They are then divided by the total number of regional trips 

(which includes the aforementioned modes but also adds in single-occupant and multi-occupant vehicle trips), which 

results in the percentage of trips utilizing non-auto modes. 

 

 

Performance Target #10: Transportation System Effectiveness (State of Good Repair for Roads) 

Proposed Target Language: Reduce vehicle operating and maintenance costs due to pavement conditions by 100% 

 

Background Information 

 

This target focuses on the user impacts as a result of road maintenance for the region’s freeways, arterials, and local 

streets. In a reflection of the region’s “Fix It First” policy, the proposed performance target seeks to bring all roads to 

a state of good repair and thus reduce the extra vehicle operating and maintenance costs associated with rough roads 

to zero. This would result in a 100% decrease in such costs between 2005 and 2040. 

 

The proposed target combines two separate targets from Plan Bay Area into a single target, while still respecting the 

importance of preserving all streets and continuing MTC’s long-standing commitment to infrastructure preservation 

as a top priority. The target incorporates the monetary impacts to drivers, regardless of the facility type in question. 

Furthermore, it reflects the miles traveled on each type of road – the greater the traffic volumes, the greater the impact 

on vehicle operating and maintenance costs. 

 

Past Experience 

 

This target is new to Plan Bay Area 2040, as it was not included as a performance target in Plan Bay Area. However, 

every long-range transportation plan adopted by MTC over the past decade has included some measure of road and/or 

freeway state of good repair as a performance target, reflecting the high-priority nature of this transportation issue 

area. The proposed target works to quantify the impacts of road maintenance funding levels in terms an average citizen 

can understand – additional vehicle maintenance costs as a result of system condition – regardless of the facility type 

the driver chooses to use to get from point A to point B. 

 

Evaluation Methodology 

 

This performance target will be calculated using MTC’s StreetSaver tool, Caltrans pavement forecasts, and Travel 

Model One. The specific methodology, which is detailed in the 2015 Transportation Research Board Annual Meeting 

Compendium of Papers (Paterson and Vautin, 2015), relies upon pavement condition index and international 

roughness index to calculate increased vehicle operating and maintenance costs as a result of rough roads. In general, 

roads with a PCI greater than 60 and freeways with IRI less than 95 are considered to be in fair, good, or excellent 

condition and therefore in a state of good repair. The target will be calculated by calculating extra vehicle operating 

and maintenance costs in Travel Model One for both baseline and horizon year conditions to determine whether cost 

burdens on drivers increase or decrease over this period. The methodology incorporates all motor vehicles, including 

trucks; while it does not capture bike or pedestrian impacts, it serves as a useful proxy for potential safety disbenefits 

on these users due to potholes or other impacts of disrepair. 

 

 

Performance Target #11: Transportation System Effectiveness (State of Good Repair for Public Transit) 

Proposed Target Language: Reduce per-rider transit delay due to aged infrastructure by 100% 

 

  



 
Background Information 

 

MTC has consistently prioritized a “Fix It First” policy in past regional transportation plans, in which preservation of 

the existing system takes priority over expansion projects. In the past, transit asset condition has been measured with 

an index known as PAOUL (percent of transit assets over their useful life) – with a goal of replacing all transit assets 

on time. For Plan Bay Area 2040, the proposed performance target focuses on the impacts of replacing (or not 

replacing) transit assets on time, with a goal of replacing delay impacts on riders due to aged assets by 100 percent 

(e.g., achieve zero delays due to aged buses, trains, tracks, etc. failing and thus affecting transit riders).  

 

The numeric target was selected to align the target with the Plan Bay Area PAOUL target (same goal of replacing 

assets on time) and to reflect the “Fix It First” policy. Given that objective, it seems appropriate to set this aggressive 

target to bring the entire transit system to a state of good repair. Note that per-rider transit delay will be measured in 

minutes for Bay Area transit riders. 

 

Past Experience 

 

This target is new to Plan Bay Area 2040, as it was not included as a performance target in Plan Bay Area. However, 

every long-range transportation plan adopted by MTC over the past decade has included some measure of transit state 

of good repair as a performance target, reflecting the high-priority nature of this transportation issue area. The 

proposed target works to quantify the impacts of transit maintenance funding levels in terms an average citizen can 

understand – minutes of delay impacting their commute (or non-commute) onboard public transit as a result of system 

condition. 

 

Evaluation Methodology 

 

This performance target will be calculated using the Regional Transit Capital Inventory, the Federal Transit 

Administration’s TERM-Lite transit asset prioritization tool, and Travel Model One. This methodology, which is 

detailed in The Journal of Public Transportation (Paterson and Vautin, 2015), relies upon asset ages to calculate 

failure rates for vehicle and non-vehicle infrastructure. These failure rates are translated into per-boarding and per-

mile delay rates that affect passengers. To calculate a regional impact, the delays for each system will be weighted by 

the number of passengers experiencing such delay to identify the average delay for the typical transit rider in the Bay 

Area as a whole.  

 

Delays from assets still within their useful life will not be reflected in the performance target, as the target focuses 

specifically on “aged infrastructure” – that is, infrastructure past its useful life. 
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Concerns about displacement were elevated as 

a high-priority issue for Plan Bay Area 2040.

3

New target added 

measuring risk of 

displacement
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target expanded to 

Transportation Priority 

Areas & high-

opportunity areas
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language restored in 

housing production 

target
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In addition to displacement, staff heard 

concerns from stakeholders that congestion is 

not being adequately captured.

Image Source: https://www.flickr.com/photos/tq2cute/4508988227
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Goal:

Economic 

Vitality

Issue Area:

Congestion 

Reduction & 

Access to Jobs

Proposed Target:

Increase by 20% the share of jobs accessible 

within 30 minutes by auto or within 45 

minutes by transit in congested conditions

Best captures why we want to 

reduce congestion (to provide 

access to destinations)

Has a direct nexus with 

increased economic 

opportunity and growth

Allows for multimodal solutions 

to the challenge of regional 

traffic congestion

Why is this target recommended?



Revised Staff Recommendation:

Goals & Performance Targets 

CLIMATE

PROTECTION 1
Reduce per-capita CO2 emissions from cars 

and light-duty trucks by 15%**

ADEQUATE

HOUSING 2

ABAG Proposal: House 100% of the region’s 

projected growth by income level without 

displacing current low-income residents

using a Regional Housing Control Total 

with no increase in in-commuters over the 

Plan baseline year
– or –

MTC Proposal: House 100% of the region’s 

projected growth by income level without 

displacing current low-income residents 

and with no increase in in-commuters over 

the Plan baseline year

Text marked in blue indicates that the target was revised since the July draft staff recommendation.
Text marked with ** indicates that the target was rolled over from Plan Bay Area.
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Revised Staff Recommendation:

Goals & Performance Targets 

HEALTHY & SAFE

COMMUNITIES 3
Reduce adverse health impacts associated with air 

quality, road safety, and physical inactivity by 10%

OPEN SPACE AND

AGRICULTURAL

PRESERVATION

4
Direct all non-agricultural development within the 

urban footprint (existing urban development and 

UGBs)**

EQUITABLE ACCESS

5
Decrease the share of lower-income residents’ 

household income consumed by transportation 

and housing by 10%**

6
Increase the share of affordable housing in PDAs, 

TPAs, or high-opportunity areas by 15%

7
Reduce the share of households at risk of 

displacement to 0%

Text marked in blue indicates that the target was revised since the July draft staff recommendation.
Text marked with ** indicates that the target was rolled over from Plan Bay Area.
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Image Source: https://www.flickr.com/photos/asherisbrucker/12929881895

Revised Staff Recommendation:

Goals & Performance Targets 

ECONOMIC

VITALITY 8
Increase by 20% the share of jobs accessible 

within 30 minutes by auto or within 45 

minutes by transit in congested conditions

TRANSPORTATION

SYSTEM

EFFECTIVENESS

9 Increase non-auto mode share by 10%**

10
Reduce vehicle operating and maintenance 

costs due to pavement conditions by 100%

11
Reduce per-rider transit delay due to aged 

infrastructure by 100%

7

Text marked in blue indicates that the target was revised since the July draft staff recommendation.
Text marked with ** indicates that the target was rolled over from Plan Bay Area.
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TO: Regional Advisory Working Group DATE: August 26, 2015 

FR: Dave Vautin, Planning   

RE: Vital Signs: Environment 

Over the past eight months, MTC has been releasing performance monitoring data as part of the 

Vital Signs initiative, which builds upon the performance framework established in Plan Bay Area 

by tracking regional trends. Vital Signs focuses on the measurement of regional progress towards 

key transportation, land use, environmental, and economic policy goals. The effort seeks to better 

inform the public and policymakers about critical regional issues by presenting historical data both 

at a regional and a local scale through an interactive and customizable website. 

 

Environmental Indicators 

MTC worked collaboratively with our regional partners at the Bay Area Air Quality Management 

District (BAAQMD) and the San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission 

(BCDC) to identify seven key environmental indicators for tracking on Vital Signs. In August, 

MTC released data on these indicators to the Vital Signs website, marking the fourth and final 

release of the project: 

 Particulate matter concentrations 

 Ozone concentrations 

 Greenhouse gas emissions 

 Fatalities from crashes 

 Injuries from crashes 

 Bay restoration 

 Vulnerability from sea level rise 

 

The attached presentation highlights the four primary themes of the Environment release and 

incorporates a summary of data relevant to each theme: 

1. While the region continues to grapple with particulate emissions in highly impacted areas, 

the fact remains that the region’s air quality has never been better in the last half-century 

than it is today. 

2. Frustratingly little can be said about the region’s greenhouse gas emission trajectory, but 

thanks to shorter trip distances and high non-auto mode shares, San Franciscans lead the 

way with the lowest per-capita emissions amongst Bay Area residents. 

3. Improved vehicle technologies have reduced fatalities and injuries from crashes despite 

growing traffic volumes and increasing regional population; despite this, vulnerable users 

have not seen declines commensurate with motorists. 

4. Strict bay fill regulations enacted in the late 20th century have prevented degradation to this 

natural resources over the past half-century; our region’s 21st century challenge is to protect 

a significant and stable share of residents at risk from sea level rise. 

More detailed narratives on environmental trends can be found on the Vital Signs website. 
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Overarching Key Findings 

In total, Vital Signs incorporates nearly 40 performance indicators and approximately 200 datasets 

– with dozens of findings included across various narratives. Staff was directed by the joint MTC 

Planning and ABAG Administrative Committee to identify overarching findings across the various 

performance indicators, given the scope of the Vital Signs analysis. While it is impossible to 

incorporate every measure and conclusions into this findings, staff has identified four common 

threads across the measures as the key findings of the overall project: 

1. Environmental protectionism has resulted in clean air, healthy ecosystems, and abundant 

open space in our region – but the associated regulatory hurdles have held back housing 

production and contributed to the region’s unaffordability. 

2. The region’s recent tech-driven economic boom has come about despite these affordability 

challenges; residents are faced with tough choices about living in America’s most 

expensive region or moving away to more affordable metros. 

3. The Bay Area may be just starting to turn a corner towards more sustainable land use 

patterns – in particular, transit-served urban neighborhoods have been taking on a higher 

share of job and housing growth over the last several years. Job growth in urban 

neighborhoods could have positive effects on transit usage and congestion.  

4. We’re much more complex than “One Bay Area” – the significant gaps that exist between 

high, middle and low income households and between the various sub-geographies of the 

Bay Area demonstrate the complexity in tailoring policies that benefit our region as a 

whole. 

 
 

J:\PROJECT\2017 RTP_SCS\RAWG\2015\09_Sept_2015\04_Vital_Signs_Environment.docx 
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With the recent release of Vital Signs: Environment, the public now has access to a total 
of 36 performance indicators via nearly 100 interactive maps & charts.



New interactive maps and charts on 
air quality, road safety, and San 

Francisco Bay are now available.
vitalsigns.mtc.ca.gov



KEY FINDINGS FROM VITAL SIGNS: ENVIRONMENT

While the region continues to grapple with particulate emissions in highly 
impacted areas, the fact remains that the region’s air quality has never 
been better in the last half-century than it is today.
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Frustratingly little can be said about the region’s greenhouse gas emission 
trajectory, but thanks to shorter trip distances and high non-auto mode 
shares, San Franciscans lead the way with the lowest per-capita emissions 
amongst Bay Area residents.

Improved vehicle technologies have reduced fatalities and injuries from 
crashes despite growing traffic volumes and increasing regional 
population; despite this, vulnerable users have not seen declines 
commensurate with motorists.

Strict bay fill regulations enacted in the late 20th century have prevented 
degradation to this natural resources over the past half-century; our region’s 
21st century challenge is to protect a significant and stable share of 
residents at risk from sea level rise.
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Source: BAAQMD Air Quality Sensors, 2014; regional data measures average concentration of 8 longstanding sensors with iterated 2-way ANOVA for interpolation
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Ranked List of Fine Particulate Sensors (2012-14)

Annual Mean PM2.5 Concentrations

#1 Napa 11.8 μg/m3

#2 San Pablo 11.3 μg/m3

#3 West Oakland 11.2 μg/m3

#4 San Jose 10.0 μg/m3

#5 San Rafael 9.8 μg/m3

#6 Vallejo 9.6 μg/m3

#7 Oakland 9.4 μg/m3

#8 Redwood City 8.8 μg/m3

#9 San Francisco 8.6 μg/m3

#10 Santa Rosa 8.4 μg/m3

#11 Gilroy 7.6 μg/m3

#12 Livermore 7.5 μg/m3

#13 Concord 7.0 μg/m3

#14 Point Reyes 5.5 μg/m3

Source: BAAQMD Air Quality Sensors, 2014; relies upon 3-year rolling averages

9-12 μg/m3

6-9 μg/m3

<6 μg/m3

PARTICULATE MATTER: 
LOCAL FOCUS
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Ranked List of Fine Particulate Sensors (2012-14)

98th Percentile Daily PM2.5 Concentrations

#1 San Jose 29.0 μg/m3

#2 Livermore 26.6 μg/m3

#3 Vallejo 26.2 μg/m3

#4 Napa 25.1 μg/m3

#5 Oakland 24.2 μg/m3

#6 Redwood City 23.4 μg/m3

#7 San Francisco 23.2 μg/m3

#8 West Oakland 22.7 μg/m3

#9 San Rafael 22.0 μg/m3

#10 San Pablo 21.2 μg/m3

#11 Santa Rosa 21.2 μg/m3

#12 Concord 20.8 μg/m3

#13 Gilroy 17.7 μg/m3

Source: BAAQMD Air Quality Sensors, 2014; relies upon 3-year rolling averages

8

PARTICULATE MATTER: 
LOCAL FOCUS

PM
2.5

25-35 μg/m3

20-25 μg/m3

<20 μg/m3

>35 μg/m3



8 9

3 2

5

1

10

7

6

4

PARTICULATE MATTER: 
NATIONAL CONTEXT

9

Source: EPA Air Quality System, 2014; note that data relies on 3-year rolling average
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Ranked List of Ozone Sensors (2012-2014)

#1 Livermore 72 ppb

#2 San Martin 70 ppb

#3 Bethel Island 68 ppb

#4 Gilroy 67 ppb

#5 Concord 65 ppb

#6 Los Gatos 65 ppb

#7 Fairfield 64 ppb

#8 Hayward 61 ppb

#9 San Jose 61 ppb

#10 Napa 58 ppb

#11 Vallejo 58 ppb

#12 Redwood City 57 ppb

#13 San Rafael 57 ppb

#14 Santa Rosa 49 ppb

#15 Oakland 48 ppb

#16 San Francisco 47 ppb

O
3

OZONE: 
LOCAL FOCUS

Source: BAAQMD Air Quality Sensors, 2014; all sensors reflect 8-hour peak concentration on 4th worst day of the year; 3-year rolling average
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Source: EPA Air Quality System, 2014; all data reflect 8-hour peak concentration on 4th worst day of the year
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While the region continues to grapple with particulate emissions in highly 
impacted areas, the fact remains that the region’s air quality has never 
been better in the last half-century than it is today.
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Frustratingly little can be said about the region’s greenhouse gas emission 
trajectory, but thanks to shorter trip distances and high non-auto mode 
shares, San Franciscans lead the way with the lowest per-capita emissions 
amongst Bay Area residents.

Improved vehicle technologies have reduced fatalities and injuries from 
crashes despite growing traffic volumes and increasing regional 
population; despite this, vulnerable users have not seen declines 
commensurate with motorists.

Strict bay fill regulations enacted in the late 20th century have prevented 
degradation to this natural resources over the past half-century; our region’s 
21st century challenge is to protect a significant and stable share of 
residents at risk from sea level rise.

KEY FINDINGS FROM VITAL SIGNS: ENVIRONMENT
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While the region continues to grapple with particulate emissions in highly 
impacted areas, the fact remains that the region’s air quality has never 
been better in the last half-century than it is today.
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Frustratingly little can be said about the region’s greenhouse gas emission 
trajectory, but thanks to shorter trip distances and high non-auto mode 
shares, San Franciscans lead the way with the lowest per-capita emissions 
amongst Bay Area residents.

Improved vehicle technologies have reduced fatalities and injuries from 
crashes despite growing traffic volumes and increasing regional 
population; despite this, vulnerable users have not seen declines 
commensurate with motorists.

Strict bay fill regulations enacted in the late 20th century have prevented 
degradation to this natural resources over the past half-century; our region’s 
21st century challenge is to protect a significant and stable share of 
residents at risk from sea level rise.

KEY FINDINGS FROM VITAL SIGNS: ENVIRONMENT
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Source: CHP SWITRS, 2012

FATALITIES FROM CRASHES: 
REGIONAL PERFORMANCE
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Source: CHP SWITRS, 2012

FATALITIES FROM CRASHES: 
LOCAL FOCUSModal Breakdown
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Sources: CHP SWITRS, 2012 and FARS/HPMS, 2012

8 10

7 5

9

6

2

4

3

1

Traffic Fatalities

(per capita)

FATALITIES FROM CRASHES: 
NATIONAL CONTEXT



23

INJURIES FROM CRASHES: 
REGIONAL PERFORMANCE

Sources: CHP SWITRS, Caltrans HPMS, U.S. Census Bureau (2001-2012)
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While the region continues to grapple with particulate emissions in highly 
impacted areas, the fact remains that the region’s air quality has never 
been better in the last half-century than it is today.
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Frustratingly little can be said about the region’s greenhouse gas emission 
trajectory, but thanks to shorter trip distances and high non-auto mode 
shares, San Franciscans lead the way with the lowest per-capita emissions 
amongst Bay Area residents.

Improved vehicle technologies have reduced fatalities and injuries from 
crashes despite growing traffic volumes and increasing regional 
population; despite this, vulnerable users have not seen declines 
commensurate with motorists.

Strict bay fill regulations enacted in the late 20th century have prevented 
degradation to this natural resources over the past half-century; our region’s 
21st century challenge is to protect a significant and stable share of 
residents at risk from sea level rise.

KEY FINDINGS FROM VITAL SIGNS: ENVIRONMENT
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Source: BCDC Annual Report, 2013
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Source: Employment Development Department, 1990-2013

JOBS BY INDUSTRY: 
REGIONAL PERFORMANCE
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VULNERABILITY TO SEA LEVEL RISE:
REGIONAL PERFORMANCE
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VULNERABILITY TO SEA LEVEL RISE:
REGIONAL PERFORMANCE
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VULNERABILITY TO SEA LEVEL RISE:
LOCAL FOCUS
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KEY TAKEAWAYS
from the Vital Signs Initiative



Key Takeaway #1

Environmental protectionism has resulted in clean air, healthy 
ecosystems, and abundant open space in our region – but the 

associated regulatory hurdles have held back housing production and 
contributed to the region’s unaffordability.

Image Source: https://www.flickr.com/photos/tq2cute/4686596197
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Image Source: https://www.flickr.com/photos/arballoimages/11095571233

Key Takeaway #2

The region’s recent tech-driven economic boom has come about despite 
these affordability challenges; residents are faced with tough choices 
about living in America’s most expensive region or moving away to 

more affordable metros.



Image Source: https://www.flickr.com/photos/parksdh/9086774456

Key Takeaway #3

The Bay Area may be just starting to turn a corner towards more 
sustainable land use patterns – in particular, transit-served urban 
neighborhoods could have positive effects on transit usage and 

congestion.



Image Source: https://www.flickr.com/photos/kptripathi/6345691882

Key Takeaway #4

We’re much more complex than “One Bay Area” – the significant gaps 
that exist between the haves and have-nots and between the various 

sub-geographies of the Bay Area demonstrate the complexity in 
tailoring policies that benefit our region as a whole.



VITALSIGNS.MTC.CA.GOV

TRANSPORTATION DATA:
NOW AVAILABLE!

LAND & PEOPLE DATA:
NOW AVAILABLE!

ECONOMY DATA:
NOW AVAILABLE!

ENVIRONMENT DATA:
NOW AVAILABLE!

Image Source: https://www.flickr.com/photos/warzauwynn/10789613323 
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