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KEVIN L. FAULCONER

MAyvyor

June 15, 2016

Mr. Malcolm Dougherty

Director

California Department of Transportation
1120 N Street, MS 49

Sacramento, CA 95814

Dear Mr. Dougherty:

On behalf of the City of San Diego, I am pleased to support the San Diego Association of
Governments’ (SANDAG) application for the Imperial Avenue Bikeway Project under the Active
Transportation Program.

The Imperial Avenue Bikeway Project is a key element of the San Diego Regional Bicycle Plan
that proposes to build approximately 3.1 miles of urban bikeways in the City of San Diego to
connect the Encanto and Southeastern San Diego Communities with Downtown San Diego.
SANDAG will design and build the bikeway within City of San Diego right-of-way. After
completion of the project review, permitting, and inspection phases, the City will own and maintain
the facility.

The planned improvements will provide a safe environment for users of all ages and abilities to
walk and bike which will promote increased physical activity and encourage a mode shift from
autos to non-motorized alternatives for local trips. In addition, the project will help improve first
and last mile connectivity to the regional transit network, improve access to key destinations
throughout the project area, and could serve as a catalyst for future community development
efforts.

[ appreciate your strong consideration of the application for the Imperial Avenue Bikeway
Project under the Active Transportation Program.

Sincerely, 7

Kevin L. Faulconer
Mayor

KF/ke

202 C STREET, 11TH FLOOR = SAN DIEGO, CA 92101
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Form Date: April, 2016 Cycle 3 ATP Callfor Projects - Application Form - Attachment B

ATP Engineer’s Checklist for Infrastructure Projects
Required for “Infrastructure” applications ONLY

This application checklist is to be used by the engineer in “responsible charge” of the preparation of this ATP
application to ensure all of the primary elements of the application are included as necessary to meet the CTC's
requirements for a PSR-Equivalent document (per CTC’s ATP Guidelines and CTC’s Adoption of PSR Guidelines -
Resolution G-99-33) and to ensure the application is free of critical errors and omissions; allowing the application to
be accurately ranked in the statewide and regional ATP selection processes.

Special Considerations for Engineers before they Sign and Stamp this document attesting to the accuracy of the
application:

Chapter 7; Article 3; Section 6735 of the Professional Engineer's Act of the State of California requires engineering calculation(s) or
report(s) be either prepared by or under the responsible charge of a licensed civil engineer. Since the corresponding ATP
Infrastructure-application defines the scope of work of a future civil construction project and requires complex engineering principles
and calculations which are based on the best data available at the time of the application, the application must be signed and
stamped by a licensed civil engineer.

By signing and stamping this document, the engineer is attesting to this application’s technical information and engineering data
upon which local agency's recommendations, conclusions, and decisions are made. This action is governed by the Professional
Engineer’s Act and the corresponding Code of Professional Conduct, under Sections 6775 and 6735,

The following checklist is to be completed by the engineer in “responsible charge” of defining the project’s Scope,
Cost and Schedule per the expectations of the CTC’s PSR Equivalent. The checklist is expected to be used during the
preparation of the documents, but not initialed and stamped by the engineer until the final application and
application attachments are complete and ready for submission to Caltrans.

1. Vicinity map /Location map Engineer’s Initials: M’
2 The project limits must be clearly depicted in relationship to the overall agency boundary

2. Project layout-plan/map showing existing and proposed conditions must: Engineer’s Initials:
a— Be to a scale which allows the visual verification of the overall project “construction” limits and limits of each
primary element of the project. Scale must be shown on the plan/map
t~ Show the full scope of the proposed project, including any non-participating construction items
¢~ Show all changes to existing motorized/non-motorized lane and shoulder widths. Label the proposed widths

d~Show agency'’s right of way (ROW) lines when permanent or temporary ROW impacts are possible. (As
appropriate, also show Caltrans’, Railroad, and all other government agencies ROW lines)

3. Typical cross-section(s) showing existing and proposed conditions. Engineer’s Initials: (5 4%
(Include cross-section for each controlling configuration that varies significantly from the typical)

@ Show and dimension: changes in lane widths, RQW lines, side slopes, etc.

ST § taond,
OM T Pe b s
4. Detailed Engineer's Estimate Ny Engineer’s Initials: M

\a— The Caltrans Project Estimate (Attachment F) must be filled out per the instructions and attached to the
application, in the appropriate location.

b—Each of the main project elements are broken out into separate construction items. The costs for each item
are based on calculated quantities and appropriate corresponding unit costs

& All non-participating costs in relation to the ATP funding are clearly identified and accounted for separately
from the eligible costs. The non-participating (or ineligible) costs must be consistent with Caltrans guidelines
as shown in Local Assistance Program Guidelines chapter 22.6

o All project elements the applicant intends to utilize the CCC, certified community conservation corps, or tribal
corps on need to be clearly identified and accounted for

~ All project development costs to be funded by the ATP need to be accounted for in the total project cost





Form Date: April, 2016 Cycle 3 ATP Call for Projects - Application Form — Attachment B

5. Crash/Safety Data, Collision maps and Countermeasures: Engineer’s Initials: &6

a./ Confirmation that crash data shown is depicted accurately, is shown to scale, and occurred within influence
area of proposed improvements.

6. Project Schedule and Requested programming of ATP funding Engineer’s Initials: B‘B

3 All applicants must anticipate receiving federal ATP funding for the project and therefore the project
schedules and programming included in the application must account for all applicable federal requirements
and timeframes.

b7 “Completed Dates” for project Milestone Dates shown in the application have been reviewed and verified

@/ “Expected Dates” for project Milestone Dates shown in the application account for all reasonable project
timetables, including: Interagency MOUs, Caltrans agreements, CTC allocations, FHWA authorizations,
federal environmental studies and approvals, federal right-of-way acquisitions, federal consultant selections,

roject permits, etc.

'/ The fiscal year and funding amounts shown in the PPR must be consistent with Implementing Agency’s
expected project milestone dates and available matching funds.

7. Warrant studies/guidance (Check if not applicable) Engineer’s Initials: _B&
E/ a. For new Traffic Control Signals — an engineering study that includes analysis of Signal Warrants 1- 9
N/A (CA MUTCD) must be submitted. For ATP funding, warrants 4, 5 or 7 should be met but the final
decision to install a signal must be made by the engineer. The engineering study (and any additional
documentation of the engineering judgment supporting the Traffic Control Signal, if needed) must
include the name and license number of the responsible engineer and must be attached to the
application in the “Additional Attachments” section.

8. Additional narration and documentation: Engineer’s Initials: %5

& The text in the “Narrative Questions” in the application is consistent with and supports the engineering logic
and calculations used in the development of the plans/maps and estimate

en needed to clarify non-standard ATP project elements (i.e. vehicular roadway widening necessary for
the construction of the primary ATP elements); appropriate documentation is attached to the application to
document the engineering decisions and calculations requiring the inclusion of these non-standard elements.

Licensed Engineer: Engineer's Stamp:
Narme (Last, First): | Sca T H ’ BRuck |
Title: | 3 (i PAL ENG NBZR. |

Engineer License Number | 0sss | ] O
- ¥ 4« ;
Signatureww ,‘.v_:"-,’r :
i ! i_:k-;l
Date: | Q/gf//[g ] W\ #\ EXP

Email: |RRUGS ,Scwm M@ SonDAG . ORG | WOV
(7T N lorone
Phone: [H(T-595 -6¢ I3 | ===
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Imperial Avenue Bikeway - San Diego Association of Governments

Attachment E — Existing Conditions Photos

Imperial Ave at 21* Street (looking east)

The project begins on Imperial Avenue at 21" Street, which consists of a two-lane roadway with a center
turn lane, on-street parking, and sidewalks. The roadway continues in this configuration until 32"
Street, with no bike facilities present. This ethnically diverse section of Imperial Ave is a commercial
corridor with some single and multi-family residential land uses.

Imperial Ave between 25" and 26" streets (looking northeast)






Imperial Avenue Bikeway - San Diego Association of Governments

Attachment E — Existing Conditions Photos

Imperial Ave at 26" Street (looking east)

Opening car doors

are a risk to people

on bikes

With no bicycle facilities, currently people on bikes must feel confident enough to take the vehicle lane
and contend with opening car doors on the right (see photo above) and passing vehicles on the left (see
photo below). Many people on bikes choose to ride on the sidewalk instead, which often feels safer, but
is statistically more likely to result in a collision.

Sidewalk rider

Confident rider
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The project would install a road diet and bufferred bike lanes in this commerical corridor, which would
lower the level of traffic stress for people on bikes and help make it safer and more convenient for
everyday people to make trips by bike. Additional ammenities would include green painted bike lanes
near the vehicle/bike mixing zones to increase the visibility of people on bikes throughout the corridor
and protected, near-side bend-outs to help protect people on bikes from “right hook” collisions (e.g. at
25" Street)

Imperial Ave at 25" (looking east)

Bend-outs would help protect people on

bikes traveling through the intersection
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Imperial Ave at 24" Street (looking north)

1 s

In addition to bike facilities, the project would also install pedestrian amenities throughout the corridor
to improve safety for people walking. For example, curb extensions, additional high visibility crosswalks,
and a raised crosswalk would be installed at the intersection of 24™ and Imperial Ave, which has a high
number of pedestrian crossings. Additional pedestrian improvements would include sidewalk repairs,
such as between 25™ and 26" streets, and an additional raised crosswalk at 26™ Street.

Imperial Ave at 24"

between 25" and 26"
(looking east)

Imperial Ave at 24" Street
(looking north)
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Imperial Ave at Francis Street (looking east)

A two-way cycle track on the southern side of Imperial between Francis Street and 36" Street would
help improve the LTS for people on bikes. Currently people on bikes must share the narrow lane with

vehicles on this 6% grade.

Imperial Ave at Francis Street (looking west)
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Imperial Ave at 36" Street (looking east)

Shared-lane markings, chokers, and speed cushions on Imperial Avenue between 36™ and 40" streets
would help to lower traffic speeds and reduce traffic stress for people on bikes.

Imperial Ave at 38" Street (looking east)
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Imperial Ave at 40" Street (looking southeast)

o

Intersection improvements at Imperial and 40" Street would include a colored bike lane, bend-out, and
intersection markings to protect people on bikes turning left through the intersection.

Imperial Ave at 40" Street

A bend-out would help protect people on

bikes turning left
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Imperial Ave at 40" Street (looking east)

Cycle Tracks would be installed on either
side of the street

Imperial Avenue transitions into a 4-lane Major Arterial at 40" Street. A road diet, along with a one-way
Class IV Cycle Track with a rasied vertical buffer would be installed along either side of Imperial Avenue
between 40™ to 47" to help make it easier and safer for people to travel the corridor by bike.

Imperial Ave approaching Redworks Driveway (looking east)
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Imperial Ave at Redworks Driveway (looking southeast)

Bend-outs at the intersection of Redworks Driveway and Imperial Avenue would help to protect people
on bikes through this busy intersection. A Transit Island Platform on the southeast corner of the
intersection would help to buffer people on bikes from the vehicle travel lanes and provide an amenity

for pedestrians and people riding transit as well.

Imperial Ave just east of Redworks Driveway (looking east)

A Transit Island platform would be

installed here
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Imperial Ave at 45" Street (looking east)

In addition to the one-way cycle tracks, bend-outs would be installed along the near-side corners at the
intersectin of Imperial Avenue and 45" Street, as well as the southwest corner of the 1-805 SB on-ramp
to help protect people on bikes from “right-hook” collisions. High visibiltiy crosswalks would also be
installed to protect pedestrians.

Imperial Ave at I-805 SB on-ramp (looking east)
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Imperial Ave at 805 NB Ramp (looking south)

From 45th to 47th streets, Imperial Avenue continues as a 4-lane Major Arterial (approx. 26,200 ADT),
without bike facilities, and contains both SB and NB on and off ramps for I1-805. People on bikes must
share the lane and ride in very heavy vehicle traffic through this segment, as shown in the photos above
and below.

Imperial Ave at 805 NB Ramp (looking west)
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Imperial Ave 47" (looking west)

A Class IV Cycle Track and protected sidewalk would be installed on the north side of Imperial Avenue
between 47" and the I-805 NB Ramp. People walking and people on bikes would cross the double right
turn lanes using the existing push-button pedestrian signal phase and/or a possible additional bicycle
phase, with the Cycle Track continuing west along the 1-805 bridge.











Instructions

		ATP  -  Application Instructions for 
Detailed Engineer's Estimate and Total Project Cost- Cycle 3

		• Applicants are expected to use this template for estimating/documenting the cost of construction items and the overall project costs. (eligible & non-participating)
•The Detailed Engineer's Estimate and Total Project Costs must tie to the information presented in Part 1 - 8 of the ATP Application Form.
• Do NOT input values in gray cells. These cells are formula-driven and will automatically update.

		Project (Engineer's) Information

		• The Licensed Engineer in 'responsible charge' of the overall ATP application must review all information presented in this Estimate form and ensure the values are consistent with the corresponding plans included in the application.   This requirement is considered necessary to ensure the ATP application meets the CTC's PSR-Equivalent requirement - including the use of construction items, quantities and unit prices that meeting industry standards for PSR-Equivalents.   The engineer is also expected to review the breakdown of eligible vs. ineligible (non-participating) costs shown in estimate and confirm they are consistent with the ATP Guidelines.

		Engineer's Estimate & Cost Breakdown

		For each construction item in this table, the following items must be filled: 

				Item:           indicate the name of a construction item used in this project.

				Quantity:   indicate the total quantity of each construction item

				Units:        indicate the units of measurement (i.e. Square Feet or SQFT.) Refer to the Unit Cost Guide tab

				Unit Cost:    indicate the unit cost for one quantity.

				Total Item Cost will be automatically calculated once the above information are provided for each line item (row).

				If more rows are needed to account for more construction items (including Overhead, General, or Landscaping) than the standard form has rows for, applicants can add rows by clicking on the 'Add a  line'  button on the right side of the form.   NOTE: Before clicking the button, first click on the Excel row number above where you want to add the line.

				General Overhead:
Costs for these items have been separated out to reduce confusion relating to eligible vs. ineligible costs calculations.    
The % of eligible vs. ineligible costs are automatically calculated based on the ratio of these costs for all of the other construction items.

				Landscaping:
Costs for these items have been separated out to reduce confusion relating to eligible vs. ineligible costs calculations.  
The eligibility of landscaping costs is dependent on if it is considered functional or non-functional (Decorative).   Functional landscaping is 100% eligible. The eligibility of the non-functional (Decorative) landscaping must be considered as part of the 5% maximum allowable for decorative costs. These decorative costs must include all items necessary to prepare for, install, and maintain the non-functional landscaping; including but not limited to: removal of existing concrete, roadway excavation, imported backfill/top-soil, irrigation, plantings, plant establishment, etc.    

		Cost Breakdown             See Caltrans ATP Guidelines, Chapter 22.5 and 22.6 for more details on eligible and ineligible items.

				ATP Eligible Items/costs:   these are expected to represent all construction items that are ATP eligible.   

				% - 		Insert the percentage of the total item cost that is directly attributed to "ATP Eligible items".

				$ - 		This field will automatically calculate once a percentage is entered in the previous question.

				ATP Ineligible (non-participating) Items/costs:  these are expected to represent all construction costs that are not ATP eligible.  The % and costs are automatically calculated based on the "%" value the applicant entered for the eligible costs. 

				To be constructed by Corps/CCC:  these are expected to include all items & costs that will be constructed by the Corps/CCC.

				% - 		Insert the percentage of the total item cost that is directly attributed to "Corps/CCC to construct".

				$ - 		This field will automatically calculate once a percentage is entered in the previous question.

		Subtotals and Contingencies:

				Subtotal of Construction Items:				This field will automatically calculate the total of all construction items indicated above.

				Construction Item Contingencies: 				Insert percentage of contingencies, which is intended to account for the cost of minor construction items not defined at the time the ATP applications are prepared.

				Total (Construction Items 
& Contingencies) cost:				This field will automatically calculate the total from all information indicated above.

		Project Delivery Costs:            The eligible vs. ineligible split is automatically calculated for all Project Delivery Costs.

				Environmental Studies 
and Permits(PA&ED):				Total cost of Environmental Studies and Permits phase of the project. 

				Plans, Specifications and Estimates (PS&E):				Total cost of Plans, Specifications and Estimates phase of the project.    

				Total PE:				This total is automatically calculated. Total of (PA&ED) + (PS&E)     Note: Per the Caltrans Local Assistance Procedures Manual, the total cost for PE should not exceed 25%.  All costs over the 25% must be shown in the application as non-participating.

				Right of Way Engineering				Total cost of Right of Way Engineering, including obtaining the RW Certification.

				Acquisitions and Utilities:				Total cost of  Acquisitions and Utilities.

				Total RW:				This total is automatically calculated. Total of (RW Eng.) + (Acq.&Utilities)

				Construction Engineering (CE):				Total cost of Construction Engineering.    Note: Per the Caltrans Local Assistance Procedures Manual, the total cost for CE should not exceed 15%.   All costs over the 25% must be shown in the application as non-participating.

				Total Project Delivery:				This total is automatically calculated. Total of (CE) + (Con. Item. & Contig.)

		Total Construction Costs:       The eligible vs. ineligible split is automatically calculated for these Costs.

		• This is automatically calculated from all information entered above.  This value is to be used in filling out the application form.  

		Total Project Cost Estimate:          The eligible vs. ineligible split is automatically calculated for the Total Project Costs.

		• This is automatically calculated from all information entered above. 
• This value must represent the total estimated cost of the entire ATP project.
• The application must account for the ineligible (non-participating) costs being funded with local funds.   Because this local funding is considered non-participating, it cannot be considered leveraging or matching funding.  

		Documentation of Ineligible (Non-Participating) Costs:

		The following are examples of how Engineer's can present their logic and calculations for splitting the projects costs between eligible and ineligible (non-participating) costs.

		Example #1 - Pavement Rehabilitation:  The roadway paving and base repair needed for the roadway is within the limits of the new bike lanes and motorized lanes.  The area within the physical limits of the new bike lanes is estimated to be 3'x300'=900' and the area outside these limits is estimated to be 10'x300'=3,000'.   The ATP eligible reimbursement for all costs related to the Pavement Rehabilitation is calculated to be 900/(900+3000) = 23%.   This split was used for Asphalt Concrete, Aggregate Base, and Excavation.

		Example #2 - New roadway lighting:  Of the newly lighted roadway width, the motorized lanes and parking lanes account for 40’ and the bike lanes and sidewalks account for 26’. The ATP eligible reimbursement for all costs related to these streetlights is calculated to be 26/(26+40) = 39%.   This split was used for light poles, conduit, trenching, and new service.

		Example #3 - Decorative Items:  5% of the eligible construction item cost is $46,500 (per the calculation box just below the "Subtotal of Construction Items:").   The project includes decorative pavers (Item 10) which are estimated to cost $30,000 and are shown to be 100% ATP eligible.  The project includes decorative landscaping costs of $70,000 - made up of $10,00 plantings, $20,000 irrigation, $10,000 topsoil, and $30,000 for the necessary AC removal and roadway excavation.    For ease, the $10,000 in plantings is shown as 100% eligible; the $10,000 topsoil and $30,000 for the necessary AC removal & roadway excavation are shown as 100% ineligible (non-participating); and the ATP eligible portion of the irrigation costs is calculated to be $46,500-($30,000+$10,000) = 6,500  => 6,500/20,000 = 62.5%.   



















Engineer Est. & Project Cost

		Detailed Engineer's Estimate and Total Project Costs- Cycle 3

		Important: Read the Instructions in the first sheet (tab) before entering data.     Do not enter data in shaded fields (with formulas).



		Project Information:

		Agency:				SANDAG																		Date:		6/6/16

		Project Description:						Imperial Avenue Bikeway

		Project Location:						Imperial Avenue - 21st Street to 47th Street

		Licensed Engineer in responsible charge of preparing or reviewing this PSR-Equivalent Cost Estimate:																		Jennifer Koopman						License #:				81505



		Engineer's Estimate and Cost Breakdown:

		Engineer's Estimate (for Construction Items Only)																Cost Breakdown



																		ATP Eligible Costs/Items				ATP Ineligible Costs/Items 				Corps/CCC
to construct



		Item No.		Item 				F, D or M		Quantity		Units		Unit Cost		Total
Item Cost		%		$		%		$				%		$

		General Overhead-Related Construction Items

		1		Mobilization						1		LS		$279,000		$279,000		99%		$276,569		1%		$2,431				0%		$0				For projects estimates with more Items (Overhead, General, or Landscaping) that than the standard form has rows for, applicants can add rows by clicking on the 'Add a  line'  button below.

Before clicking the button, click on the Excel row number you where you want to add the line

		2		Traffic Control						1		LS		$167,400		$167,400		99%		$165,942		1%		$1,458				0%		$0

		3		Stormwater Protection Plan						1		LS		$55,800		$55,800		99%		$55,314		1%		$486						$0

		4		Survey						1		LS		$111,600		$111,600		99%		$110,628		1%		$972						$0

		5														$0		99%		$0		1%		$0						$0

		General Construction Items (non-decorative only)

		6		Clearing & Grubbing						1		LS		$579,000		$579,000		100%		$579,000		0%		$0						$0

		7		Signing & Striping						17420		LF		$30		$522,600		100%		$522,600		0%		$0						$0

		8		Asphalt Concrete (AC) Pavement						2051		TON		$150		$307,650		100%		$307,650		0%		$0						$0

		9		Cement Treated Base						3350		CY		$118		$395,300		100%		$395,300		0%		$0						$0

		10		Slurry Seal						98730		SY		$5.50		$543,015		100%		$543,015		0%		$0						$0

		11		Construct Concrete Driveway						590		SF		$6		$3,540		100%		$3,540		0%		$0						$0

		12		Construct Colored Mountable Concrete Median/Island						1825		SF		$16		$29,200		100%		$29,200		0%		$0						$0

		13		Construct 4" Concrete Sidewalk						44410		SF		$6		$266,460		100%		$266,460		0%		$0						$0

		14		Construct Curb for Median/Island						860		LF		$25		$21,500		100%		$21,500		0%		$0						$0

		15		Construct Curb and Gutter						3440		LF		$30		$103,200		100%		$103,200		0%		$0						$0

		16		Construct Protected Bikeway Median Curb						6500		LF		$50		$325,000		100%		$325,000		0%		$0						$0

		17		Construct Retaining Wall						7350		SF		$100		$735,000		100%		$735,000		0%		$0						$0

		18		Construct Ped/Bicycle Curb Ramp (All Types)						72		EA		$2,700		$194,400		100%		$194,400		0%		$0						$0

		19		Water Quality BMP's						16		EA		$20,000		$320,000		100%		$320,000		0%		$0						$0

		20		Install Bus Bench						3		EA		$2,000		$6,000		100%		$6,000		0%		$0						$0

		21		Install Bike Rack						16		EA		$750		$12,000		100%		$12,000		0%		$0						$0

		22		Construct Raised Crosswalk						2		EA		$15,000		$30,000		100%		$30,000		0%		$0						$0

		23		Construct Speed Cushion						4		EA		$4,000		$16,000		100%		$16,000		0%		$0						$0

		24		Curb Inlet						8		EA		$5,500		$44,000		100%		$44,000		0%		$0						$0

		25		Manhole						8		EA		$8,000		$64,000		100%		$64,000		0%		$0						$0

		26		Furnish and install 18" SD Pipe						80		LF		$190		$15,200		100%		$15,200		0%		$0						$0

		27		Trench Drain						240		LF		$150		$36,000		100%		$36,000		0%		$0						$0

		28		Lighting						10		EA		$7,500		$75,000		100%		$75,000		0%		$0						$0

		29		Traffic Signal						1		LS		$607,500		$607,500		92%		$558,900		8%		$48,600						$0

		30		Unclassified Excavation and Fill						1		LS		$198,330		$198,330		100%		$198,330		0%		$0						$0

		31		Construct Drainage Ditch						205		LF		$200.00		$41,000		100%		$41,000		0%		$0						$0

		Decorative & Landscaping-related Items    (Label items as "F" for Functional, "D" for Decorative,  or "M" for a mix of Decorative and Functional)

		32		Trees								EA				$0				$0		100%		$0						$0

		33		Shrubs/groundcover								SQFT				$0		0%		$0		100%		$0						$0

		34		Irrigation / Water Connection								LS				$0				$0		100%		$0						$0

		35		Landscape				D		8724		SF		$10.00		$87,240		100%		$87,240		0%		$0						$0

		36														$0				$0		100%		$0						$0

		37														$0		0%		$0		100%		$0						$0

		38														$0				$0		100%		$0						$0

		Subtotal of Construction Items:														$6,191,935				$6,137,987				$53,948						$0

																				$306,899		<= 5% of eligible CON costs (max. decorative, if applicable) 



		Construction Item Contingencies (% of Construction Items):												30.00%

Richard Ke: Enter % for Contingencies
		$1,857,581				$1,841,396				$16,184

		Total (Construction Items & Contingencies) cost:														$8,049,516				$7,979,383				$70,132



		Project Delivery Costs:

		Type of Project Cost												Cost $

		Preliminary Engineering (PE)																		ATP Eligible Costs				Non-participating Costs

		Environmental Studies and Permits(PA&ED):												$   908,319						$900,405				$7,914

		Plans, Specifications and Estimates (PS&E):												$   921,013						$912,989				$8,024				"PE" costs / "CON" costs

		Total PE:												$   1,829,332						$1,813,394				$15,938				23%		25% Max



		Right of Way (RW)

		Right of Way Engineering:												$   100,000						$99,129				$871

		Acquisitions and Utilities:												$   129,500						$128,372				$1,128

		Total RW:												$   229,500						$227,500				$2,000



		Construction Engineering (CE)																										"CE" costs / "CON" costs

		Construction Engineering (CE):												$   928,790						$920,698				$8,092				12%		15% Max 



		Total Project Delivery:												$2,987,622						$2,961,592				$26,030



		Total Construction Costs:												$8,978,306						$8,900,081				$78,224

																				ATP Eligible Costs				Non-participating Costs

		Total Project Cost:												$11,037,138						$10,940,975				$96,162



		Documentation of Ineligible (Non-Participating) Costs:

		The Engineer's logic and/or calculations for splitting costs between ATP-Eligible and Non-participating costs must be documented in this section of the Estimate form.  
Separate logic is required for each construction item listed above which is partly ineligible for ATP funding or is required for the construction of an ineligible item/element of the project.

		Item Number(s):				Description of Engineer's Logic:       (See examples shown in the Instructions)

		29				Eligible traffic signal costs include upgrading ped signal heads and push buttons, reinstalling loops where necessary, bicycle detection systems, and signal wiring. Non-participating costs include bicycle signal heads and blank out signs. These items are non-participating because they may be considered experimental by the CA MUTCD. (24,000+24,000)/(607,500)=8% of costs are non-participating.

		35				100% of Landscape cost is eligible because the total cost falls within the 5% max decorative allowance. Landscape is being installed as part of a roadway realignment to create a safer biking environment, and therefore does not require additional non-participating line items (such as AC removal or roadway excavation). 
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DRAFT ATP Unit Cost Guide

		ATP Construction Item Unit Cost Guide      (For items common to ATP projects)



		Index #		Description 		Typical Units		Notes



		General Overhead and Contingency Related Construction Items

				Mobilization, RE office, Traffic Control, Water Quality, Clearing and Grubbing, temporary items, etc.		LS		Engineering Estimates at the "PSR-Equivalent" phase may or may not include these items.   The extent that these items are included in the estimate should be inversely proportional to the size of the "Construction Contingency" used.

				Mobilization 		LS		Dependent on project size & location

				Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan		LS		$5,00 to $10,000

				Erosion Control		LS		1.50%

				       Hydroseed		SF		Average $1

				       Fiber Rolls		LF		Average $5

				Traffic Control  		LS

				Clearing and Grubbing		LS



		Removal, Excavation, and Import Related Construction Items

				Roadway Excavation		CY		$12 to $35

				Embankment / Fill  / Import Material		CY		Average $25



				Remove Fence, Culvert, Inlet, Curb, etc.		Varies		Engineering Estimates at the "PSR-Equivalent" phase may or may not include these items.   The extent that these items are included in the estimate should be inversely proportional to the size of the "Construction Contingency" used.

				Remove Concrete (Miscellaneous)		CY		Sidewalk, Pavement & Curb/Gutter Average $75

				Sawcut existing AC		LF

				Sawcut and Remove existing AC and AB		SF

				Remove Existing Pavement		SF

				Remove Existing Sidewalk		SF

				Cold Plane AC (2" thickness)		SY		$1.75 to $3.50

				Remove Tree		EA

				Remove Power Pole		EA

				Utility Relocation		LS

		Roadway Paving Items

				Roadway Excavation		CY		$12 to $38

				Class 2 Aggregate Base		CY		$30 to $70

				Hot Mix Asphalt		TON		1 ton covers approx. 12' x 6.5' at 2" final thickness $40 to $125

				Place HMA Dike		LF		average $1.75



				Adjust Frame and Cover to Grade		EA		average $650



				Slurry Seal

				AC Dike



		Sidewalks, Concrete, Plazas, etc

				Concrete curbing		LF		6" x 6" average $3.50

				Curb & Gutter

				 		 

				Concrete Sidewalk 		SF		average $15

				Concrete Driveway

				Minor Concrete (Textured Paving)		SF		average $5

				Prepare and Stain concrete		SF		average $2.75



				Concrete Pavers / Bricks		SF

				Curb Ramp		EA		$3000 to $5,500

				Bollards		EA		$100 to $750



		Crosswalk and Roadway-Crossing Items

				Thermoplastic  Crosswalk		LF

				Bulb-outs (No Drainage)		EA

				Bulb-outs (Include Drainage)		EA

				Bulb-outs (Surface Mounted)		EA





		Striping and Pavement Marking Items

				4" Thermoplastic Traffic Stripe		LF		$0.65 to $0.75

				6" Thermoplastic Traffic Stripe		LF		average $1.00

				8" Thermoplastic Traffic Stripe		LF		average $1.00

				Thermoplastic Pavement Marking/Legend		SF		average $5.5





		Signs, Flashing Beacons, Ped Signals, Signal Upgrades

				Sign- 1 post		EA		$250 to $300

				Sign- 2 post		EA		average $550

				Radar Speed Feedback Sign		EA

				Rectangular Rapid Flashing Beacon (Ped Actuated)		EA		average $5000











		Lighting

				Pedestrian Lights  (Poles only)		EA

				Pedestrian Lights (including: conduit, boxes, etc.)		EA

				Street Lights   (Poles only)		EA

				Street Lights (including: conduit, boxes, etc.)		EA

				Conduit and Boxes		LF or LS		Option stand-alone item (can be part of lighting)







		Landscaping Items

				Transplant Tree		EA		No Palm Trees allowed. Average $400

				Tree Well		EA		average $600

				Remove Tree 		EA		Small trees are accounted for in clearing and grubbing (5" diameter or smaller) $700 to $800

				Tree Grate		EA		average $350

				Fall Tree		EA		average $1,000

				 











		Other Miscellaneous Items

				Minor Concrete (Minor Structure)		CY		average $1200

				6' Retaining Wall		CY		6' tall L shape wall 0.60 cy/lf.  Average $800

				4' Retaining Wall		CY		4' tall L shape wall 0.45 cy/lf.  Average $700



				Ped/Bike Bridge		EA





				Roadway Drainage		LS

				Chain Link Fence

				Iron / Decorative Fence
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KEVIN L. FAULCONER

MAyvyor

June 15, 2016

Mr. Malcolm Dougherty

Director

California Department of Transportation
1120 N Street, MS 49

Sacramento, CA 95814

Dear Mr. Dougherty:

On behalf of the City of San Diego, I am pleased to support the San Diego Association of
Governments’ (SANDAG) application for the Imperial Avenue Bikeway Project under the Active
Transportation Program.

The Imperial Avenue Bikeway Project is a key element of the San Diego Regional Bicycle Plan
that proposes to build approximately 3.1 miles of urban bikeways in the City of San Diego to
connect the Encanto and Southeastern San Diego Communities with Downtown San Diego.
SANDAG will design and build the bikeway within City of San Diego right-of-way. After
completion of the project review, permitting, and inspection phases, the City will own and maintain
the facility.

The planned improvements will provide a safe environment for users of all ages and abilities to
walk and bike which will promote increased physical activity and encourage a mode shift from
autos to non-motorized alternatives for local trips. In addition, the project will help improve first
and last mile connectivity to the regional transit network, improve access to key destinations
throughout the project area, and could serve as a catalyst for future community development
efforts.

[ appreciate your strong consideration of the application for the Imperial Avenue Bikeway
Project under the Active Transportation Program.

Sincerely, 7

Kevin L. Faulconer
Mayor
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June 14, 2016

Malcolm Dougherty, Director
California Department of Transportation
1120 N St., MS 49

Sacramento, CA 95814

Subject: Support for the Imperial Avenue Bikeway Project — ATP Cycle 3

Dear Mr. Dougherty:

I am writing to express my support for the Imperial Avenue Bikeway Project for funding consideration
under the Active Transportation Program (ATP) administered by Caltrans and the California
Transportation Commission.

The Imperial Avenue Bikeway Project proposes to build approximately 3.1 miles of urban bikeways in
the City of San Diego to connect the Encanto and Southeastern San Diego Communities with Downtown
San Diego. It is a key element of the San Diego Regional Bicycle Plan; which offers a vision for a
diverse regional bicycle system of interconnected bicycle corridors, support facilities, and programs to
make bicycling more practical and desirable to a broader range of people in our region.

This important project will significantly improve non-motorized mobility along Imperial Avenue, a major
east-west local street that provides access to a variety of destinations including schools, transit stops, and
commercial shopping centers. The planned improvements will provide a safe environment for users of all
ages and abilities to walk and bike which will promote increased physical activity and encourage a mode
shift from autos to non-motorized alternatives for local trips. In addition, this project will help improve
first and last mile connectivity to the regional transit network, improve access to jobs throughout the
project area, and could potentially serve as a catalyst for future community development efforts.

Again, | am pleased to support the Imperial Avenue Bikeway Project and urge you to approve
TP grant application. Thank you for your consideration.
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June 13, 2016

Malcolm Dougherty

Director

California Department of Transportation
1120 N Street, MS 49

Sacramento, CA 95814

RE: Active Transportation Program Cycle 3 - Support for the Imperial Avenue
Bikeway Project

Dear Mr. Dougherty:

I am writing to express my support for the Imperial Avenue Bikeway Project as it applies
for funding consideration under the Active Transportation Program administered by
Caltrans and the California Transportation Commission. The Imperial Avenue Bikeway
Project is a key element of the San Diego Regional Bicycle Plan that proposes to build
approximately 3.1 miles of urban bikeways in the City of San Diego, connecting the
Encanto and Southeastern San Diego Communities with Downtown San Diego.

This project will significantly improve non-motorized mobility along Imperial Avenue, a
major east-west local street that provides access to a variety of destinations, including
schools, transit stops and commercial shopping centers. The planned improvements will
provide a safe environment for users of all ages and abilities to walk and bike, promoting
increased physical activity, encouraging a mode shift from autos to non-motorized
alternatives for local transportation and improving the air quality of the surrounding
residential communities. In addition, the project will help improve first and last mile
connectivity to the regional transit network, improve access to jobs throughout the project
area and, potentially, serve as a catalyst for future community development efforts to
further assist and protect our region’s workers and their families.

Thank you for your leadership of the Active Transportation Program and for your kind
consideration of the Imperial Avenue Bikeway Project.

Sincerely,

N—~———

LORENA GONZALEZ
Assemblywoman, 80" District





GREGMCOX

SUPERVISOR, FIRST DISTRICT
San Diego County Board of Supervisors

June 14, 2016

Mr. Malcolm Dougherty

Director, California Department of Transportation
1120 N Street, MS 49

Sacramento, CA 95814

Subject: Active Transportation Program Cycle 3 - Support for the Imperial Avenue
Bikeway Project

Dear Mr. Dougherty:

As Supervisor of the First District of the County of San Diego, I am writing to express my
support for the “Imperial Avenue Bikeway Project” for funding consideration under the Active
Transportation Program administered by Caltrans and the California Transportation Commission.

The Imperial Avenue Bikeway Project is a key element of the San Diego Regional Bicycle Plan
that proposes to build approximately 3.1 miles of urban bikeways in the City of San Diego to
connect the Encanto and Southeastern San Diego Communities with Downtown San Diego.

This bikeway project will significantly improve non-motorized mobility along Imperial Avenue,
a major east-west local street that provides access to a variety of destinations including schools,
transit stops, and commercial shopping centers. The planned improvements will provide a safe
environment for users of all ages and abilities to walk and bike which will promote increased
physical activity and encourage a mode shift from autos to non-motorized alternatives for local
trips. In addition, the project will help improve access to jobs throughout the project area, and
could potentially serve as a catalyst for future community development efforts.

Thank you for your consideration of this grant application.

byl

GREG G

Supervisor, First District

County Administration Center 1600 Pacific Highway, Room 335 @ San Diego, CA 92101
(619) 531-5511 @ Fax (619) 235-0644 www.gregcox.com
Email: greg-cox@co.san-diego.ca.us





BIKE COALITION
SAN DIEGO COUNTY

June 4, 2016

Malcolm Dougherty, Director

California Department of Transportation
1120 N Street, MS 49

Sacramento, CA 95814

Subject: Active Transportation Program Cycle 3 - Support for the Imperial Avenue
Bikeway Project

Dear Mr. Dougherty:

| am writing to express my support for the “Imperial Avenue Bikeway Project” for funding
consideration under the Active Transportation Program administered by Caltrans and the California
Transportation Commission. The Imperial Avenue Bikeway Project is a key element of the San Diego
Regional Bicycle Plan that proposes to build approximately 3.1 miles of urban bikeways in the City
of San Diego to connect the Encanto and Southeastern San Diego Communities with Downtown
San Diego.

The Project will significantly improve non-motorized mobility along Imperial Avenue, a major east-
west local street that provides access to a variety of destinations including schools, transit stops, and
commercial shopping centers. The planned improvements will provide a safe environment for users
of all ages and abilities to walk and bike which will promote increased physical activity and
encourage a mode shift from autos to non-motorized alternatives for local trips. In addition, the
project will help improve first and last mile connectivity to the regional transit network, improve
access to jobs throughout the project area, and could potentially serve as a catalyst for future
community development efforts.

| would like to express my strong support for the Imperial Avenue Bikeway Project and thank you
for your consideration of this project. We appreciate your leadership on the Active Transportation
Program and look forward to our continued partnership for improvements to the Imperial Avenue
Bikeway.

Sincerely,

LA L

Andy Hanshaw
Executive Director





Urban

- .

putting the pieces together

May 24, 2016

Malcolm Dougherty, Director

California Department of Transportation
1120 N Street, MS 49

Sacramento, CA 95814

Subject: Active Transportation Program Cycle 3 - Support for the Imperial Avenue Bikeway Project

Dear Mr. Dougherty:

[ am writing to express my support for the “Imperial Avenue Bikeway Project” for funding consideration
under the Active Transportation Program administered by Caltrans and the California Transportation
Commission. The Imperial Avenue Bikeway Project is a key element of the San Diego Regional Bicycle Plan
that proposes to build approximately 3.1 miles of urban bikeways in the City of San Diego to connect the
Encanto and Southeastern San Diego Communities with Downtown San Diego.

The Project will significantly improve non-motorized mobility along Imperial Avenue, a major east-west local
street that provides access to a variety of destinations including schools, transit stops, and commercial
shopping centers. The planned improvements will provide a safe environment for users of all ages and
abilities to walk and bike which will promote increased physical activity and encourage a mode shift from
autos to non-motorized alternatives for local trips. In addition, the project will help improve first and last
mile connectivity to the regional transit network, improve access to jobs throughout the project area, and
could potentially serve as a catalyst for future community development efforts.

I would like to express my strong support for the Imperial Avenue Bikeway Project and thank you for your
consideration of this project. We appreciate your leadership on the Active Transportation Program and look
forward to our continued partnership for improvements to the Imperial Avenue Bikeway.

Sincerely,

Brcan Pollar

Brian Pollard, President
The Urban Collaborative Project
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ATP Cycle 3:

Imperial Avenue Bikeway (San Diego Association of Governments)

Pedestrian Calculations

AM Pedestrian

PM Pedestrian

Daily Pedestrian

Segment
Counts Counts Counts
1 675 667 4204
2 189 317 1507
3 125 204 888
4 78 181 935
AM Daily PM Daily
Pedestrian Pedestrian
Factor [1] Factor [1]
Daily Pedestrian Adjustment Factor 0.0834 01936
(from nearest segment - segment 4)
AM Pedestrian | PM Pedestrian AM Dafly PM Daily Pedestrian Average I?ally
Segment Pedestrian R Pedestrian
Counts Counts . Estimates [2] .
Estimates [2] Estimates [3]
5 51 146 611 754 683
6 78 181 935 935 935
7 78 51 935 263 599
8 71 38 851 196 524
9* 46 225 551 116 334
10 21 7 252 36 144
11 23 31 276 160 218
12 33 46 396 238 317
13 51 43 611 222 417
* no pedestrian counts available in segment 9, used average of segments 8 and segments 10
Sum of Daily

Pedestrians Across
All Segments [4]

2015 Existing Pedestrian Users 11,704
2015-2016 Growth Factor 1.1%
2016 Existing Pedestrian Users 11,832
2016-2017 Growth Factor 1.1%
2017 Pedestrian Users (No Project) 11,832
2017-2018 Growth Factor 1.1%
2018 Pedestrian Users (No Project) 11,963
2018-2019 Growth Factor 1.0%
2019 Pedestrian Users (No Project) 12,082
2019-2020 Growth Factor 1.0%
2020 Pedestrian Users (No Project) 12,203
Induced Demand Factor NA
2020 Pedestrian Users (With Project) 12,203
2020-2021 Growth Factor 1.0%
|Pedestrian Users 1 Year After Project (With Project) 12,325

Sources

[1] Daily Factors were calculated as the ratio of peak hour counts to daily counts at segment 4 because segment 4 is the nearest
to the counts at segments that do not have daily counts

L
L

2] AM and PM daily estimates were calculated by adjusting the peak hour counts with the AM and PM daily factors
3] 2015 Average Daily Estimates for each segment were defined as the average of the AM and PM Daily Estimates
[4] The sum of 2015 Daily Counts and Average Daily Estimates gives the 2015 Existing Users

[5] All annual growth Rates are calculated based on SANDAG Series 13 Regional Growth Forecast annual growth rates
[6] Research regarding induced demand on pedestrian facilities adjacent to bicycle improvements
does not support the inclusion of an induced demand factor

June 15, 2016 - Page 1 of 2





ATP Cycle 3:
Imperial Avenue Bikeway (San Diego Association of Governments)

Bicycle Calculations

Bicycle Factor

Bicycle Factor

Daily Bicycle Adjustment Factor

AM Bicycle PM Bicycle I
Segment Daily Bicycle Counts
Counts Counts
A 32 43 190
B 6 28 126
AM Daily PM Daily

0.0476 0.2222
(from nearest segment - segment B)
Seament AM Bicycle PM Bicycle | AM Daily Bicycle | PM Daily Bicycle |Average Daily Bicycle
9 Counts Counts Estimates [2] Estimates [2] Estimates [3]
C 13 18 273 81 177
D 9 15 189 68 128
E 1 5 21 23 22
F 5 8 105 36 71
G 5 4 105 18 62

Sum of Daily Bicycles
Across All Segments

[4]
2015 Existing Bicycle Users 775
2015-2016 Growth Factor 1.1%
2016 Existing Bicycle Users 784
2016-2017 Growth Factor 1.1%
2017 Bicycle Users (No Project) 784
2017-2018 Growth Factor 1.1%
2018 Bicycle Users (No Project) 792
2018-2019 Growth Factor 1.0%
2019 Bicycle Users (No Project) 800
2019-2020 Growth Factor 1.0%
2020 Bicycle Users (No Project) 808
Induced Demand Factor 279.0%
2020 Bicycle Users (With Project) 3,063
2020-2021 Growth Factor 1.0%
|Bicyc|e Users 1 Year After Project (With Project) 3,093

Sources

[1] Daily Factors were calculated as the ratio of peak hour counts to daily counts at segment B because segment B is the nearest

to the counts at segments that do not have daily counts
2] AM and PM daily estimates were calculated by adjusting the peak hour counts with the AM and PM daily factors
3] 2015 Average Daily Estimates for each segment were defined as the average of the AM and PM Daily Estimates

L
L

[4] The sum of 2015 Daily Counts and Average Daily Estimates gives the 2015 Existing Users

[5] All annual growth Rates are calculated based on SANDAG Series 13 Regional Growth Forecast annual growth rates

[6] Induced Demand Factor based on the average increase in users before and after the completion of
bicycle corridors in Portland (274% increase in users), San Francisco (305% increase in users), and Seattle (257% increase in users)

June 15, 2016 - Page 2 of 2
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BENEFIT-COST ANALYSIS TOOL _version1s






COST BENEFIT ANALYSIS OF ACTIVE TRANSPORTATION PROJECTS
INTRODUCTION

This spreadsheet tool provides a simple way of quantifying benefits and costs of active transportation
projects, except general plans. Given the necessary data, the tool would quantify mobility, health,

safety, vehicles mile travelled reduction savings, and recreational benefits.

The model is arranged by worksheets and contains the following information, data, and results:

Worksheets Contents
Cover Page
Instructions General model description and assumptions
1) Infrastructure Inputs Data input page for infrastructure projects
2) Non-Infrastructure Inputs Data input page for non-infrastructure projects
3) Non-Infrastructure- All Calculation for Non-infrastructure Non-SR2S_SR2S
4) Infrastructure- Safe Routes to Schools Calculation for infrastructure SR2S
5) Results Summary of Analysis Results
6) Individual Benefits for Infrastructure Non-SR2S
6a) Mobility Calculation of changes in mobility
6b) Health Calculation of changes in health
6c) VMT Reduction Calculation of changes in VMT reduction
6d) Recreational Calculation of changes in Recreation
6e) Safety Calculation of changes in safety
7) Aggregation
7a) Undiscounted Current Total Benefits
7b) Discounted Discounted Total Benefits
8) Parameters Economic parameters, assumptions, etc.
Miscellaneous Tables, etc.

Assumptions are necessary when doing economic analysis. These assumptions include

discount rate, value of time, accident value, etc. Discount rate of 4% was used to be consistent
with the value used in Cal/B-C model. Value of time was determined by taking half of

of the statewide wage rate in California, consistent with US Department of Transportation's Value of
Time Guidance. A 2% growth factor of average California annual growth of population was used

to account for annual increase in benefits. These assumptions and others are put on the Parameters
worksheet and should not be changed by the user.

After reading the instructions, the user should enter necessary data to analyze the project. If the
project is an infrastructure project, all data should only be inputted on the infrastructure input page.
If the project is a non-infrastructure project, all data should only be inputted on the non-infrastructure
input page. If the project is a combination of both infrastructure and non-infrastructure, data should
be inputted on both input pages.






INSTRUCTIONS

The user can analyze most projects by simply inserting limited data on the Non-infrastructure and/or
Infrastructure input page and getting results on the Results page. At the top of the sheet, the user can
enter information regarding the project name and location. This section provides general information
about active transportation projects. Box 1 is for Infrastructure projects and Box 2 is for Non-Infrastructure
projects. For Bike and Pedestrian Projects, daily person trips are one direction. *For certain cells,

pop-up messages are designed to help users if data is not readily available.
Bike Projects (Box 1A)

1 Insert the total existing number of daily bike trips (without project)

2 Insert the anticipated total number of daily bike trips after 1 year (without project).

3 Insert the anticipated total number of daily bike trips after 1 year of project completion
(with project).

4 Insert existing number of daily bike trips that are commuters

5 Insert existing number of daily bike trips that are recreational

*It no data is available tor existing trip tor commuters and recreational users, take 11% and 33%
respectively of total existing number of daily bike trips (without project).

6 For estimates, insert new daily trips that are commuters after 1 year of project completion
7 For estimates, insert new daily trips that are recreational in nature after 1 year of project completion

*If no data is available for new trip for commuters and recreational trips after 1 year of project completion,
assume half of existing bike commuter trips and recreational trips respectively.

8 If data is available, insert actual new daily trips for commuters and recreational after 1 year of project
completion.
9 Provide the Average Annual Daily Traffic (AADT) of the closest adjacent road to the proposed project.

*If the project is construction of new bike lanes, paths and/or trails, assume a percentage shift of drivers
of 5% to bicycle and walk use, using the current AADT for the closest road to the proposed project.

9 Select the appropriate type of bike class type from the pull-down menu.

Pedestrian Projects (Box 1B)
For pedestrian projects, the user can enter trips or step counts or miles walked .

10 Insert the total existing number of daily walk trips (without project)

11 Insert the anticipated total number of daily walk trips after 1 year (without project)

12 Insert the anticipated total number of daily walk trips after 1 year of project completion
(with project); OR

JPlease note: Data needs to be entered on 1, 2, 3, 10, 11, and 12 to account for benefits for bike and ped projects before and after project.






13 Insert total existing step counts (without project)

14 Insert the anticipated step counts after 1 year (with project); OR
15 Insert total miles walked (without project)

16 Insert anticipated miles walked after 1 year (with project)

Safe Routes to School (SR2S) Infrastructure Projects (Box 1C)

17 Insert number of students enrolled in the school/s

18 Insert approximate number of students living along school route proposed for improvement.
19 Percentage of students that currently walk or bike to school

20 Projected percentage of students that will walk or bike to school after the project is completed

Infrastructure Project Costs (Box 1D)

21 Insert project cost for the Non-SR2S Infrastructure project
22 Insert project cost for theSR2S Infrastructure project

ATP Requested Funds (Box 1E)
For a benefit-cost analysis, total project cost is used to calculate benefit-cost ratio. However, the ATP
Guidelines require benefits relative to funds requested be calculated as well. Provide the funds requested
below for infrastructure projects.

23 Insert ATP funds requested for the Non-SR2S Infrastructure project
24 Insert ATP funds requested for the SR2S Infrastructure project

Crash Data (Box 1F)

25 Enter total number of fatal crashes for the last 5 years
26 Enter total number of injury crashes for the last 5 years
27 Enter total number of property-damage only (PDO) crashes for the last 5 years

Crashes involving pedestrians and cyclists are often underreported. For this b/c

analysis, we require that users provide the last 5 years of crash data to capture any years
that did not have any accidents. Statewide Integrated Traffic Records System (SWITRS)
with their Annual Report of Fatal and Injury Motor Vehicle Traffic Collisions is a good source
for fatal and injury accidents. http://www.chp.ca.gov/switrs/.

SafeTREC Transportation Injury Mapping Systems (TIMS) by University of California, Berkeley-
website also includes "SWITRS GIS Map" tool that can be used to gather the crash datz
for specific improvement. http://tims.berkeley.edu/

Annual average for each crashes are calculated automatically after data crash data is entered.
Safety Countermeasures (Box 1G)

Mark any countermeasures associated with the project, with a capital "Y" and capital "N"
if not included. Countermeasures should be significant, which is defined here to cost at
least 15% of total project costs. Other reduction factor countermeasures should be filled
out if specific countermeasures are not explicit on the enumerated choices.






If the project only involves infrastructure project, the user is ready to do the analysis.
However, if the project has a non-infrastructure component, the user still needs to fill out
and follow instructions for non-infrastructure project types.

SR2S Outreach Non-Infrastructure (Box 2A)

28 Insert number of students enrolled in the school/s

29 Insert number of students that currently walk or bike to school; OR
30 Insert percentage of students that currently walk or bike to school
31 Insert project cost for the outreach

32 Insert ATP funds requested

33 Duration of outreach (months)

Numbers 28-30 can be the same as numbers 17-20 under Box 1C. However, to make things

simpler and avoid any overlapping of benefits, 28-30 are strictly for NON-INFRASTRUCTURE
and 17-20 are for SR2S INFRASTRUCTURE projects.

Outreach to users will be automatically calculated once we have number of enrolled
students minus number of students that currently walk or bike to school.

Non-SR2S Outreach Non-Infrastructure (Box 2B)

31 Insert number of targeted participants, a subset of a population of town or city.
32 Insert number of residents or participants that currently walk or bike ; OR

33 Insert percentage of residents or participants that currently walk or bike

34 Insert project cost of the outreach

35 Duration of outreach (months)

Outreach to users will be automatically calculated once we have number of targeted
participant minus number of them that currently walk or bike.

Perception, Promotional Effort, Age and Duration boxes (Boxes 2C, 2D, 2E, and 2F)

Based from a review of several academic articles and government publications, four broad reoccurring
themes either promoted or discouraged active transportation. Brief description of the reoccurring theme
are included to aid in filling out the appropriate boxes for the outreach project.

Perception: The attitude or belief about active transportation is critical to get someone to try it. Negative
deterrents include unsafe, not connected, physically difficult, unaesthetic surroundings, distance, etc.
Hands-on outreach (e.g., walk audit) is more successful in changing a potential user attitude.

Collective Promotional Efforts: A coordinated and collective effort by multiple entities/stakeholders
is more successful in promoting active transportation user than a single promotional effort, for example
the 5E's--engineering, enforcement, education, encouragement, and evaluation.






Age: The usage of active transportation during ones youth generally carries over into adulthood. At the
time when children become independent--around middle school--is when the benefits of active
transportation promotion can be maximized. This is because there are higher safety/danger risks ol
letting young adolescents take active transportation modes on their own, e.g., not being alert

when there is vehicle traffic. Furthermore, older adults tend to stop utilizing some active modes such
as biking because of physical limitations.

Duration: The frequency of an outreach effort is critical because it reinforces active transportation
behavior. In comparison, bike-to-work month is more successful compared to a one-time safety course
because of the action of taking active transportation is reinforced multiple times.

These four reoccurring themes are the basis for weighing non-infrastructure criteria. While reviewing
the literature, there was a significant amount qualitative data, but lack of quantitative findings. Due

to the lack of quantitative data--necessary to monetize assumed benefits--the non-infrastructure benefit-
cost criteria attempts to calculate the longitudinal users based on a given non-infrastructure project

This estimated longitudinal estimate is then applied to the infrastructure benefit-cost tool to quantify
benefit-cost ratio.

* Projected New Active Trans Riders will be automatically calculated when Boxes 2A through
2F are filled out.

Crash Data (Box 2G)
23 Enter total number of fatal crashes for the last 5 years
24 Enter total number of injury crashes for the last 5 years
25 Enter total number of property-damage only (PDO) crashes for the last 5 years

Annual average for each crashes are calculated automatically after data crash data is entered.






Project Name:

Imperial Avenue Bikeway

INFRASTRUCTURE

Project Location:

Downtown San Diego

Bike Pro;ecfs (Daily Person Trips for All Users) (Box1A)

PI'OJECE COSTS (Box 1D)

Percentage of students that currently walk or bike
to school

Projected percentage of students that will walk or
bike to school after the project

Other reduction factor countermeasures

Without Project With Project Non-SR2S Infrastructure Project Cost $11,037,138
Existing 784 SR2S Infrastructure Project Cost
Forecast (1 Yr after completion) 816

Commuters Recreational Users [ATP Requested Funds (Box 1E)
Existing Trips 86 259 Non-SR2S Infrastructure $4,450,041
NEew Dally ITIpS (estimate) 43.12 129.36 SR2S Infrastructure
(1 YR aftercompletion) (actual)
CRASH DATA (Box 1F) Last 5 Yrs Annual Average

Project Information- Non SR2S Infrastructure Fatal Crashes 2 0.4
Bike Class Type Bike Class Il Injury Crashes 70 1z
Average Annual Daily Traffic (AADT) PDO 0
[Pedestrian Projects (Daily Person Trips for All Users) (Box 1B) SAFETY COUNTERMEASURES (improvements) (Box 1G) YorN

Without Project With Project (Capitalized)
Existing 11,832 c Pedestrian countdown signal heads Y
Forecast (1 YR after project 12,325 ° -,g Pedestrian crossing Y
completion) TE g Advance stop bar before crosswalk

Without Project With Project & £ |Install overpass/underpass
Existing step counts ‘ ‘ S ° s Raised medians/refuge islands
(B0 SR =4 62 = & |Pedestrian crossing (ew signs and markings only)
Existing miles walked ‘ ‘ .go g Pedestrian crossing (safety features/curb extensions)

S £ [Pedestrian signals

Safe Routes to School (SR2S) (Box 1¢) Total Bike lanes Y
Number of student enrollment : % Sidewalk/pathway (to avoid walking along roadway) Y
Approximate no. of students living along school -§ Pedestrian crossing (with enhanced safety features)
route proposed for improvement & [Pedestrian crossing






Project Name:

NON-INFRASTRUCTURE

Project Location:

[Outreach [ SR2S)- (Box 2A)

Participants (School Enrollment)

Current Active Trans Walker/Bicyclist Users
Percentage of Current Active Trans Walkers/Bicyclists
Project Cost

ATP Requested Funds

Duration of Outreach (months)

Outreach to new users

[Outreach (Non SR2S)- (Box 28B)

Participants

Current Active Trans Walker/Bicyclist Users

Percentage of Current Active Trans Walkers/Bicyclists

Project Cost

ATP Requested Funds

Duration of Outreach (months)

Outreach to new users

Perception (must be marked with an "x")- (Box 2¢)

Outreach is Hands-on (self-efficacy)

Overcome Barriers (e.g., dist, time, etc.)

Eliminates Hazards/Threats (speed, crime, etc.)

Connected or Addresses Connectivity Challenges

Creating Value in Using Active Transportation

nn

Promotional Effort (must be marked with an "x")- (Box 2D)
Effort Targets 5E's or 5 P's
Knowledgable Staff/Educator
Partnership/Volunteers
Creates Community Ownership/Relationship
Part of Bigger Effort (e.g., political support)

n,n

Age (must be marked with an "x")- (Box 2E)
Younger than 10

10-12

13-24

25-55

55+

Duration (must be marked with an "x")- (Box 2F)

One Day

One Month

One Year
Multiple Years
Continuous Effort

Projected New Active Trans Riders

Longitudinal New Users

Projected New Active Trans Riders

Longitudinal New Users

CRASH DATA - (Box 26G) Last 5 Yrs
Fatal Crashes
Injury Crashes
PDO

Assumption:
Benefits only accrue for five years, unless the project
is ongoing.






Non Infrastructure- All

F?rojected New ATP Users

7]

JAnnual Mobility Beneris | ﬂ Did not qu:
|Annua| Health Benerits | ﬂ
|Annua| Recreational Beneris | ﬂ Did not qu:
JAnnual §afety Beneris | ﬂ Safety ben
Fuel saved SO
Emissions Saved S0 |
Fuel and Emissions Saved SO

Underlying assumptions for calculations:

1) 1 mile drivenis ~ 0.05 gal ~ 1 Ib of CO2 based on US average 20mpg.

Source: Active Transportation for America: The Case for Increased Federal Investme
in Bicycling and Walking. Rails to Trails Conservancy, page 22.
http://www.railstotrails.org/resourcehandler.ashx?id=2948

2) Assume users divert 1040 miles ( 4 miles (bike 3 mi, walk .6 mi) * 5days *52 week
3) Gasoline price per gallon is $3.41 (incl. tax)

4) Carbon price is $25 per ton (updated $2014 value)

5) 2,000 Ibs =1 ton

ESTIMATED SAFETY BENEFITS FROM POTENTIAL CRASH REDUCTION






OTHER

REDUCTION
Countermeasures FACTOR
Crash Reduction Factors (CRFs) 10%
Service Life 5

1st year S0
Fatal Injury PDO Total

0 0 0

$3,750,837 $80,000] $6,924






antify mobility benefits.

antify recreational benefits.

efits are assumed to be a reduction in Other Reduction Factor Countermeasures.

nt

s)






SAFE ROUTES TO SCHOOL

Infrastructure

Before Project
No. of students enrollment

Assumptions:
1) 180 school days

Approximate no. of students living along
school route proposed for improvement

2) 2 miles distance to s

Percent that currently walks/bikes to school 3) Takes 1 hour back ai

4) Approximate no. of .
before and after to ge
5) We used the value c
After Project community in general.

Number of students that walk/bike to school

No. of students enrollment 6) Safety benefits are ¢

Approximate no. of students living along
school route proposed for improvement

Projected percentage of students that will
walk or bike because of the project

Number of students that will walk/bike to
school after the project

ATP ShiTt
Fuels saved
Emissions Saved

Annual Mobility Benefits sof

Annual Health Benefits Sof

Annual Safety Benefits $1,302,767

Fuel and Emissions Saved 8y |

Recreational Benefits SOI Did not quantify recreational ben






chool = 1 hour walk

1d forth to school grounds, used distance of 1 mile (composite for bike and walk)
students living along school route proposed for improvement- we used this number for
t an actual increase number of ATP users or corresponding percentage.

if time for adults for SR2S since we did not quantify parents' time, and the

Value of time for adults $13.03 vs. $5.42 for kids.

iIssumed to be the same as non-SRTS infrastructure projects.

efits for SR2S Infrastructure projects.





20 Year Invest Summary Analysis

Total Costs $11,037,138.00
Net Present Cost $10,612,632.69
Total Benefits $85,284,092.04
Net Present Benefit $56,481,907.11
Benefit-Cost Ratio 5.32

20 Year Itemized Savings

Mobility $6,132,914.78
Health S4,048,523.44
Recreational $10,523,124.77
Gas & Emissions $1,271,889.72
Safety $63,307,639.32
Funds Requested $4,450,041.00

Net Present Cost of Funds Requested $4,278,885.58

Benefit Cost Ratio 13.2






ESTIMATED DAILY MOBILITY BENEFITS FROM THE PROJECT

Current Walk Counts Project Types

Total miles walked 0.00 For M values:

Total person Trips walked 12,325.00 20.38 min/trip  OFF STREET

Total Steps walked 0.00 18.02 min/trip ON STREET w/o parking benefit

15.83 min/trip  ON STREET w/ parking benefit

After the Project is Completed

Total miles walked 0.00 $13.03 Value of Time

Total person trips walked 12,325.00

Total Steps walked 0.00 600 steps=0.3mi=1 trip

Converted miles walked to trips 0 S1 Value of Total Pedestrian Environmental Impacts per trig
Difference of person trips walked 0

Converted steps walked to trips 0

Current Bike Counts
Existing Commuters 86
New Commuters 43

[Benefits, 2014 values

Annual Mobility Benefit (Walking) SO
Annual Mobility Benefit (Biking) $252,410.65
Total Annual Mobility Benefits $252,411
Sources:

NCHRP 552 Methodology (Biking)
Heuman (2006) as reported by UK Dept of Transport and Guidance (walking)





Bike Class |
Bike Class Il
Bike Class Il





YEARLY ESTIMATED HEALTH BENEFITS FROM THE PROJECT

INFRASTRUCTURE
Cycling:
New Cyclists 1138.5
GDP Deflator
Value of Health (ave.annual) 5146 2006 0.9429
2014 1.0781
Annual Health Benefits $166,624
Walking:
New Walkers 0]
Value of Health S146
Annual Health Benefits S0
Total Annual Health Benefits 5166524'

Source: NCHRP 552- Guidelines for Analysis of Investments in
Bicycle Facilities, Appendix G.

(Estimated annual per capita cost savings of direct and/indirect)
of physical activity)





YEARLY ESTIMATED GAS AND EMISSION SAVINGS FROM THE PROJECT

INFRASTRUCTURE

New Pedestrians 0
New §icyc|ists 1,139
Avoided VMT due to Walking 0
Avoided VMT due to Biking 286,048
Fuel Saved S48,771 |
Emissions Saved 33,576
Fuel and Emissions saved §52,347 |

Underlying assumptions for calculations:

1) Bike miles traveled= 1.5 mi, walk miles traveled= .3 (CHTS)

2) Assume 50% of new walkers and cyclists choose not to drive their cars

3) 1 mile drivenis ~ 0.05 gal ~ 1 |b of CO2 based on US average 20mpg.

Source: Active Transportation for America: The Case for Increased Federal Investment
in Bicycling and Walking. Rails to Trails Conservancy, page 22.

http://www.railstotrails.org/resourcehandler.ashx?id=2948

4) Gasoline price per gallon is $3.41 (incl. tax)
5) Carbon price is $25 per ton






6) 250 working days
7) 2,000 Ibs = 1 ton






YEARLY ESTIMATED RECREATIONAL BENEFITS FROM THE PROJECT

Biking

New Recreational Users 129 $10 per trip
New Commuters 43

ExistingRecreational Users 259 $4 per trip
Value of Sper'ldlng Recreational Time for $160,406

New Recreational Users

Va‘Iu‘eof Spendln'g Recreational Time for $128,325

Existing Recreational Users

Potential number of recreational time 124

outdoors

Annual Biking Recreational Benefits 288,732 |

Sources: NCHRP 552 for New Users and Commuters,

TAG (January 2010 UK's Department of Transport Guidance on the

Appraisal of Walking and Cycling Schemes) for Existing Users,

World Health Organization's HEAT for cycling (124 days- the observed

number of days cycled in Stockholm)

Walking

Total Recreational pedestrians 0 | 15%- See Misc. Tab
Value of Spending Recreational timefor %0 $1 per trip
all pedestrians

Potential number of recreational time

365

outdoors
[Annualwalking Recreational Benefits S0 |

Sources: Pedestrian and Bicycle Information Center.
TAG (January 2010 UK's Department of Transport Guidance on the
Appraisal of Walking and Cycling Schemes) for Existing Users.

[Total Annual Recreational Benefits | $288,732|






ESTIMATED SAFETY BENEFITS FROM POTENTIAL CRASH REDUCTION

SIGNALIZED INTERSECTION COUNTERMEASURES

UNSIGNALIZED INTERESECTIC

Install pedestrian

Install advance stop

Install pedestrian

Install pedestrian

countdown signal! Install pedestrian ! bar before crosswalk overpass/ Install raised medians/ !crossings (new signs and
Countermeasures heads crossing (bicycle box) underpass refuge islands markings only
Applicable Countermeasures Y Y 0 0 0 0
Crash Reduction Factors (CRFs) 25% 25% 15% 75% 45% 25%
Service Life 20 20 10 20 20 10
i i
H H
1st year $697,911 $697,911 SO SO SO SO
Fatal Injury PDO Total
0.4 14 0 14.48
$4,130,347 $81,393 $7,624

Assumption:
For Other Reduction Factor countermeasure, EAB assumes 20 years service life.





JN COUNTERMEASURES

ROADWAY COUNTERMEASURES

Install pedestrian crossing

pathway (to avoid

crossing (with

(with enhanced safety | Install pedestrian ! Install bike walking along enhanced safety Install Pedestrian OTHER REDUCTION Average of 3 highest
measures/ curb extensions signal lanes roadways measures crossing FACTOR countermeasures
0 0 Y Y 0 0 0
35% 55% 35% 80% 30% 35% 10%
20 20 20 20 10 10 20
SO S0! $977,076 $2,233,315 SO SO SO $1,302,767











ECONOMIC EVALUATION (Constant Values)

Total Benefits HiHHH ]
Mobility Benefits $6,132,915
Health Benefits $4,048,523
Recreational Benefits HitHH S
Safety Benefits HEHHHHHHH
Gas & Emission Benefits $1,271,890

|Tota| Costs $11,037,138|

|Beneﬂ't-Cost Ratio (BCR) 6.9]

NON-INFRASTRUCTURE-Non-SR2S and SR2S











INFRASTRUCTURE - Non SR2S

INFRASTRUCTURE- SR2S










COMBO PROJECTS- Non SR2s Infrastructure and NonlInfrastructure

COMBO PROJECTS- SR2S Infrastructure and Noninfrastructure










COMBO PROJECTS- NonSR2S & SR2S Infrastructure

SUMMARY OF QUANTIFIABLE BENEFITS AND COSTS










SUMMARY OF QUANTIFIABLE BENEFITS AND COSTS
















PARAMETERS

min/trip
min/trip
min/trip

$146 |annualS/person
$146 |annual$/person

S/crash

$4,130,347

$81,393

S/crash

S/crash

$7,624

Source: Appendix D, Local Roadway Safety: A manual for CA's Local Road Owners Caltrans. April 2013.

per trip
per trip

per trip

Average fuel price (November 2013-No
http://www.eia.gov/tof

Interagency Working Group on Social C
for Regulatory Impact £






Average CA Annual Growth of Population (1955-2011)
Discount Rate used (same as Cal B/C Model)






Recreation 33
Exercise or health 28
Personal errands 17
Vist a friend or relative 8
Commuting to/from work 7
Commuting to/from school 4

Exercise or health 39
Personal errands 17
Recreation 15
Walk the dog 7
Visit a friend or relative 7
Commuting to/from work 5
Commuting to/from school 3
Required for my job 2

Estimated Ani
(direct and/or

Study/Agency

Washington DOH

Garrett et al.

South Carolina DOH

Georgia Department of Human Re

Colditz

Minnesota DOH

Goetz et al.

Pronk et al.

Pratt ‘

Michigan Fitness Foundation

Source: The 2012 National Survey of Pedestrian and
Bicyclist Attitudes and Behaviors, Highlights Report.
Pedestrian & Bicycle Information Center.

Source: NCHRP 552, Guidelines fo
Facilities, Appendix G.

Note: An annual per-capita cost s:
determined by taking the median

year 20065. The updated 2014S ve





nual Per Capita Cost Savings
indirect of physical activity)

Per Capita Cost Savings (5)

Gross Domestic Product (GDF

19

57

78

sources 79

91

>100

172

176

330

1175

r Analysis of Investments in Bicycle

avings from physical activity of $128 was
value of ten noted studies above for

ilue is $13.03.

Fiscal Year Chained GD
2006 0.9
2007 0.9
2008 0.9
2009 1.0
2010 1.0
2011 1.0
2012 1.0
2013 1.0
2014 (est.) 1.0
2015 (est.) 1.0
2016 (est.) 1.1
2017 (est.) 1.1
2018 (est.) 1.1
2019 (est.) 1.1

Source: Office of Management Bud
Table 10.1- Gross Domestic Product
http://www.whitehouse.gov/sites/

page 217-218.





' Deflator)

P Price Index

429
684
884
000
087
284
464
622
781
966
170
391
619
852

lget, Budget of the United States Government, Fiscal Year 2015
:and Deflators in the Historical Tables: 1940-2019.
default/files/omb/budget/fy2015/assets/hist.pdf
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Imperial Avenue Bikeway: Consistency with Adopted Regional Transportation Plans

Table A.1 (continued)
Revenue Constrained Projects

Active Transportation Projects (continued)

Capital  Capital
_ o Cost Cost
Project Jurisdiction(s) ($2014)  ($YOE)
millions  millions
San Diego River Trail - Father Junipero Serra Trail to Santee Santee $10.0 $17.9
Downtown to Southeast connections San Diego $23.8 $42.6
Coastal Rail Trail San Diego - UTC San Diego $3.8 $6.8
Coastal Rail Trail San Diego - Rose Canyon San Diego $12.0 $21.5
Coastal Rail Trail San Diego - Pac Hwy (W Washington St to San Diego $4.0 $7.2
Laurel St)
Coastal Rail Trail San Diego - Pac Hwy (Laurel St to Santa Fe San Diego $8.0 $14.3
Depot)
Coastal Rail Trail San Diego — Pac Hwy (Taylor St to .
W Washington St) San Diego $4.0 $7.2
Coastal Rail Trail San Diego- Pac Hwy (Fiesta Island Rd to San Diego $7.0 $12.5
Taylor St)
City Heights /Encanto/Lemon Grove Lemon Grove/San Diego $7.0 $12.5
City Heights/Fairmount Corridor San Diego $12.0 $21.5
Rolando to Grossmont/La Mesa La Mesa/El Cajon/San Diego $2.0 $3.6
La Mesa/Lemon Grove/El Cajon connections Lemon Grove/La Mesa $6.0 $10.7
San Diego River Trail - Qualcomm Stadium to Ward Rd San Diego $2.0 $3.6
San Diego River Trail - Rancho Mission Rd to Camino Del Rio S , $0.3 $0.5
an Diego
North
Coastal F_<a|| Trail San Diego - Rose Creek Mission Bay San Diego $4.0 $7.2
Connection
Coastal Rail Trail Carlsbad - Reach 4 Cannon to Palomar $5.0 $8.9
. Carlsbad
Airport Rd
Coastal Rail Trail Carlsbad - Reach 5 Palomar Airport Rd to $3.0 $5.4
. . . Carlsbad
Poinsettia Station
Coastal Rail Trail Encinitas - Carlsbad to Leucadia Encinitas $7.0 $12.5
Coastal Rail Trail Del Mar Del Mar $0.4 $0.7
Coastal Rail Trail Carlsbad - Reach 4 Cannon to Palomar $5.0 $8.9
. Carlsbad
Airport Rd
Coastal Rail Trail San Diego - Del Mar to Sorrento via Carmel Del Mar/San Diego $0.4 $0.7
Valley
Coastal Rail Trail San Diego - Carmel Valley to Roselle via San Diego $0.9 $1.6
Sorrento
Coastal Rail Trail San Diego - Roselle Canyon San Diego $5.0 $8.9
Chula Vista/National City connections Chula Vista/ National City $11.0 $19.7
Pacific Beach to Mission Beach San Diego $10.0 $17.9
Appendix A :: Transportation Projects, Costs, and Phasing 9
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Phasing: EAP within $200m cap

Imperial AvegsiaiBikensayarConsistency with Adopted Regional Transportation Plans

Proposed Project Priority

EAP exceeding $200m cap

** Continued from previous phase

Funding
FY Existing Through
Priority  Facility Type Project Jurisdiction(s) Starting  Project Phase Project Phase Cost Rolling Total Cost
1 High-Priority Urban Bikeway 1 Uptown San Diego 14 Design Const. S 22,889,000 S 22,889,000
1 High-Priority Urban Bikeway 3 Uptown San Diego 14 Design Const. S 17,979,000 S 40,868,000
1 High-Priority Urban Bikeway 7 Uptown San Diego 14 Design Const. S 2,579,000 $ 43,446,000
2 High-Priority Urban Bikeway 2 North Park -- Mid-City San Diego 14 Design Const. S 5,727,000 $ 49,173,000
2 High-Priority Urban Bikeway 4 North Park -- Mid-City San Diego 14 Design Const. S 5,775,000 $ 54,948,000
2 High-Priority Urban Bikeway 5 North Park -- Mid-City San Diego 14 Design Const. S 2,688,000 $ 57,636,000
2 High-Priority Urban Bikeway 6 North Park -- Mid-City San Diego 14 Design Const. S 4,869,000 $ 62,505,000
2 High-Priority Urban Bikeway 14 North Park -- Mid-City San Diego 14 Design Const. S 4,319,000 $ 66,824,000
3 Class | Bikeway 31A San Diego River Trail - Qualcomm Stadium San Diego 14 Design Const. S 829,000 $ 67,652,000
4 Class | Bikeway 31B San Diego River Trail - Father Junipero Serra Trail to Santee Santee 14 Design ROW S 2,816,000 $ 70,469,000
5 Class | Bikeway 33 Coastal Rail Trail San Diego - Rose Creek San Diego 14 Design Const. S 20,636,000 S 91,105,000
6 Class | Bikeway 36 Bayshore Bikeway - Main St to Palomar Chula Vista/Imperial Beach 14 Enviro Const. S 2,959,000 $ 94,064,000
7 Class | Bikeway 39C Coastal Rail Trail Encinitas - Chesterfield to G Encinitas 14 Design Const. S 6,885,000 $ 100,949,000
8 Class | Bikeway 39D Coastal Rail Trail Encinitas - Chesterfield to Solana Beach Encinitas 14 Design Eng. S 100,000 $ 101,050,000
9 Class | Bikeway 51 (A,B,C,D) Inland Rail Trail San Marcos, Vista, Co. of SD 14 Env/Design  Const. S 32,691,000 $ 133,740,000
13 Class | Bikeway 52 Coastal Rail Trail Oceanside - Wisconsin to Oceanside Blvd. Oceanside 14 Const Const. S 200,000 $ 133,940,000
14 Class | Bikeway 53 Plaza Bonita Bike Path National City 14 Const Const. S 400,000 S 134,340,000
15 Class | Bikeway 55 Bayshore Bikeway - National City Marina to 32nds St San Diego/National City 14 Const Const. S 1,503,000 S 135,843,000
16 Class | Bikeway 54 1-15 Mid-City - Adams Ave to Camino Del Rio S San Diego 14 Engineering Const. S 9,341,000 $ 145,184,000
17 Class | Bikeway 50 Bayshore Bikeway - Barrio Logan San Diego 14 ROW S 4,604,000 $ 149,789,000
18 High-Priority Urban Bikeway 6A Pershing and El Prado San Diego 15 Const. S 7,282,000 $ 157,071,000
18 High-Priority Urban Bikeway 7A Pershing and El Prado San Diego 15 Const. S 613,000 S 157,684,000
19 High-Priority Urban Bikeway 8 Downtown to Southeast connections San Diego 15 ROW S 787,000 $ 158,471,000
19 High-Priority Urban Bikeway 9 Downtown to Southeast connections San Diego 15 ROW S 3,045,000 $ 161,516,000
19 High-Priority Urban Bikeway 10 Downtown to Southeast connections San Diego 15 ROW S 2,825,000 $ 164,341,000
20 High-Priority Urban Bikeway 13 San Ysidro to Imperial Beach - Bayshore Bikeway Connection Imperial Beach/San Diego 15 ROW S 1,726,000 S 166,067,000
20 High-Priority Urban Bikeway 21 San Ysidro to Imperial Beach - Bayshore Bikeway Connection Imperial Beach/San Diego 15 ROW S 860,000 $ 166,927,000
21 High-Priority Urban Bikeway 18 Terrace Dr/Central Ave - Adams to Wightman San Diego 15 Const. S 1,407,000 $ 168,334,000
22 Class | Bikeway 31C San Diego River Trail - | 805 to Fenton San Diego 16 Const. S 1,741,000 $ 170,075,000
23 Class | Bikeway 31D San Diego River Trail - Short gap connections San Diego 16 Const. S 1,370,000 S 171,445,000
24 Class | Bikeway 398 Coastal Rail Trail Encinitas - Leucadia to G Street Encinitas 16 Const. S 4,763,000 $ 176,209,000
25 Class | Bikeway 45 Coastal Rail Trail San Diego - UTC San Diego 16 ROW S 791,000 $ 177,000,000
26 Class | Bikeway 46 Coastal Rail Trail San Diego - Rose Canyon San Diego 16 Env/Design ROW S 2,508,000 $ 179,508,000
27 Class | Bikeway 48D Coastal Rail Trail San Diego - Pac Hwy (W. Washington Street to Laurel Street) San Diego 16 Const. S 4,050,000 $ 183,559,000
28 Class | Bikeway 48E Coastal Rail Trail San Diego - Pac Hwy (Laurel Street to Santa Fe Depot) San Diego 16 Const. S 7,628,000 $ 191,187,000
8** Class | Bikeway 39D Coastal Rail Trail San Diego - Encinitas Chesterfield to Solana Beach (construction phase) Encinitas 17 Const. S 127,000 $ 191,314,000
29 Class | Bikeway 48C Coastal Rail Trail San Diego - Pac Hwy (Taylor Street to W. Washington Street) San Diego 17 Const. S 3,994,000 $ 195,308,000
20**  High-Priority Urban Bikeway 13,21 San Ysidro to Imperial Beach - Bayshore Bikeway Connection Imperial Beach/San Diego 18 Const. $ 6,204,000 $ 201,513,000 | Scenario 1 - $200M with $1 million annual grants
30 Class | Bikeway 48B Coastal Rail Trail San Diego- Pac Hwy (Fiesta Island Road to Taylor Street) San Diego 18 Const. S 7,270,000 $ 208,783,000
Ak Class | Bikeway 31B San Diego River Trail - Father Junipero Serra Trail to Santee (construction phase) Santee 19 Const. S 7,412,000 S 216,195,000
17**  Class | Bikeway 50 Bayshore Bikeway - Barrio Logan (construction phase) San Diego 19 Const. S 13,591,000 $ 229,786,000
19**  High-Priority Urban Bikeway 8,9, 10 Downtown to Southeast connections (construction phase) San Diego 19 Const. S 17,015,000 S 246,801,000
25**  Class | Bikeway 45 Coastal Rail Trail San Diego - UTC (construction phase) San Diego 19 Const. S 2,691,000 $ 249,492,000
31 High-Priority Urban Bikeway 11, 16, 16A City Heights /Encanto/Lemon Grove Lemon Grove/San Diego 19 Const. S 7,045,000 $ 256,537,000
32 High-Priority Urban Bikeway 12, 12A City Heights/Fairmount Corridor San Diego 19 Const. S 12,216,000 S 268,753,000
33 High-Priority Urban Bikeway 14A Roland to Grossmont/La Mesa La Mesa/El Cajon/San Diego 19 Const. S 2,469,000 $ 271,222,000
34 High-Priority Urban Bikeway 15, 15A, 20, 20A La Mesa/Lemon Grove/El Cajon connections Lemon Grove/La Mesa 19 Const. S 5,458,000 $ 276,680,000
26**  Class | Bikeway 46 Coastal Rail Trail - Rose Canyon (construction phase) San Diego 20 Const. S 8,433,000 $ 285,112,000
35 Class | Bikeway 31E San Diego River Trail - Qualcomm Stadium to Ward Rd San Diego 20 Const. S 1,568,000 $ 286,681,000
36 Class | Bikeway 31F San Diego River Trail - Rancho Mission Road to Camino Del Rio North San Diego 20 Const. S 263,000 $ 286,944,000
37 Class | Bikeway 33A Coastal Rail Trail San Diego - Rose Creek Mission Bay Connection San Diego 20 Const. S 3,990,000 $ 290,934,000
38 Class | Bikeway 38B Coastal Rail Trail Carlsbad - Reach 4 Cannon to Palomar Airport Rd. Carlsbad 20 Const. S 5,084,000 $ 296,018,000
39 Class | Bikeway 38C Coastal Rail Trail Carlsbad - Reach 5 Palomar Airport Road to Poinsettia Station Carlsbad 20 Const. S 2,738,000 $ 298,757,000
40 Class | Bikeway 39A Coastal Rail Trail Encinitas - Carlsbad to Leucadia Encinitas 20 Const. S 6,634,000 S 305,391,000
41 High-Priority Urban Bikeway 41 Coastal Rail Trail Del Mar Del Mar 20 Const. S 396,000 $ 305,787,000
42 Class | Bikeway 42 Coastal Rail Trail San Diego - Del Mar to Sorrento via Carmel Valley Del Mar/San Diego 20 Const. S 411,000 S 306,199,000
43 Class | Bikeway 43 Coastal Rail Trail San Diego - Carmel Valley to Roselle via Sorrento San Diego 20 Const. S 867,000 $ 307,066,000
44 Class | Bikeway 44 Coastal Rail Trail San Diego - Roselle Canyon San Diego 20 Const. S 4,958,000 $ 312,024,000
45 High-Priority Urban Bikeway 13B, 24 Chula Vista National City connections Chula Vista/National City 21 Const. S 10,516,000 S 322,540,000
46 High-Priority Urban Bikeway 19, 30 Pacific Beach to Mission Beach San Diego 21 Const. S 9,509,000 $ 332,049,000
47 High-Priority Urban Bikeway 25, 26, 26A Ocean Beach to Mission Bay San Diego 21 Const. S 23,815,000 S 355,864,000
48 Class | Bikeway 31H San Diego River Trail - Bridge connection (Sefton Field to Mission Valley YMCA) San Diego 22 Const. S 7,259,000 $ 363,122,000
49 Class | Bikeway 31l San Diego River Trail - Mast Park to Lakeside baseball park Santee 22 Const. S 10,335,000 S 373,458,000
50 Class | Bikeway 35 1-8 Flyover (Camino del Rio South to Camino del Rio North) San Diego 22 Const. S 9,914,000 $ 383,371,000
51 Class | Bikeway 378 Coastal Rail Trail Oceanside - Broadway to Eaton Oceanside 22 Const. S 445,000 S 383,817,000
52 High-Priority Urban Bikeway 17, 23, 29, 29A El Cajon - Santee connections El Cajon/La Mesa/Santee 22 Const. S 12,289,000 S 396,106,000
53 Class | Bikeway 31 San Diego River Trail - Father JS Trail to West Hills Parkway San Diego 22 Const. S 2,883,000 $ 398,989,000
54 Class | Bikeway 32 Inland Rail Trail Oceanside Oceanside 22 Const. S 18,786,000 S 417,775,000
55 Class | Bikeway 38A Coastal Rail Trail Carlsbad - Reach 3 Tamarack to Cannon Carlsbad 22 Const. S 4,814,000 $ 422,589,000
56 High-Priority Urban Bikeway 22 Clairemont Drive (Mission Bay to Burgener) San Diego 23 Const. S 7,688,000 S 430,277,000
57 High-Priority Urban Bikeway 25A Harbor Drive (Downtown to Ocean Beach) San Diego 23 Const. S 6,980,000 $ 437,257,000
58 High-Priority Urban Bikeway 28 Mira Mesa Bike Boulevard San Diego 23 Const. S 3,751,000 $ 441,008,000
59 Class | Bikeway 13C Sweetwater River Bikeway Ramps National City 23 Const. S 8,883,000 $ 449,891,000
60 Class | Bikeway 37A Coastal Rail Trail Oceanside - Alta Loma Marsh bridge Oceanside 23 Const. S 4,684,000 S 454,575,000
61 Class | Bikeway 48A Coastal Rail Trail San Deigo - Mission Bay (Clairemont to Tecolote) San Diego 23 Const. S 3,092,000 $ 457,667,000
62 Class | Bikeway 49 Bayshore Bikeway Coronado - Golf course adjacent Coronado 23 Const. S 2,817,000 S 460,484,000
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BOARD OF DIRECTORS AGENDA ITEM NO. 13-09-1 4
SEPTEMBER 27, 2013 ACTION REQUESTED - APPROVE
PROPOSED REGIONAL BIKE PLAN File Number 3300200

EARLY ACTION PROGRAM
Introduction Recommendation

Riding to 2050: San Diego Regional Bicycle Plan (Bike Plan) | The Transportation Committee recommends
was approved by the Board of Directors on May 28, 2010. | that the Board of Directors approve the
The Bike Plan was developed to support implementation | Regional Bike Plan Early Action Program with
of the Regional Comprehensive Plan and the 2050 | Scenario 1 as the preferred implementation
Regional Transportation Plan (RTP), both of which call for | option.

more transportation options and a balanced regional

transportation system that supports smart growth and a

more sustainable region.

On October 28, 2011, the Board of Directors made a major commitment to Active Transportation with
the adoption of the 2050 RTP and its Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS). The final action by the
Board calls for beginning work on an Early Action Program (EAP) for the projects included in the
Board-approved Bike Plan within six months of the 2050 RTP/SCS adoption as well as planning for a
broader Active Transportation Program, including Safe Routes to School and Safe Routes to Transit,
within two years of the 2050 RTP/SCS adoption. The Transportation Committee accepted the goals for
the Bike Plan EAP framework on April 6, 2012. This action also included funding to initiate preliminary
engineering and detailed cost estimates for the Bike EAP network.

The EAP and proposed implementation scenarios were presented to the Transportation Committee as
an information item on July 19, 2013, and for action on September 20, 2013. Information about the
July 19 Transportation Committee discussion is included in this report. Staff will provide a verbal
summary of the September 20 discussion at the September 27, 2013, Board meeting.

Discussion
Transportation Committee Follow-Up

At its July 19, 2013, meeting, the Transportation Committee asked for a summary of the history of the
Active Transportation Grant Program, which has provided competitive planning and capital grants to
local jurisdictions since the 1970s. The Transportation Committee also noted the importance of having
constituents and advocacy groups understand the impact the EAP would have on the Active
Transportation Grant Program. Finally, the Transportation Committee asked that one of the scenarios
that would eliminate the Active Transportation Grant Program (Scenario 4) be removed for further
consideration. This report will address the issues raised by the Transportation Committee and present a
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review of the three remaining Bike Plan EAP funding options, a summary of the funding assumptions,
and description of the overall programmatic approach for implementation of the Bike EAP network.

Active Transportation Grant Summary

Table 1 shows a historical summary of the Active Transportation Grant Program grant funding
allocations from FY 2005 to FY 2012. During this period, the process for funding allocations has
included a defined set of evaluation criteria approved by the Transportation Committee and applied to
the projects submitted through a competitive call for projects. During this time, funding also was
allocated to both local and regional bikeway projects. The EAP would potentially reduce the historical
amount of grant funding allocated to local projects (that are not part of the regional network) from
an average of $1.8 million per year to $1 million per year.

Table 1 - Active Transportation Grant Program Historical Funding Summary

Total Funding Local Plans and Regional Bikeway Percen.tage of
Fiscal Year Available Projects Projects Fundllng for
(in $ millions) (in $ millions) (in $ millions) Reg!onal
Projects
2005 4.2 1.7 2.5 59%
2006 3.7 2.0 1.7 45%
2007 3.7 1.5 2.2 60%
2008 4.2 1.0 3.2 77%
2009’ 7.3 -- 6.8 93%
2010 7.8 3.2 4.6 59%
20112 - - - -
2012 15.6 5.1 10.5 67%
Notes:

' No FY 2009 call for local plans and projects. All allocated funding went to regional projects: Inland

Rail Trail, Bayshore Bikeway, and Lake Hodges Bridge. Balance of funding went into reserves and was
applied to the FY 2010 Call for Projects.

No FY 2011 call for local plans and projects. In April 2011, $7.6 million was allocated to initial
Regional Bike Plan implementation. Balance of funding was put toward combined FY 2011 and
FY 2012 Call for Projects.

Active Transportation Advocacy Support

Staff has met with the Active Transportation-related advocacy groups in the region to explain the EAP
and ensure that they understand that moving forward with the EAP could reduce the historical
amount of funding available for local projects in the competitive Active Transportation Grant Program
to $1 million per year. Some examples of the types of projects that have been funded through the
Active Transportation Grant Program include local bicycle and pedestrian projects, bicycle and
pedestrian master plans, education and awareness initiatives, and bike racks. It should be noted that
stand-alone bicycle and pedestrian projects are eligible for funding within the TransNet Local Streets
and Roads Program. The San Diego County Bicycle Coalition, WalkSanDiego, Move San Diego, and
BikeSD are in support of advancing the Bike Plan EAP.
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EAP Framework Goals
The accepted framework goals used to develop the Bike Plan EAP and funding strategy are as follows:
e Overall goal is to implement the Regional Bicycle Network High Priority Projects within 10 years

e Execute Regional Bicycle Programs to support the Regional Bicycle Network as outlined in the Bike
Plan

e Continue to fund local bicycle and pedestrian plans, programs, and projects through a competitive
grant program

In accordance with the framework goals, the projects proposed for the Regional Bike Plan EAP listed in
Attachment 1 were prioritized using the criteria as shown in Attachment 2.

Preliminary Engineering and Cost Estimates

The Regional Bike Plan cost estimates were developed by SANDAG engineering and planning staff with
the assistance of two engineering consulting teams. The summary project costs shown in Attachment 1
are the estimated costs to complete the projects. Project costs include planning, environmental
approval, preliminary engineering, design, right-of-way acquisition, review and permitting,
construction, construction management, a project contingency, and administrative costs, including
communications and legal. Similar to the way Transportation Demand Management measures are a
part of regional major corridor projects, the estimated construction costs for regional bikeway projects
also include programmatic elements, such as targeted marketing efforts and community-based travel
planning that will support the capital investments for construction of the Regional Bicycle Network in
order to maximize usage and safety.

Implementation Options

One of the EAP framework goals is to continue funding the local grant program. This goal is an
influential factor in determining the funding capacity of the Bike EAP and was used to develop the
proposed scenarios. Four preliminary financial scenarios were initially evaluated, and based on
Transportation Committee feedback, one was eliminated, leaving the three scenarios shown in Table 2.
No changes were made to Scenarios 1 to 3 from what was initially presented to the Transportation
Committee in July. In each scenario, assumptions for the investment levels for the Bike EAP and the
grant program varied. The analysis shows that positive fund balances and adequate debt service
coverage are maintained for the program during a 20-year analysis period, from 2014 to 2033.

Table 2 - Bike EAP Financial Analysis (Year of Expenditure — Dollars)

Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3
EAP Amount $200M $170M $210M
Annual Grant Amount $1M $2M $1M
Grant Starting Year 2014 2014 2024
Does it maintain positive fund balance and adequate
debt service coverage through the 20-year analysis Yes Yes Yes
period (2014-2033)?
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The analysis shows the impacts of having varying investment levels for the Bike EAP ($170 million to
$210 million), different annual grant amounts ($1 million or $2 million), and different annual grant
program starting years (2014 vs. 2024).

Attachment 1 shows the proposed project priority list, with the $200 million Scenario 1 funding cut-off
shown for illustration purposes. The other scenario funding cut-offs and corresponding project lists can
be found by using the rolling total cost column in Attachment 1. Attachment 3 is a map showing all of
the proposed projects that are listed in Attachment 1.

The scenarios illustrate how increasing the size of the annual grant program from $1 million
(Scenario 1) to $2 million (Scenario 2) would reduce the size of the Bike EAP by approximately
$30 million. Deferring the start of a grant program from 2014 (Scenario 1) to 2024 (Scenario 3) adds
approximately $10 million to the potential size of the EAP, from about $200 million to $210 million. All
three scenarios are similar in terms of the adequately covering the debt payments that would be
required.

It is proposed to initially use the existing SANDAG commercial paper program as the means for
financing the projects as the overall EAP ramps up. This strategy allows for borrowing only what is
needed on an ongoing basis until the program is fully up and running. The potential to transfer the
financing to long-term bonds could then be evaluated each time a new bond issuance is contemplated
for the overall TransNet Program during the regular updates of the TransNet Program Plan of Finance
(POF).

Preferred Implementation Scenario

Staff believes Scenario 1 (shown in Table 2) would provide the best balance among the EAP framework
goals to advance the implementation of the Regional Bike Network and maintain funding for local
projects through the Active Transportation Grant Program. The $200 million proposed as part of
Scenario 1 would enable the region to leverage and compete for non-local funding sources.

Revenue Assumptions and Other Funding Opportunities

The assumptions for the revenues include the 2 percent TransNet Bicycle, Pedestrian, and
Neighborhood Safety Program, and the Transportation Development Act Non-motorized Program.

The Bike EAP is modeled after the Board's current TransNet EAP, which has advanced TransNet Major
Corridor projects around the region. The EAP concept has enabled the construction of a number of
major transportation projects, and has allowed others to move forward to construction readiness,
which helps position the region well if additional funds become available. To maximize funding
opportunities from other sources, the Bike EAP implementation would be timed to have different
projects in every stage of development. All projects would be moving toward the construction phase
on a rolling timeline, so at any given time there would be projects that are close to being
“shovel ready” for construction. Partnerships and coordination with other regional and local projects
are other opportunities that would be actively pursued by the project development team.

Potential funding opportunities could include the Transportation Alternatives Program that was
included in the federal surface transportation authorization, Moving Ahead for Progress in the
21st Century, and for which specific state legislation is pending to determine the project selection and
distribution processes. This program, in part, replaces the long-standing Transportation Enhancements
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federal funding program under which the region has historically been successful in competing for past
regional bicycle projects.

Other opportunities could include future state and federal funds, including infrastructure bond
measures and grant funds from environmental conservancies. In the event that the region is successful
in securing additional funds, they would be incorporated into the annual TransNet POF update to
identify potential additional opportunities to defer debt financing or advance additional bike projects.
Changes to assumptions in project costs and schedules, and to revenues, would be included in the
annual TransNet POF update reviewed by the Board each year.

Other Issues
Supporting Programs

With the implementation of the projects as part of the proposed Bike Plan EAP, it is proposed to
integrate and coordinate other supporting programs within the individual project budgets, with the
goal of increasing the number of people riding bikes for transportation. For example, targeted
marketing efforts and community-based travel planning could be employed in a particular corridor to
encourage greater usage of a new bike facility.

Data Collection, Evaluation, and Modeling

Proper planning for active transportation requires up-to-date and accurate data and model
information on bicyclists, pedestrians, and the facilities they use. Development of the Regional Bike
Plan EAP would be coordinated closely with ongoing data collection, evaluation, and monitoring
efforts. Funding for this program was approved as part of the initial implementation efforts so that
baseline data could be collected, and a bicycle/pedestrian model could be developed in time for
incorporation into the Activity-Based Model that will be used to develop San Diego Forward: The
Regional Plan. The Activity-Based Model under development relies on data to improve analyses of
bicycle/pedestrian usage. Funding for this program is allowing SANDAG to collect pertinent data,
establish evaluation criteria, and develop a framework to monitor the impact of investments in active
transportation.

Next Steps

Pending approval by the Board of Directors on the Regional Bike Plan EAP, Capital Improvement
Program budget amendments would be prepared for work that is anticipated for FY 2014 and FY 2015.
These proposed budget amendments would be brought back to the Transportation Committee and
Board of Directors for their future consideration.

GARY L. GALLEGOS
Executive Director

Attachments I. Regional Bike-Plan-EAP—Proposed Project Priority ,
25. Regio 'a: B.'Ilee ' :a" EAP—Prioritization-for Propesed-Phasing

Key Staff Contact: Chris Kluth, (619) 699-1952, chris.kluth@sandag.org
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Supporting documentation on code lists, subject definitions, data accuracy, and statistical testing can be found on the American Community Survey
website in the Data and Documentation section.
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Survey website in the Methodology section.
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Estimates Program that produces and disseminates the official estimates of the population for the nation, states, counties, cities and towns and
estimates of housing units for states and counties.

Subject Census Tract 33.01, San Diego County, California
Total Male Female
Estimate Margin of Error Estimate Margin of Error Estimate
Total population 3,265 +/-255 1,535 +/-177 1,730
AGE
Under 5 years 9.1% +/-3.3 10.3% +/-4.6 8.0%
5to 9 years 6.5% +-2.1 6.5% +/-2.9 6.4%
10 to 14 years 6.5% +/-2.3 6.9% +/-3.3 6.2%
15to 19 years 11.3% +/-4.3 12.7% +/-5.4 10.1%
20 to 24 years 7.2% +/-2.4 7.1% +/-3.5 7.3%
2510 29 years 9.3% +/-3.3 10.3% +/-4.0 8.4%
30 to 34 years 4.8% +/-1.8 4.7% +/-2.3 4.9%
35 to 39 years 7.7% +/-2.3 6.8% +/-3.4 8.6%
40 to 44 years 4.3% +/-1.6 5.9% +/-2.7 2.9%
45 to 49 years 6.2% +/-2.7 4.4% +/-2.6 7.9%
50 to 54 years 8.8% +/-3.1 8.5% +/-4.0 9.1%
55 to 59 years 4.4% +/-1.6 3.1% +/-1.8 5.7%
60 to 64 years 4.9% +/-2.2 5.9% +/-3.4 4.1%
65 to 69 years 2.5% +/-1.3 2.3% +/-2.0 2.6%
70 to 74 years 1.3% +/-1.1 2.1% +/-1.6 0.6%
75 to 79 years 1.9% +/-1.1 1.0% +/-0.9 2.7%
80 to 84 years 1.1% +/-0.9 0.7% +/-1.1 1.4%
85 years and over 2.2% +/-1.2 0.9% +/-1.0 3.4%

SELECTED AGE CATEGORIES

Sto 14 years 13.0% +/-2.8 13.4% +-4.2 12.6%
15to 17 years 4.3% +-2.7 8.9% +/-5.3 0.3%
18 to 24 years 14.2% +-4.4 10.9% +/-4.6 17.1%
15 to 44 years 44.6% +/-5.0 47.4% +/-6.1 42.1%
16 years and over 76.6% +-4.6 73.4% +-6.1 79.4%
18 years and over 73.6% +/-5.0 67.4% +-7.3 79.1%
60 years and over 13.9% +/-3.6 12.9% +/-4.9 14.7%
62 years and over 12.0% +/-3.2 9.6% +/-3.7 14.2%
65 years and over 8.9% +/-3.0 7.0% +/-3.3 10.6%
75 years and over 5.2% +/-1.9 2.7% +/-1.8 7.5%

SUMMARY INDICATORS
Median age (years) 30.2 +/-4.6 27.5 +/-3.4 34.2
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Subject

Sex ratio (males per 100 females)
Age dependency ratio

Old-age dependency ratio

Child dependency ratio

PERCENT IMPUTED

Sex
Age

2 of 13

Census Tract 33.01, San Diego County, California
Male
Margin of Error

Total
Estimate
88.7
54.7
13.8
40.8

0.0%
2.0%

Margin of Error

+/-13.1
+/-10.3

+/-4.8
+/-10.0

)
)

)
)
)
)

)
)

)
)
)
)

)
)

Female
Estimate
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)
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Total population

AGE
Under 5 years
5to 9 years
10 to 14 years
15to 19 years
20 to 24 years
25 to 29 years
30 to 34 years
35 to 39 years
40 to 44 years
45 to 49 years
50 to 54 years
55 to 59 years
60 to 64 years
65 to 69 years
70 to 74 years
75 to 79 years
80 to 84 years

85 years and over

Subject

SELECTED AGE CATEGORIES

5to 14 years

15to 17 years
18 to 24 years
15 to 44 years

16 years and over
18 years and over
60 years and over
62 years and over
65 years and over
75 years and over

SUMMARY INDICATORS

Median age (years)
Sex ratio (males per 100 females)
Age dependency ratio

Old-age dependency ratio

Child dependency ratio

PERCENT IMPUTED

Sex
Age

3 of 13

Census Tract
33.01, San Diego
County,
California
Female
Margin of Error

+/-172

+/-3.6
+/-2.8
+/-2.9
+/-4.1
+/-3.8
+/-4.0
+/-2.4
+/-3.6
+/-2.0
+/-3.9
+/-3.3
+/-2.5
+/-2.5
+/-1.7
+/-0.9
+/-1.9
+/-1.5
+/-2.1

+/-3.6
+/-0.5
+/-6.1
+/-6.1
+/-4.9
+/-4.9
+/-4.4
+/-4.4
+/-3.6
+/-2.9

+/-5.9
)
)
)
)

)
)

Census Tract 33.04, San Diego County, California

Total

Estimate
4,166

10.5%
8.2%
9.2%

13.9%

10.5%
4.4%
5.2%
3.9%
7.8%
4.4%
2.4%
4.5%
7.3%
3.6%
1.3%
2.1%
0.3%
0.6%

17.4%
11.0%
13.4%
45.8%
69.1%
61.1%
15.1%
12.4%

7.7%

2.9%

24.1
81.8
87.2
14.5
72.8

0.0%
6.1%

Margin of Error
+/-438

+/-3.9
+/-2.2
+/-2.4
+/-3.0
+/-3.2
+/-1.7
+-2.1
+/-1.6
+-2.7
+/-1.7
+/-1.3
+/-1.9
+/-2.9
+/-1.6
+/-0.8
+/-1.0
+/-0.3
+/-0.6

+/-3.4
+/-2.8
+/-3.2
+/-3.3
+-2.7
+/-4.0
+/-3.1
+/-2.6
+/-1.6
+/-1.1

+/-2.0
+/-13.5
+/-13.7
+/-3.3
+/-12.5

)
)

Male

Estimate
1,874

11.8%
10.5%
9.7%
15.3%
8.7%
5.4%
7.2%
3.8%
5.0%
5.1%
2.0%
3.7%
6.6%
3.5%
0.0%
1.0%
0.0%
0.9%

20.1%
10.9%
13.1%
45.4%
63.6%
57.1%
11.9%
11.3%

5.3%

1.9%

21.1
)
)
)
)

)
)

Margin of Error
+/-267

+/-4.4
+/-3.7
+/-3.1
+/-4.4
+/-4.3
+/-3.5
+/-3.9
+/-2.2
+/-2.9
+/-2.5
+/-1.7
+/-2.7
+/-3.3
+/-1.9
+/-1.8
+/-1.0
+/-1.8
+/-1.3

+/-4.2
+/-4.0
+/-4.8
+/-6.0
+/-5.0
+/-4.8
+/-4.5
+/-4.4
+/-2.4
+/-1.5

+/-3.3

05/27/2016

*)
)
*)
)

*)
)





Subject Census Tract 33.04, San Diego
County, California
Female
Estimate Margin of Error
Total population 2,292 +/-291
AGE
Under 5 years 9.3% +/-4.9
5to 9 years 6.3% +/-2.9
10 to 14 years 8.8% +/-3.2
15to 19 years 12.7% +/-4.2
20 to 24 years 12.0% +/-4.2
25 to 29 years 3.5% +/-2.0
30 to 34 years 3.7% +/-2.0
35 to 39 years 4.0% +/-1.9
40 to 44 years 10.2% +/-3.5
45 to 49 years 3.8% +/-2.2
50 to 54 years 2.8% +/-2.1
55 to 59 years 5.2% +/-3.1
60 to 64 years 8.0% +/-4.1
65 to 69 years 3.6% +/-2.3
70 to 74 years 2.4% +/-1.5
75 to 79 years 3.0% +/-1.7
80 to 84 years 0.5% +/-0.6
85 years and over 0.3% +/-0.5
SELECTED AGE CATEGORIES
5to 14 years 15.1% +/-4.8
15to 17 years 11.1% +/-4.4
18 to 24 years 13.6% +/-4.1
15 to 44 years 46.1% +/-4.8
16 years and over 73.6% +/-4.0
18 years and over 64.4% +/-5.8
60 years and over 17.7% +/-4.9
62 years and over 13.4% +/-4.0
65 years and over 9.7% +/-2.6
75 years and over 3.7% +/-1.9
SUMMARY INDICATORS
Median age (years) 26.0 +/-6.9
Sex ratio (males per 100 females) (X) (X)
Age dependency ratio (X) (X)
Old-age dependency ratio (X) (X)
Child dependency ratio (X) (X)
PERCENT IMPUTED
Sex (X) (X)
Age ) X)

4 of 13

Total

Estimate
5,865

7.3%
10.5%
12.3%

7.3%

8.2%

5.5%

6.5%

5.8%

8.6%

7.1%

6.1%

4.5%

3.0%

1.9%

2.5%

0.9%

1.4%

0.6%

22.8%
3.9%
11.6%
41.8%
68.1%
66.0%
10.3%
8.8%
7.3%
2.9%

28.9
79.9
70.3
12.4
57.9

0.0%
2.1%

Margin of Error
+/-566

+/-2.2
+/-2.4
+-2.7
+/-2.0
+/-2.4
+/-2.0
+/-2.3
+/-2.2
+/-2.6
+/-2.2
+-1.7
+/-1.9
+/-1.6
+/-1.2
+/-1.1
+/-0.6
+/-0.9
+/-0.6

+/-3.3
+/-1.6
+/-2.5
+/-3.8
+/-3.9
+/-3.8
+/-2.4
+/-2.0
+/-1.6
+/-1.3

+/-3.0
+/-13.5
+/-10.1
+/-2.9
+/-9.7

)
)

Census Tract 33.05, San Diego County, California

Male
Estimate
2,605

9.1%
11.5%
11.2%

9.3%
10.3%

4.2%

6.7%

4.5%

6.3%

5.8%

7.4%

4.6%

3.6%

1.6%

1.8%

0.9%

0.3%

0.7%

22.7%
4.7%
15.0%
41.3%
66.9%
63.5%
8.9%
6.7%
5.4%
1.9%

24.7
*)
)
*)
)

*)
)
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Total population

AGE
Under 5 years
5to 9 years
10 to 14 years
15to 19 years
20 to 24 years
25 to 29 years
30 to 34 years
35 to 39 years
40 to 44 years
45 to 49 years
50 to 54 years
55 to 59 years
60 to 64 years
65 to 69 years
70 to 74 years
75 to 79 years
80 to 84 years

85 years and over

Subject

SELECTED AGE CATEGORIES

5to 14 years

15to0 17 years
18 to 24 years
15 to 44 years

16 years and over
18 years and over
60 years and over
62 years and over
65 years and over
75 years and over

SUMMARY INDICATORS

Median age (years)
Sex ratio (males per 100 females)
Age dependency ratio

Old-age dependency ratio

Child dependency ratio

PERCENT IMPUTED

Sex
Age

5 of 13

Census Tract 33.05, San Diego County, California

Male
Margin of Error
+/-317

+/-4.0
+/-4.1
+/-4.5
+/-3.7
+/-3.9
+/-2.6
+/-3.1
+/-2.6
+/-3.0
+/-3.0
+/-3.5
+/-2.4
+/-2.3
+/-1.6
+/-1.5
+/-0.9
+/-0.6
+/-1.1

+/-6.6
+/-2.7
+/-4.2
+/-6.7
+-7.7
+/-7.2
+/-3.3
+/-2.5
+/-2.1
+/-1.3

+/-3.3
X)
X)
X)
X)

)
)

Female

Estimate Margin of Error
3,260 +/-435
5.8% +/-3.0
9.8% +/-3.0
13.2% +/-3.8
5.7% +/-2.7
6.4% +/-2.6
6.5% +/-3.1
6.3% +/-2.6
6.8% +/-3.0
10.4% +/-3.8
8.2% +/-2.7
5.0% +/-2.1
4.4% +/-2.6
2.6% +/-1.7
2.1% +/-1.6
3.0% +/-1.5
0.9% +/-0.8
2.3% +/-1.6
0.5% +/-0.8
22.9% +/-4.0
3.2% +/-2.1
8.9% +/-2.9
42.2% +/-4.4
69.1% +/-4.3
68.0% +/-4.4
11.4% +/-2.8
10.5% +/-2.7
8.8% +/-2.5
3.7% +/-1.8
31.7 +/-4.0
X) X)
X) X)
X) X)
X) X)
X) X)

)

)

Census Tract 35.01, San Diego

County, California

Total
Margin of Error

Estimate
4,396

12.0%
9.6%
10.6%
7.0%
8.6%
9.1%
8.3%
6.8%
4.7%
6.1%
3.7%
2.6%
3.3%
3.0%
1.4%
0.5%
1.2%
1.6%

20.2%
3.7%
11.8%
44.5%
66.5%
64.1%
10.9%
9.7%
7.6%
3.3%

25.5
83.5
77.1
135
63.7

0.0%
8.1%

+/-580

+/-3.5
+/-4.2
+/-3.0
+/-2.4
+-2.7
+/-3.1
+/-2.8
+/-2.5
+/-1.8
+/-2.2
+/-1.8
+/-1.7
+-1.7
+/-1.4
+/-1.0
+/-0.5
+/-1.0
+/-1.1

+/-5.0
+/-1.9
+/-2.9
+/-4.6
+/-5.4
+/-5.1
+-2.7
+/-2.6
+/-2.6
+/-1.6

+-2.4
+/-15.5
+/-14.2
+/-4.8
+/-13.5

*)
)

05/27/2016





Subject Census Tract 35.01, San Diego County, California
Male Female
Estimate Margin of Error Estimate
Total population 2,000 +/-295 2,396
AGE
Under 5 years 9.2% +/-4.1 14.4%
5to 9 years 7.5% +/-5.1 11.4%
10 to 14 years 12.3% +/-4.8 9.1%
15 to 19 years 7.0% +/-3.3 6.9%
20 to 24 years 8.8% +/-4.6 8.4%
25 to 29 years 10.1% +/-3.8 8.3%
30 to 34 years 4.4% +/-3.2 11.6%
35 to 39 years 10.8% +/-4.6 3.5%
40 to 44 years 5.6% +/-3.1 4.0%
45 to 49 years 6.4% +/-3.6 5.8%
50 to 54 years 2.6% +/-1.9 4.6%
55 to 59 years 1.5% +/-1.4 3.5%
60 to 64 years 4.8% +/-2.9 2.1%
65 to 69 years 4.4% +/-2.9 1.8%
70 to 74 years 0.9% +/-0.9 1.8%
75 to 79 years 1.0% +/-1.1 0.0%
80 to 84 years 0.8% +/-1.0 1.5%
85 years and over 2.1% +/-2.0 1.2%
SELECTED AGE CATEGORIES
51to 14 years 19.8% +/-6.5 20.5%
1510 17 years 4.1% +/-2.8 3.5%
18 to 24 years 11.8% +/-4.8 11.9%
15 to 44 years 46.6% +/-6.0 42.8%
16 years and over 69.1% +/-6.4 64.4%
18 years and over 67.0% +/-6.3 61.6%
60 years and over 13.9% +/-4.0 8.4%
62 years and over 12.2% +/-3.8 7.6%
65 years and over 9.2% +/-3.4 6.3%
75 years and over 3.9% +/-2.7 2.7%
SUMMARY INDICATORS
Median age (years) 26.6 +/-5.4 24.8
Sex ratio (males per 100 females) X) X) (X)
Age dependency ratio (X) (X) X)
Old-age dependency ratio (X) X) (X)
Child dependency ratio (X) (X) (X)
PERCENT IMPUTED
Sex ) ) )
Age ) ) )
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Margin of Error

+/-408

+/-4.8
+/-4.8
+/-3.2
+/-2.9
+/-3.3
+/-3.8
+/-3.6
+/-2.1
+/-2.3
+/-3.2
+/-2.8
+/-2.6
+/-1.5
+/-1.1
+/-1.8
+/-1.4
+/-1.5
+/-0.8

+/-5.7
+/-2.3
+/-3.5
+/-6.1
+/-6.9
+/-6.3
+-2.7
+/-2.5
+/-2.6
+/-1.6

+/-3.3
)
)
)
)

)
)

Census Tract
39.01, San Diego

County,
California
Total
Estimate

4,428

8.2%
10.9%
11.8%
10.9%

6.4%

6.8%

7.1%
10.4%

4.9%

5.3%

4.9%

2.8%

2.4%

3.0%

2.9%

0.7%

0.6%

0.2%

22.7%
6.0%
11.3%
46.4%
67.4%
63.1%
9.7%
8.4%
7.3%
1.4%

26.1
120.0
79.3
13.2
66.2

0.5%
1.2%
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Subject
Total
Margin of Error
Total population +/-456
AGE
Under 5 years +/-2.4
5to 9 years +/-1.9
10 to 14 years +/-2.3
15to 19 years +/-2.0
20 to 24 years +/-2.0
25 to 29 years +/-2.0
30 to 34 years +/-2.1
35 to 39 years +/-2.3
40 to 44 years +/-1.7
45 to 49 years +/-1.8
50 to 54 years +/-1.6
55 to 59 years +/-1.4
60 to 64 years +/-1.0
65 to 69 years +/-1.5
70 to 74 years +/-1.4
75 to 79 years +/-0.5
80 to 84 years +/-0.5
85 years and over +/-0.3
SELECTED AGE CATEGORIES
5to 14 years +/-3.0
15to 17 years +/-1.5
18 to 24 years +/-2.5
15 to 44 years +/-2.9
16 years and over +/-3.9
18 years and over +/-3.5
60 years and over +/-2.2
62 years and over +/-2.2
65 years and over +/-2.1
75 years and over +/-0.8
SUMMARY INDICATORS
Median age (years) +/-2.4
Sex ratio (males per 100 females) +/-13.6
Age dependency ratio +/-10.8
Old-age dependency ratio +/-4.1
Child dependency ratio +/-9.8
PERCENT IMPUTED
Sex (X)
Age (X)

7 of 13

Estimate
2,415

9.3%
12.4%
12.1%
11.1%

7.7%

7.0%

7.3%
10.4%

2.9%

4.4%

3.6%

1.9%

2.9%

2.4%

2.9%

0.7%

0.9%

0.0%

24.6%
6.9%
12.0%
46.4%
63.9%
59.3%
9.9%
8.4%
6.9%
1.6%

23.8
)
)
)
)

)
)

Margin of Error
+/-273

+/-4.0
+/-2.9
+/-3.3
+/-3.1
+/-3.3
+/-3.2
+/-2.6
+/-3.8
+/-1.5
+/-2.3
+-1.7
+/-1.4
+/-1.4
+/-1.4
+/-1.9
+/-0.7
+/-0.9
+/-1.4

+/-4.3
+/-2.4
+/-3.8
+/-4.8
+/-5.8
+/-5.5
+/-2.4
+/-2.3
+/-2.1
+/-1.1

+/-3.2
X)
X)
X)
X)

)
)

Census Tract 39.01, San Diego County, California
Male

Female
Estimate Margin of Error
2,013 +/-244
6.9% +/-3.3
9.1% +/-3.2
11.4% +/-4.0
10.6% +/-3.3
4.7% +/-2.3
6.6% +/-2.4
6.8% +/-2.5
10.4% +/-3.8
7.3% +/-2.7
6.4% +/-2.5
6.5% +/-2.6
3.8% +/-1.9
1.7% +/-1.3
3.7% +/-2.2
2.8% +/-2.1
0.6% +/-0.7
0.2% +/-0.3
0.4% +/-0.6
20.5% +/-5.1
4.9% +/-2.2
10.4% +/-3.2
46.4% +/-4.4
71.7% +/-4.9
67.7% +/-5.5
9.5% +/-3.3
8.5% +/-3.1
7.8% +/-3.1
1.3% +/-1.0
30.7 +/-4.7
) )
X) )
) )
X) )
) )
X) )
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Subject

Total population

AGE
Under 5 years
5to 9 years
10 to 14 years
15to 19 years
20 to 24 years
25 to 29 years
30 to 34 years
35 to 39 years
40 to 44 years
45 to 49 years
50 to 54 years
55 to 59 years
60 to 64 years
65 to 69 years
70 to 74 years
75 to 79 years
80 to 84 years
85 years and over

SELECTED AGE CATEGORIES
5to 14 years
15to 17 years
18 to 24 years
15 to 44 years
16 years and over
18 years and over
60 years and over
62 years and over
65 years and over
75 years and over

SUMMARY INDICATORS
Median age (years)
Sex ratio (males per 100 females)
Age dependency ratio
Old-age dependency ratio
Child dependency ratio

PERCENT IMPUTED

Sex
Age

8 of 13

Total

Estimate
5,307

8.9%
7.5%
8.6%
7.3%
12.3%
10.9%
6.5%
4.4%
4.2%
9.3%
5.4%
3.1%
3.4%
3.2%
2.6%
0.8%
0.5%
1.0%

16.1%
3.9%
15.8%
45.7%
74.1%
71.2%
11.6%
9.4%
8.1%
2.3%

26.9
98.1
58.7
12.9
45.7

0.5%
8.2%

Census Tract 40, San Diego County, California

Margin of Error
+/-559

+/-3.2
+/-2.2
+/-2.7
+/-3.1
+/-3.5
+/-3.2
+/-3.0
+/-1.7
+/-1.6
+/-3.0
+/-2.1
+/-1.7
+/-1.5
+/-1.5
+/-1.6
+/-0.6
+/-0.5
+/-0.8

+/-3.2
+/-2.0
+/-3.8
+/-4.3
+/-4.2
+/-4.3
+/-3.4
+/-3.2
+/-2.6
+/-1.0

+/-2.0
+/-15.0
+/-9.6
+/-4.3
+/-9.3

)
)

Male

Estimate
2,628

9.4%
8.9%
8.5%
4.8%
11.6%
14.6%
7.1%
2.6%
3.7%
8.7%
6.4%
3.4%
3.7%
3.5%
2.0%
0.5%
0.0%
0.6%

17.4%
2.2%
14.2%
44.4%
72.1%
70.9%
10.3%
8.3%
6.6%
1.1%

26.6
)
)
)
)

)
)

Margin of Error
+/-377

+/-3.7
+/-2.8
+/-4.3
W2
+/-5.5
+/-4.7
+/-3.1
+/-2.1
+/-2.4
+/-3.7
+/-3.2
+/-2.2
+/-2.1
+/-2.1
+/-1.6
+/-0.6
+/-1.3
+/-0.7

+/-4.4
+/-1.7
+/-5.2
+/-6.0
+/-5.6
+/-5.7
+/-3.2
+/-3.5
+/-3.0
+/-1.0

+/-1.3
X)
X)
X)
X)

)
)

Female
Estimate
2,679

8.3%
6.1%
8.7%
9.9%
13.0%
7.2%
5.9%
6.2%
4.8%
9.8%
4.5%
2.8%
3.2%
2.8%
3.2%
1.0%
1.0%
1.5%

14.8%

5.4%
17.5%
46.9%
76.0%
71.4%
12.8%
10.6%

9.6%

3.5%

27.8
*)
)
*)
)

*)
)
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Total population

AGE
Under 5 years
5to 9 years
10 to 14 years
15to 19 years
20 to 24 years
25 to 29 years
30 to 34 years
35 to 39 years
40 to 44 years
45 to 49 years
50 to 54 years
55 to 59 years
60 to 64 years
65 to 69 years
70 to 74 years
75 to 79 years
80 to 84 years

85 years and over

Subject

SELECTED AGE CATEGORIES

5to 14 years

15to 17 years
18 to 24 years
15 to 44 years

16 years and over
18 years and over
60 years and over
62 years and over
65 years and over
75 years and over

SUMMARY INDICATORS

Median age (years)
Sex ratio (males per 100 females)
Age dependency ratio

Old-age dependency ratio

Child dependency ratio

PERCENT IMPUTED

Sex
Age

9 of 13

Census Tract 40,
San Diego
County,
California
Female
Margin of Error

+/-311

+/-4.2
+/-3.4
+/-3.4
+/-5.1
+/-4.4
+/-3.6
+/-3.4
+/-2.8
+/-2.5
+/-3.9
+/-2.8
+/-2.3
+/-2.5
+/-2.3
+/-2.7
+/-1.1
+/-0.9
+/-1.5

+/-4.6
+/-3.2
+/-4.1
+/-4.8
+/-5.1
+/-5.6
+/-4.8
+/-4.2
+/-4.0
+/-1.8

+/-4.4
(X)
(X)
(X)
(X)

)
)

Census Tract 47, San Diego County, California

Total
Margin of Error

Estimate
1,881

5.4%
7.9%
9.1%
4.1%
10.8%
10.2%
7.5%
6.3%
5.8%
6.8%
7.3%
5.3%
4.1%
4.6%
0.7%
1.0%
2.7%
0.3%

17.0%

3.6%
11.4%
44.9%
76.4%
74.1%
13.5%
11.4%

9.3%

3.9%

32.2
110.4
54.4
14.4
40.1

0.3%
6.4%

+/-271

+-2.7
+/-2.7
+/-3.7
+/-1.9
+-4.1
+/-3.7
+/-4.0
+/-3.6
+/-3.2
+/-3.2
+-2.7
+/-3.0
+/-2.8
+/-1.9
+/-0.7
+/-1.0
+/-1.5
+/-0.7

+/-5.7
+/-1.6
+/-4.0
+/-5.3
+/-6.5
+/-6.7
+/-3.3
+/-3.3
+/-2.8
+/-2.0

+/-3.8
+/-24.3
+/-14.8
+/-4.7
+/-13.7

)
)

Male

Estimate Margin of Error

987

5.1%
8.2%
11.6%
5.7%
9.1%
12.4%
10.0%
4.6%
3.7%
6.0%
8.1%
3.7%
2.9%
3.9%
1.1%
0.0%
4.0%
0.0%

19.8%
5.1%
9.7%

45.5%

73.5%

70.1%

11.9%

10.1%
8.9%
4.0%

29.2
)
)
)
)

)
)

+/-167

+/-4.1
+/-4.4
+/-6.5
+/-3.0
+/-4.7
+/-5.5
+/-5.1
+/-3.3
+/-3.9
+/-3.2
+/-4.4
+/-2.6
+/-2.8
+/-3.8
+/-1.2
+/-3.5
+/-2.7
+/-3.5

+/-7.7
+/-2.8
+/-4.6
+/-7.5
+/-7.3
+/-7.7
+/-4.5
+/-3.9
+/-3.2
+/-2.7

+/-4.8
*)
)
*)
)

*)
)
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Total population

AGE
Under 5 years
5to 9 years
10 to 14 years
15to 19 years
20 to 24 years
25 to 29 years
30 to 34 years
35 to 39 years
40 to 44 years
45 to 49 years
50 to 54 years
55 to 59 years
60 to 64 years
65 to 69 years
70 to 74 years
75 to 79 years
80 to 84 years

85 years and over

SELECTED AGE CATEGORIES

5to 14 years

15to0 17 years
18 to 24 years
15 to 44 years

16 years and over
18 years and over
60 years and over
62 years and over
65 years and over
75 years and over

SUMMARY INDICATORS
Median age (years)
Sex ratio (males per 100 females)
Age dependency ratio
Old-age dependency ratio
Child dependency ratio

PERCENT IMPUTED

Sex
Age

10 of 13

Census Tract 47, San Diego
County, California

Female
Estimate Margin of Error

894 +/-177
5.8% +/-4.0
7.5% +/-4.4
6.4% +/-4.3
2.5% +/-2.3
12.8% +/-5.9
7.8% +/-4.3
4.7% +/-3.6
8.3% +/-4.8
8.2% +/-4.2
7.6% +/-4.9
6.4% +/-3.8
6.9% +/-4.6
5.5% +/-5.1
5.5% +/-3.8
0.3% +/-0.6
2.0% +/-2.0
1.2% +/-2.0
0.7% +/-1.5
13.9% +/-7.0
1.9% +/-1.9
13.3% +/-5.9
44.2% +/-6.4
79.6% +/-8.7
78.4% +/-8.4
15.2% +/-5.0
12.9% +/-4.5
9.7% +/-4.8
3.9% +/-3.4
37.0 +/-5.6
) X)
X) X)
) X)
X) X)
) X)
X) X)

Census Tract 48, San Diego County, California

Total

Estimate
3,714

11.2%
11.1%
6.3%
10.8%
7.5%
9.1%
10.4%
10.0%
6.5%
3.3%
3.0%
3.2%
3.1%
1.3%
1.6%
0.3%
1.1%
0.2%

17.4%
7.4%
11.0%
54.3%
68.9%
64.0%
7.6%
5.8%
4.5%
1.6%

27.1
94.1
68.1

7.6
60.5

0.0%
2.5%

Margin of Error
+/-491

+/-3.2
+/-3.0
+/-2.4
+/-3.3
+/-3.4
+/-3.8
+/-3.1
+/-3.2
+-2.7
+/-1.8
+/-1.3
+/-1.9
+/-2.5
+/-1.1
+/-1.2
+/-0.5
+/-1.3
+/-0.3

+/-3.4
+/-2.1
+/-3.9
=310
+/-4.4
+/-4.1
+/-3.3
+/-2.6
+/-2.2
+/-1.5

+/-2.8
+/-16.7
+/-9.8
+/-3.7
+/-10.0

)
)

Male
Estimate
1,801

9.3%
11.5%
7.1%
12.0%
8.9%
8.5%
9.3%
10.9%
7.1%
4.4%
1.9%
2.7%
2.9%
1.1%
1.1%
0.7%
0.6%
0.0%

18.6%
8.1%
12.9%
56.7%
71.0%
64.1%
6.3%
4.8%
3.4%
1.2%

26.7
*)
)
*)
)

*)
)
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Total population

AGE
Under 5 years
5to 9 years
10 to 14 years
15to 19 years
20 to 24 years
25 to 29 years
30 to 34 years
35 to 39 years
40 to 44 years
45 to 49 years
50 to 54 years
55 to 59 years
60 to 64 years
65 to 69 years
70 to 74 years
75 to 79 years
80 to 84 years

85 years and over

Subject

SELECTED AGE CATEGORIES

5to 14 years

15to0 17 years
18 to 24 years
15 to 44 years

16 years and over
18 years and over
60 years and over
62 years and over
65 years and over
75 years and over

SUMMARY INDICATORS

Median age (years)
Sex ratio (males per 100 females)
Age dependency ratio

Old-age dependency ratio

Child dependency ratio

PERCENT IMPUTED

Sex
Age

11 of 13

Census Tract 48, San Diego County, California

Male
Margin of Error
+/-248

+/-4.1
+/-5.7
+/-2.9
+/-5.4
+/-4.9
+/-5.0
+/-4.5
+/-4.8
+/-4.2
+/-2.8
+/-1.8
+/-2.6
+/-3.0
+/-1.6
+/-1.6
+/-0.9
+/-0.9
+/-1.9

+/-5.6
+/-3.2
+/-5.3
+/-6.3
+/-6.8
+/-6.1
+/-3.9
+/-3.1
+/-2.6
+/-1.2

+/-7.4
X)
X)
X)
X)

)
)

Female

Estimate Margin of Error
1,913 +/-339
13.1% +/-4.9
10.6% +/-3.8
5.6% +/-3.1
9.7% +/-3.3
6.2% +/-3.6
9.7% +/-4.4
11.4% +/-4.1
9.1% +/-4.0
6.0% +/-3.0
2.2% +/-2.1
4.1% +/-2.2
3.6% +/-2.7
3.2% +/-2.4
1.5% +/-1.5
2.1% +/-1.7
0.0% +/-1.8
1.7% +/-2.4
0.4% +/-0.7
16.2% +/-5.0
6.7% +/-3.2
9.1% +/-4.2
52.0% +/-6.0
67.0% +/-6.8
64.0% +/-6.3
8.8% +/-3.9
6.8% +/-3.6
5.6% +/-3.4
2.0% +/-2.5
29.0 +/-4.6
X) X)
X) X)
X) X)
X) X)
X) X)

)

)

Census Tract 49, San Diego
County, California

Total
Margin of Error

Estimate
5,236

11.3%
7.6%
7.4%
7.2%

11.7%

10.4%
5.0%
7.4%
4.1%
4.9%
8.1%
5.5%
1.5%
2.8%
1.2%
1.0%
2.1%
0.8%

15.0%
3.9%
15.0%
45.7%
71.3%
69.8%
9.5%
8.5%
8.0%
4.0%

26.5
99.7
61.9
12.9
48.9

0.0%
2.4%

+/-485

+/-3.0
+/-2.1
+/-2.2
+/-2.9
+/-3.3
+/-3.4
+/-2.2
+/-2.1
+/-2.0
+/-1.8
+-2.4
+/-2.0
+/-0.9
+/-1.4
+/-0.6
+/-0.7
+/-1.1
+/-0.8

+/-3.1
+/-2.1
+/-3.8
+/-4.3
+/-3.8
+/-3.6
+-2.4
+/-2.2
+/-2.1
+/-1.4

+/-2.1
+/-18.8
+/-10.4
+/-3.8
+/-8.7

*)
)
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Subject Census Tract 49, San Diego County, California

Male Female
Estimate Margin of Error Estimate Margin of Error
Total population 2,614 +/-393 2,622 +/-290
AGE
Under 5 years 11.2% +/-4.5 11.3% +/-3.9
5to 9 years 5.9% +/-2.9 9.3% +/-3.1
10 to 14 years 7.1% +/-3.1 7.7% +/-3.4
15to 19 years 9.4% +/-5.4 4.9% +/-1.9
20 to 24 years 13.0% +/-4.8 10.5% +/-4.0
25 to 29 years 13.5% +/-5.7 7.2% +/-3.0
30 to 34 years 7.0% +/-3.8 3.0% +/-1.9
35 to 39 years 3.5% +/-2.5 11.2% +/-3.4
40 to 44 years 4.8% +/-2.9 3.5% +/-2.1
45 to 49 years 4.0% +/-2.9 5.8% +/-2.6
50 to 54 years 7.2% +/-2.9 9.0% +/-3.5
55 to 59 years 5.0% +/-2.3 6.0% +/-3.0
60 to 64 years 1.9% +/-1.6 1.1% +/-1.0
65 to 69 years 1.7% +/-1.6 3.9% +/-2.3
70 to 74 years 1.2% +/-1.0 1.3% +/-0.8
75 to 79 years 1.0% +/-1.0 1.1% +/-1.0
80 to 84 years 1.6% +/-1.1 2.6% +/-1.8
85 years and over 1.0% +/-1.5 0.6% +/-0.6
SELECTED AGE CATEGORIES
5to 14 years 13.0% +/-4.2 17.0% +/-4.5
15to 17 years 5.3% +/-3.9 2.5% +/-1.4
18 to 24 years 17.1% +/-6.4 12.9% +/-4.3
15 to 44 years 51.2% +/-7.0 40.3% +/-4.7
16 years and over 72.1% +/-5.7 70.6% +/-4.9
18 years and over 70.4% +/-6.0 69.1% +/-4.6
60 years and over 8.3% +/-3.2 10.6% +/-3.3
62 years and over 7.2% +/-3.0 9.9% +/-3.3
65 years and over 6.5% +-2.7 9.5% +/-3.3
75 years and over 3.6% +/-1.9 4.3% +/-2.0
SUMMARY INDICATORS
Median age (years) 26.1 +/-2.0 29.5 +/-5.6
Sex ratio (males per 100 females) X) X) X) (X)
Age dependency ratio (X) X) (X) (X)
Old-age dependency ratio X) X) (X) (X)
Child dependency ratio (X) (X) (X) (X)
PERCENT IMPUTED
Sex X) (X) (X) (X)
Age X) (X) (X) (X)

Data are based on a sample and are subject to sampling variability. The degree of uncertainty for an estimate arising from sampling variability is
represented through the use of a margin of error. The value shown here is the 90 percent margin of error. The margin of error can be interpreted
roughly as providing a 90 percent probability that the interval defined by the estimate minus the margin of error and the estimate plus the margin of
error (the lower and upper confidence bounds) contains the true value. In addition to sampling variability, the ACS estimates are subject to
nonsampling error (for a discussion of nonsampling variability, see Accuracy of the Data). The effect of nonsampling error is not represented in these
tables.

The age dependency ratio is derived by dividing the combined under-18 and 65-and-over populations by the 18-to-64 population and multiplying by
100.

The old-age dependency ratio is derived by dividing the population 65 and over by the 18-to-64 population and multiplying by 100.

The child dependency ratio is derived by dividing the population under 18 by the 18-to-64 population and multiplying by 100.
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While the 2010-2014 American Community Survey (ACS) data generally reflect the February 2013 Office of Management and Budget (OMB)
definitions of metropolitan and micropolitan statistical areas; in certain instances the names, codes, and boundaries of the principal cities shown in
ACS tables may differ from the OMB definitions due to differences in the effective dates of the geographic entities.

Estimates of urban and rural population, housing units, and characteristics reflect boundaries of urban areas defined based on Census 2010 data. As
a result, data for urban and rural areas from the ACS do not necessarily reflect the results of ongoing urbanization.

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2010-2014 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates

Explanation of Symbols:

1. An** entry in the margin of error column indicates that either no sample observations or too few sample observations were available to
compute a standard error and thus the margin of error. A statistical test is not appropriate.

2. An'-'entry in the estimate column indicates that either no sample observations or too few sample observations were available to compute an
estimate, or a ratio of medians cannot be calculated because one or both of the median estimates falls in the lowest interval or upper interval of an
open-ended distribution.

3. An - following a median estimate means the median falls in the lowest interval of an open-ended distribution.

4. An '+ following a median estimate means the median falls in the upper interval of an open-ended distribution.

5. An "**' entry in the margin of error column indicates that the median falls in the lowest interval or upper interval of an open-ended distribution. A
statistical test is not appropriate.

6. An "*****"aentry in the margin of error column indicates that the estimate is controlled. A statistical test for sampling variability is not appropriate.

7. An'N'entry in the estimate and margin of error columns indicates that data for this geographic area cannot be displayed because the number of
sample cases is too small.

8. An'(X)' means that the estimate is not applicable or not available.
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2010-2014 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates

Supporting documentation on code lists, subject definitions, data accuracy, and statistical testing can be found on the American Community Survey
website in the Data and Documentation section.

Sample size and data quality measures (including coverage rates, allocation rates, and response rates) can be found on the American Community
Survey website in the Methodology section.

Although the American Community Survey (ACS) produces population, demographic and housing unit estimates, it is the Census Bureau's Population
Estimates Program that produces and disseminates the official estimates of the population for the nation, states, counties, cities and towns and
estimates of housing units for states and counties.

Subject Census Tract 33.01, San Diego County, California Census Tract
33.04, San Diego
County,
California
Total Median income (dollars) Total

Estimate Margin of Error Estimate Margin of Error Estimate

Households 934 +/-53 25,729 +/-7,082 1,022
One race--

White 17.3% +/-5.2 45,179 +/-8,186 57.4%
Black or African American 46.5% +/-5.7 23,804 +/-2,854 18.2%
American Indian and Alaska Native 0.0% +/-3.7 - *x 0.0%
Asian 3.2% +/-2.2 63,125 +/-40,598 11.1%
Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander 0.0% +/-3.7 - *x 3.6%
Some other race 31.0% +/-7.6 23,819 +/-11,385 9.0%
Two or more races 1.9% +/-1.9 - *x 0.7%
Hispanic or Latino origin (of any race) 50.7% +/-5.7 32,188 +/-9,027 54.6%
White alone, not Hispanic or Latino 1.7% +/-1.3 31,250 +/-52,572 12.8%

HOUSEHOLD INCOME BY AGE OF HOUSEHOLDER

15 to 24 years 4.9% +/-3.9 17,105 +/-6,798 7.3%
25 to 44 years 36.1% +/-8.5 24,653 +/-16,847 39.0%
45 to 64 years 41.0% +/-9.2 25,573 +/-6,387 40.8%
65 years and over 18.0% +/-6.8 33,750 +/-15,417 12.8%
FAMILIES
Families 769 +/-68 28,542 +/-7,823 805
With own children under 18 years 49.0% +/-9.4 23,310 +/-1,219 72.3%
With no own children under 18 years 51.0% +/-9.4 39,500 +/-10,422 27.7%
Married-couple families 46.2% +/-8.3 34,479 +/-5,896 56.0%
Female householder, no husband present 44.6% +/-8.7 23,321 +/-3,169 32.5%
Male householder, no wife present 9.2% +/-4.0 43,393 +/-30,747 11.4%

NONFAMILY HOUSEHOLDS

Nonfamily households 165 +/-66 16,528 +/-13,519 217
Female householder 69.7% +/-21.8 11,789 +/-1,810 55.3%
Living alone 59.4% +-22.2 11,373 +-1,174 35.9%
Not living alone 10.3% +/-12.2 - b 19.4%
Male householder 30.3% +/-21.8 51,000 +/-48,330 44.7%
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Subject Census Tract 33.01, San Diego County, California Census Tract
33.04, San Diego

County,
California
Total Median income (dollars) Total

Estimate Margin of Error Estimate Margin of Error Estimate
Living alone 17.6% +/-17.0 50,250 +/-157,842 39.2%
Not living alone 12.7% +/-13.0 75,313 +/-56,666 5.5%

PERCENT IMPUTED

Household income in the past 12 months 52.7% X) X) X) 40.8%
Family income in the past 12 months 46.3% X X) X) 41.4%
Nonfamily income in the past 12 months 70.9% X) X) X) 34.1%
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Subject Census Tract 33.04, San Diego County, California Census Tract 33.05, San Diego
County, California

Total Median income (dollars) Total
Margin of Error Estimate Margin of Error Estimate Margin of Error
Households +/-51 34,611 +/-4,888 1,524 +/-81
One race--
White +/-8.2 30,329 +/-8,003 15.6% +-4.7
Black or African American +/-6.4 23,000 +/-10,185 38.3% +/-5.6
American Indian and Alaska Native +/-3.4 - *k 0.8% +/-1.3
Asian +/-2.7 80,625 +/-58,843 7.9% +/-3.5
Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander +/-3.5 60,568 +/-60,138 0.0% +/-2.3
Some other race +/-6.4 41,045 +/-789 36.7% +/-6.7
Two or more races +/-1.0 - *x 0.7% +/-1.0
Hispanic or Latino origin (of any race) +/-7.5 35,625 +/-11,828 52.4% +/-5.9
White alone, not Hispanic or Latino +/-6.9 35,893 +/-7,932 0.0% +/-2.3
HOUSEHOLD INCOME BY AGE OF HOUSEHOLDER
15 to 24 years +-4.7 40,250 +/-25,786 7.1% +/-3.7
25to 44 years +/-7.5 40,568 +/-18,462 42.0% +/-7.3
45 to 64 years +-7.3 33,306 +-6,171 35.7% +/-7.3
65 years and over +/-4.8 26,450 +/-11,108 15.2% +-4.5
FAMILIES
Families +/-74 35,988 +/-3,826 1,267 +/-110
With own children under 18 years +/-8.5 38,591 +/-4,307 63.0% +/-7.0
With no own children under 18 years +/-8.5 29,958 +/-7,933 37.0% +/-7.0
Married-couple families +/-10.9 40,795 +/-10,334 44.5% +/-10.2
Female householder, no husband present +/-10.2 27,283 +/-18,739 45.8% +/-8.5
Male householder, no wife present +/-7.9 29,583 +/-4,486 9.7% +/-5.5
NONFAMILY HOUSEHOLDS
Nonfamily households +/-70 15,709 +/-2,675 257 +/-86
Female householder +/-16.1 16,574 +/-6,994 66.9% +/-19.1
Living alone +/-18.5 15,093 +/-8,120 65.4% +/-19.2
Not living alone +/-12.3 61,591 +/-24,196 1.6% +/-4.4
Male householder +/-16.1 12,679 +/-8,738 33.1% +/-19.1
Living alone +/-16.0 11,641 +-4,621 25.7% +-17.7
Not living alone +/-8.2 - o 7.4% +/-8.0
PERCENT IMPUTED
Household income in the past 12 months X) X) X) 34.5% (X)
Family income in the past 12 months X) X) X) 35.2% X)
Nonfamily income in the past 12 months (X) X) (X) 31.1% )
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Subject

Households

One race--
White
Black or African American
American Indian and Alaska Native
Asian
Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander
Some other race

Two or more races

Hispanic or Latino origin (of any race)
White alone, not Hispanic or Latino

HOUSEHOLD INCOME BY AGE OF HOUSEHOLDER
15 to 24 years
25 to 44 years
45 to 64 years
65 years and over

FAMILIES
Families
With own children under 18 years
With no own children under 18 years
Married-couple families
Female householder, no husband present
Male householder, no wife present

NONFAMILY HOUSEHOLDS
Nonfamily households
Female householder
Living alone
Not living alone
Male householder
Living alone
Not living alone

PERCENT IMPUTED
Household income in the past 12 months
Family income in the past 12 months
Nonfamily income in the past 12 months
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Census Tract 33.05, San Diego

County, California

Median income (dollars)

Estimate
20,769

26,579
20,353

107,708

19,615

20,172

13,558
19,444
22,174
26,333

20,313
16,000
65,362
46,250
13,870
53,920

19,515
18,010
17,944

22,049
21,389

)
)
)

Margin of Error

+/-2,600

+/-11,021
+/-10,965

*%

+/-152,770

*%

+/-3,591

*%

+/-3,522

*%k

+/-16,987

+/-4,543
+/-21,854
+/-26,639

+/-3,855
+/-5,098
+/-21,897
+/-25,250
+/-1,652
+/-47,189

+/-2,582
+/-8,025
+/-8,730
*%k
+/-21,925
+/-3,817

*%

)
)
)

Total

Estimate

1,021

42.1%
14.3%
0.0%
0.8%
0.0%
40.6%
2.2%

77.6%
6.6%

5.8%
45.7%
28.1%
20.4%

839
62.3%
37.7%
54.0%
35.6%
10.4%

182
51.1%
40.1%
11.0%
48.9%
40.1%

8.8%

44.7%
42.3%
44.0%

Margin of Error

+/-75

+/-9.3
+/-6.5
+/-3.4
+/-1.3
+/-3.4
+/-9.1
+/-2.2

+/-7.1
+/-4.1

+1-4.7
+/-8.9
+/-7.9
+/-6.6

+/-103
+/-9.1
+/-9.1
+/-10.2
+/-10.3
+/-6.0

+/-85
+/-23.8
+/-22.1
+/-16.8
+/-23.8
+/-23.0
+/-8.9

)
)
)

Census Tract 35.01, San Diego County, California

Median income

(dollars)
Estimate

35,391

43,533
9,781

SO

35,625
54,688

30,521
35,821
39,922
31,250

36,380
24,866
44,766
42,697
20,938
42,344

16,250
14,120
13,194
19,219
16,719

*)
)
*)

05/27/2016





Subject Census Tract Census Tract 39.01, San Diego County, California
35.01, San Diego

County,
California
Median income Total Median income (dollars)
(dollars)
Margin of Error Estimate Margin of Error Estimate Margin of Error
Households +/-8,091 946 +/-60 23,812 +/-1,820
One race--
White +/-9,070 23.2% +/-5.6 30,208 +/-16,580
Black or African American +/-5,765 11.7% +/-4.3 21,625 +/-15,769
American Indian and Alaska Native o 0.0% +/-3.6 - ok
Asian xx 2.1% +/-1.7 78,750 +/-110,407
Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander o 0.0% +/-3.6 - i
Some other race +/-10,083 61.5% +/-6.5 22,727 +/-2,099
Two or more races *x 1.5% +/-1.9 - **
Hispanic or Latino origin (of any race) +/-7,591 83.4% +/-4.6 23,601 +/-1,817
White alone, not Hispanic or Latino +/-47,620 3.9% +/-2.7 85,125 +/-58,156
HOUSEHOLD INCOME BY AGE OF HOUSEHOLDER
15 to 24 years +/-50,113 2.1% +-2.4 - b
25 to 44 years +/-13,072 44.1% +/-6.8 24,071 +/-3,473
45 to 64 years +/-9,266 37.7% +/-7.2 30,461 +/-10,485
65 years and over +/-31,119 16.1% +/-5.6 20,703 +/-3,563
FAMILIES
Families +/-8,262 860 +/-68 24,177 +/-2,494
With own children under 18 years +/-14,257 61.6% +/-7.0 23,802 +/-3,761
With no own children under 18 years +/-38,937 38.4% +/-7.0 24,706 +/-8,200
Married-couple families +/-16,683 50.3% +/-7.7 30,972 +/-8,279
Female householder, no husband present +/-20,741 38.1% +/-7.6 17,833 +/-6,147
Male householder, no wife present +/-75,343 11.5% +/-5.6 42,019 +/-34,763
NONFAMILY HOUSEHOLDS
Nonfamily households +/-18,921 86 +/-38 15,900 +/-5,561
Female householder +/-30,662 70.9% +/-18.4 16,350 +/-1,193
Living alone +/-4,909 51.2% +/-23.6 15,893 +/-10,962
Not living alone 5 19.8% +/-19.9 = **
Male householder +/-20,756 29.1% +/-18.4 4,688 +/-21,204
Living alone +/-25,796 29.1% +/-18.4 4,688 +/-21,204
Not living alone *k 0.0% +/-32.1 - **
PERCENT IMPUTED
Household income in the past 12 months X) 40.6% X) (X) (X)
Family income in the past 12 months X) 39.5% X) (X) (X)
Nonfamily income in the past 12 months X) 10.5% X) (X) (X)
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Subject Census Tract 40, San Diego County, California Census Tract 47,

San Diego
County,
California
Total Median income (dollars) Total
Estimate Margin of Error Estimate Margin of Error Estimate
Households 1,222 +/-62 30,053 +/-7,570 687
One race--
White 62.4% +/-7.8 31,944 +/-11,677 72.3%
Black or African American 18.2% +/-5.5 20,662 +/-23,091 13.1%
American Indian and Alaska Native 0.0% +/-2.8 - ** 4.2%
Asian 2.9% +/-3.5 - i 0.3%
Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander 0.0% +/-2.8 - ** 0.0%
Some other race 13.7% +/-6.3 32,070 +/-11,990 10.0%
Two or more races 2.8% +/-3.1 - *k 0.0%
Hispanic or Latino origin (of any race) 73.3% +/-6.2 32,378 +/-7,868 62.2%
White alone, not Hispanic or Latino 3.3% +/-2.9 22,500 +/-38,304 22.3%
HOUSEHOLD INCOME BY AGE OF HOUSEHOLDER
15 to 24 years 4.7% +/-4.3 7,717 +/-15,362 5.2%
25 to 44 years 31.3% +/-6.6 37,829 +/-16,521 49.5%
45 to 64 years 47.6% +/-8.0 31,842 +/-8,741 31.7%
65 years and over 16.3% +/-4.6 22,132 +/-12,687 13.5%
FAMILIES
Families 1,011 +/-86 31,795 +/-7,994 391
With own children under 18 years 50.0% +/-7.8 22,476 +/-9,332 44.8%
With no own children under 18 years 50.0% +/-7.8 41,667 +/-22,990 55.2%
Married-couple families 39.6% +/-10.7 36,759 +/-3,488 54.5%
Female householder, no husband present 41.8% +/-10.4 19,456 +/-2,271 33.0%
Male householder, no wife present 18.6% +/-7.9 49,500 +/-48,424 12.5%
NONFAMILY HOUSEHOLDS
Nonfamily households 211 +/-84 11,523 +/-5,737 296
Female householder 54.0% +/-19.7 10,885 +/-1,251 32.8%
Living alone 50.7% +/-18.9 10,703 +/-1,211 19.3%
Not living alone 3.3% +/-5.1 - i 13.5%
Male householder 46.0% +/-19.7 35,368 +/-40,162 67.2%
Living alone 36.5% +/-19.6 12,321 +/-55,560 49.7%
Not living alone 9.5% +/-10.4 - ** 17.6%
PERCENT IMPUTED
Household income in the past 12 months 52.1% X) X) X) 33.3%
Family income in the past 12 months 50.0% X X) (X) 27.9%
Nonfamily income in the past 12 months 55.0% X) X) X) 31.4%
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Subject Census Tract 47, San Diego County, California Census Tract 48, San Diego
County, California

Total Median income (dollars) Total
Margin of Error Estimate Margin of Error Estimate Margin of Error
Households +/-48 26,220 +/-5,881 1,020 +/-90
One race--
White +/-8.2 25,139 +/-7,360 72.5% +/-7.5
Black or African American +/-6.3 29,375 +/-14,905 9.6% +/-6.2
American Indian and Alaska Native +/-4.4 30,625 +/-30,616 0.0% +/-3.4
Asian +/-1.6 - *x 1.2% +/-1.4
Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander +/-5.0 - *x 0.0% +/-3.4
Some other race +/-4.3 26,375 +/-12,982 15.6% +/-7.7
Two or more races +/-5.0 - *x 1.1% +/-1.5
Hispanic or Latino origin (of any race) +/-8.8 27,850 +/-4,136 82.6% +/-8.2
White alone, not Hispanic or Latino +/-7.3 20,764 +/-8,595 8.2% +/-5.0
HOUSEHOLD INCOME BY AGE OF HOUSEHOLDER
15 to 24 years +/-3.8 16,591 +/-9,211 3.3% +-4.2
25to 44 years +/-7.5 27,600 +/-5,167 58.4% +/-9.0
45 to 64 years +-7.4 25,833 +/-7,253 29.8% +/-7.8
65 years and over +/-5.6 16,771 +/-61,408 8.4% +/-4.0
FAMILIES
Families +/-60 22,120 +/-6,493 803 +/-98
With own children under 18 years +/-11.0 17,232 +/-8,156 69.5% +/-10.3
With no own children under 18 years +/-11.0 33,611 +/-13,505 30.5% +/-10.3
Married-couple families +/-13.8 26,118 +/-15,037 45.7% +/-12.2
Female householder, no husband present +/-11.6 22,404 +/-16,533 31.5% +/-9.5
Male householder, no wife present +/-9.7 6,976 +/-15,946 22.8% +/-10.1
NONFAMILY HOUSEHOLDS
Nonfamily households +/-61 28,333 +/-8,912 217 +/-78
Female householder +/-12.0 29,943 +/-3,842 43.8% +/-18.8
Living alone +/-11.1 27,969 +/-24,686 33.2% +/-19.4
Not living alone +/-8.7 31,500 +/-32,447 10.6% +/-12.2
Male householder +/-12.0 22,026 +/-9,633 56.2% +/-18.8
Living alone +/-15.4 18,750 +/-11,410 51.6% +/-19.4
Not living alone +/-12.8 29,773 +/-40,987 4.6% +/-7.1
PERCENT IMPUTED
Household income in the past 12 months X) X) X) 25.7% )
Family income in the past 12 months X) X) X) 23.5% X)
Nonfamily income in the past 12 months (X) X) (X) 33.6% )
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Subject Census Tract 48, San Diego Census Tract 49, San Diego County, California
County, California

Median income (dollars) Total Median income
(dollars)
Estimate Margin of Error Estimate Margin of Error Estimate
Households 33,456 +/-8,025 1,375 +/-67 26,132
One race--
White 34,625 +/-9,516 43.4% +/-8.6 29,943
Black or African American 20,750 +/-1,906 7.1% +/-4.7 45,526
American Indian and Alaska Native - *x 0.7% +/-1.0 -
Asian - &5 1.3% +/-1.4 =
Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander - *x 0.0% +/-2.5 -
Some other race 38,780 +/-12,777 45.7% +/-7.9 24,451
Two or more races - *x 1.8% +-1.7 17,292
Hispanic or Latino origin (of any race) 32,978 +/-6,613 80.4% +/-5.4 25,327
White alone, not Hispanic or Latino 47,700 +/-5,174 11.2% +/-5.0 46,944
HOUSEHOLD INCOME BY AGE OF HOUSEHOLDER
15 to 24 years - *x 7.9% +/-4.4 24,236
25to 44 years 31,429 +/-6,311 36.4% +/-6.7 24,583
45 to 64 years 39,458 +/-4,438 40.2% +/-7.8 37,159
65 years and over 20,929 +/-1,540 15.5% +/-4.3 16,685
FAMILIES
Families 31,392 +/-7,254 1,097 +/-100 22,845
With own children under 18 years 27,750 +/-6,662 54.5% +/-8.2 17,424
With no own children under 18 years 47,772 +/-11,055 45.5% +/-8.2 26,250
Married-couple families 38,885 +/-9,679 52.6% +/-9.0 36,122
Female householder, no husband present 30,694 +/-8,496 40.7% +/-8.8 13,268
Male householder, no wife present 16,875 +/-5,497 6.7% +/-4.0 31,250
NONFAMILY HOUSEHOLDS
Nonfamily households 34,028 +/-26,625 278 +/-100 45,395
Female householder 20,625 +/-33,952 56.8% +/-21.8 20,227
Living alone 16,413 +/-15,219 49.6% +/-20.4 15,000
Not living alone - &5 7.2% +/-8.1 =
Male householder 42,750 +/-33,371 43.2% +/-21.8 78,750
Living alone 33,889 +/-31,893 13.7% +/-13.2 32,500
Not living alone - b 29.5% +/-20.5 83,676
PERCENT IMPUTED
Household income in the past 12 months X) X) 46.0% (X) (X)
Family income in the past 12 months X) X) 37.9% X) (X)
Nonfamily income in the past 12 months (X) X) 64.7% (X) )
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Subject Census Tract 49,

San Diego
County,
California
Median income
(dollars)
Margin of Error
Households +/-3,694
One race--
White +/-13,822
Black or African American +/-61,355
American Indian and Alaska Native o
Asian o
Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander o
Some other race +/-3,983
Two or more races +/-102,694
Hispanic or Latino origin (of any race) +/-3,443
White alone, not Hispanic or Latino +/-24,096

HOUSEHOLD INCOME BY AGE OF HOUSEHOLDER

15 to 24 years +/-19,017
25 to 44 years +/-13,134
45 to 64 years +/-14,001
65 years and over +/-8,729
FAMILIES
Families +/-3,389
With own children under 18 years +/-5,936
With no own children under 18 years +/-7,533
Married-couple families +/-7,395
Female householder, no husband present +/-3,251
Male householder, no wife present +/-30,170

NONFAMILY HOUSEHOLDS

Nonfamily households +/-24,232
Female householder +/-25,570
Living alone +/-51,337
Not living alone *k
Male householder +/-69,283
Living alone +/-18,873
Not living alone +/-26,327

PERCENT IMPUTED

Household income in the past 12 months x)
Family income in the past 12 months x)
Nonfamily income in the past 12 months x)

Data are based on a sample and are subject to sampling variability. The degree of uncertainty for an estimate arising from sampling variability is
represented through the use of a margin of error. The value shown here is the 90 percent margin of error. The margin of error can be interpreted
roughly as providing a 90 percent probability that the interval defined by the estimate minus the margin of error and the estimate plus the margin of
error (the lower and upper confidence bounds) contains the true value. In addition to sampling variability, the ACS estimates are subject to
nonsampling error (for a discussion of nonsampling variability, see Accuracy of the Data). The effect of nonsampling error is not represented in these
tables.

While the 2010-2014 American Community Survey (ACS) data generally reflect the February 2013 Office of Management and Budget (OMB)
definitions of metropolitan and micropolitan statistical areas; in certain instances the names, codes, and boundaries of the principal cities shown in
ACS tables may differ from the OMB definitions due to differences in the effective dates of the geographic entities.

Estimates of urban and rural population, housing units, and characteristics reflect boundaries of urban areas defined based on Census 2010 data. As
a result, data for urban and rural areas from the ACS do not necessarily reflect the results of ongoing urbanization.
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Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2010-2014 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates

Explanation of Symbols:

1. An ™** entry in the margin of error column indicates that either no sample observations or too few sample observations were available to
compute a standard error and thus the margin of error. A statistical test is not appropriate.

2. An'-'entry in the estimate column indicates that either no sample observations or too few sample observations were available to compute an
estimate, or a ratio of medians cannot be calculated because one or both of the median estimates falls in the lowest interval or upper interval of an
open-ended distribution.

3. An'-' following a median estimate means the median falls in the lowest interval of an open-ended distribution.

4. An '+ following a median estimate means the median falls in the upper interval of an open-ended distribution.

5. An "*** entry in the margin of error column indicates that the median falls in the lowest interval or upper interval of an open-ended distribution. A
statistical test is not appropriate.

6. An "****x' antry in the margin of error column indicates that the estimate is controlled. A statistical test for sampling variability is not appropriate.

7. An'N' entry in the estimate and margin of error columns indicates that data for this geographic area cannot be displayed because the number of
sample cases is too small.

8. An'(X)' means that the estimate is not applicable or not available.
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Imperial Avenue Bikeway
Collisions Summary

Collision Summary Table - Bicycles & Peds Collision Summary Table - Bicycles Collision Summary Table - Peds
A - Head-On 0 A - Head-On 0 A - Head-On 0
B - Sideswipe 5 B - Sideswipe 4 B - Sideswipe 1
C - Rear End 3 C - Rear End 2 C - Rear End 1
D - Broadside 8 D - Broadside 6 D - Broadside 2
E - Hit Object 2 E - Hit Object 0 E - Hit Object 2
F - Overturned 2 F - Overturned 2 F - Overturned 0
G - Vehicle/Pedestrian 27 G - Vehicle/Pedestrian 2 G - Vehicle/Pedestrian 25
H - Other 8 H - Other 7 H - Other 1
- - Not Stated 10 - - Not Stated 2 - - Not Stated 8
Total* 65 Total 25 Total 40

*Note: The variance between the number of collisions and the number of injuries/fatalities is due to the fact that more than one pedestrian or bicyclist
were involved in some accidents.





Imperial Avenue Bikeway
Collisions Summary

Primary Collision Factor Count
01 - Driving or Bicycling Under the Influence of Alcohol or D
02 - Impeding Traffic
03 - Unsafe Speed
04 - Following Too Closely
05 - Wrong Side of Road
06 - Improper Passing
07 - Unsafe Lane Change
08 - Improper Turning
09 - Automobile Right of Way
10 - Pedestrian Right of Way
11 - Pedestrian Violation
12 - Traffic Signals and Signs
13 - Hazardous Parking
14 - Lights
15 - Brakes
16 - Other Equipment
17 - Other Hazardous Violation
18 - Other Than Driver (or Pedestrian)
19 -
20 -
21 - Unsafe Starting or Backing
22 - Other Improper Driving
23 - Pedestrian or "Other" Under the Influence of Alcohol or
24 - Fell Asleep
00 - Unknown
- - Not Stated
total
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Percentage
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13%
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0%
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1%
31%
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From: Wallace, Melanie@CCC on behalf of ATP@CCC

To: Culp. Linda

Subject: RE: ATP Cycle 3 Application - Use of Conservation Corps (Application #2)
Date: Wednesday, May 25, 2016 4:22:32 PM

Hello Linda,

Thanks for contacting the CCC. We are unable to participate in this ATP project, but please include this email with
your application as proof of reaching us.

Kind regards,

Melanie Wallace

Chief Deputy Analyst
California Conservation Corps
1719 24th Street

Sacramento, CA 95816

0 (916)341-3153

M (916)508-1167

F (877)315-5085
melanie.wallace@ccc.ca.gov

From: Culp, Linda [mailto:Linda.Culp@sandag.org]
Sent: Monday, May 23, 2016 3:46 PM

To: inquiry@atpcommunitycorps.org; ATP@CCC <ATP@CCC.CA.GOV>
Subject: ATP Cycle 3 Application - Use of Conservation Corps (Application #2)

Dear CCC and California Local Conservation Corps Staff:

Please see the attached fact sheet regarding our project, Imperial Avenue Bikeway - City of San Diego, and let me
know if there's potential to partner.

Thank you,

Linda Culp

Principal Planner - Active Transportation and Rail San Diego Association of Governments
401 B Street Suite 800

San Diego CA 92101

0. (619) 699-6957

c. (760) 505-5357

f. (619) 699-1905

www.sandag.org<http://www.sandag.org/>



mailto:Melanie.Wallace@ccc.ca.gov

mailto:ATP@CCC.CA.GOV

mailto:Linda.Culp@sandag.org

mailto:Linda.Culp@sandag.org

http://www.sandag.org/



Imperial Avenue Bikeway — City of San Diego

San Diego Association of Governments
Active Transportation Program Cycle 3 Application —June 2016
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Project Description: The Imperial Avenue Bikeway builds 3.1 miles of bike boulevards and protected
bikeways that connect the Encanto and Southeastern San Diego Communities to Downtown San Diego.
The Bikeway will run along Imperial Avenue from 21st Street to 47th Street. Features will include
buffered and protected bike lanes, raised crosswalks, bend-outs, and traffic calming features designed
to make Imperial Avenue more pleasant for everyone — people who walk, bike, work, and live in the
community. It is envisioned that the Imperial Avenue Bikeway will connect to bikeways planned for
Downtown San Diego in the soon to be adopted Downtown San Diego Mobility Plan, as well as the
future Mission Valley — Chula Vista Regional Bike Corridor, as described in the San Diego Regional Bicycle
Plan.





Imperial Avenue Bikeway - City of San Diego
San Diego Association of Governments
Active Transportation Program Cycle 3 Application — June 2016

Construction Cost Estimate: $6.3 million.

Item Cost (Smillion)
General Site Preparation: Clearing and Grubbing $0.4
Construction: Retaining Walls $1.0
Construction: Slurry Seal $0.7
Construction: Traffic Signals $0.5
Construction: Signing and Striping S0.7
Construction: Bikeway, Curb and Gutter, Medians, etc S2.5
Construction: Landscaping, Amenities and Greening $0.05
Construction Related (Management) $0.5
Total Cost $6.3

Project Schedule: This Project is currently in the Preliminary Engineering and Environmental phase,
which is expected to be complete by March 2017. Final design is expected to be complete by December
2017. Pending funding, construction could begin in March 2018.










From: Active Transportation Program

To: Culp. Linda

Cc: atp@ccc.ca.qov

Subject: Re: ATP Cycle 3 Application - Use of Conservation Corps (Application #2)
Date: Friday, May 27, 2016 1:01:54 PM

Hello Linda,

Leah Cogan of the Urban Corps of San Diego has responded that they are able to
assist the Imperial Avenue Bikeway — City of San Diego Project. Please include this
email with your application as proof that you reached out to the Local Corps.

Urban Corps would be interested in partnering on the retaining walls, parklets,
landscaping, amenities, and greening.

Feel free to contact Leah (Icogan@urbancorps.org) directly if your project receives
funding.

Thank you,
Dominique

On Mon, May 23, 2016 at 3:46 PM, Culp, Linda <Linda.Culp@sandag.org> wrote:
Dear CCC and California Local Conservation Corps Staff:

Please see the attached fact sheet regarding our project, Imperial Avenue Bikeway - City of
San Diego, and let me know if there’s potential to partner.

Thank you,

Linda Culp

Principal Planner — Active Transportation and Rail
San Diego Association of Governments

401 B Street Suite 800

San Diego CA 92101

0. (619) 699-6957

c. (760) 505-5357

f. (619) 699-1905
www.sandag.org<http://www.sandag.org/>






Dominique Lofton | Program Assistant
Environmental & Energy Consulting
1121 L Street, Suite 400

Sacramento, CA 95814

916.426.9170 | inquiry@atpcommunitycorps.org

(2]





Imperial Avenue Bikeway — City of San Diego

San Diego Association of Governments
Active Transportation Program Cycle 3 Application —June 2016
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Project Description: The Imperial Avenue Bikeway builds 3.1 miles of bike boulevards and protected
bikeways that connect the Encanto and Southeastern San Diego Communities to Downtown San Diego.
The Bikeway will run along Imperial Avenue from 21st Street to 47th Street. Features will include
buffered and protected bike lanes, raised crosswalks, bend-outs, and traffic calming features designed
to make Imperial Avenue more pleasant for everyone — people who walk, bike, work, and live in the
community. It is envisioned that the Imperial Avenue Bikeway will connect to bikeways planned for
Downtown San Diego in the soon to be adopted Downtown San Diego Mobility Plan, as well as the
future Mission Valley — Chula Vista Regional Bike Corridor, as described in the San Diego Regional Bicycle
Plan.





Imperial Avenue Bikeway - City of San Diego
San Diego Association of Governments
Active Transportation Program Cycle 3 Application — June 2016

Construction Cost Estimate: $6.3 million.

Item Cost (Smillion)
General Site Preparation: Clearing and Grubbing $0.4
Construction: Retaining Walls $1.0
Construction: Slurry Seal $0.7
Construction: Traffic Signals $0.5
Construction: Signing and Striping S0.7
Construction: Bikeway, Curb and Gutter, Medians, etc S2.5
Construction: Landscaping, Amenities and Greening $0.05
Construction Related (Management) $0.5
Total Cost $6.3

Project Schedule: This Project is currently in the Preliminary Engineering and Environmental phase,
which is expected to be complete by March 2017. Final design is expected to be complete by December
2017. Pending funding, construction could begin in March 2018.
















Form Date: April, 2016 ATP Cycle 3 Call for Projects - Application Form — Attachment A

Part C: Attachments
Attachment A: Signature Page

IMPORTANT: Applications will not be accepted without all required signatures.

Implementing Agency: Chief Executive Officer, Public Works Director, or other officer authorized by the governing board

The undersigned affirms that their agency will be the “Implementing Agency” for the project if funded with ATP funds and they are
the Chief Executive Officer, Public Works Director or other officer authorized by their governing board with the authority to
commit the agency’s resources and funds. They are also affirming that the statements contained in this application package are
true and complete to the best of their knowledge. For infrastructure projects, the undersigned affirms that they are the manager of
the public right-of-way facilities (responsible for r maintenance and operation) or they have authority over this position.

Signature: Date: é - 2 - lé

Phone: 619-699-1900
e-mail: gga@sandag.org

Name:

Title: ‘{xecutiv irector

For projects with a Partnering Agency: Chief Executive Officer or other officer authorized by the governing board

(For use only when appropriate)

The undersigned affirms that their agency is committed to partner with the “Implementing Agency” and agrees to assume the
responsibility for the ongoing operations and maintenance of the facility upon completion by the implementing agency and they
intend to document such agreement per the CTC guidelines. The undersigned also affirms that they are the Chief Executive Officer
or other officer authorized by their governing hoard with the authority to commit the agency’s resources and funds. They are also
affirming that the statements contained in this application package are true and complete to the best of their knowledge.

Signature: Date:
Name: Phone:
Title: e-mail:

For projects with encroachments on the State right-of-way: Caltrans District Traffic Operations Office Approval*

(For use only when appropriate)

If the application’s project proposes improvements within a freeway or state highway right-of-way, whether it affects the safety or
operations of the facility or not, it is required that the proposed improvements be reviewed by the district traffic operations office
and either a letter of support/acknowledgement from the traffic operations office be attached or the signature of the traffic
manager be secured in the application. The Caltrans letter and/or signature does not imply approval of the project, but instead is
only an acknowledgement that Caltrans District staff is aware of the proposed project; and upon initial review, the project appears
to be reasonable and acceptable.

Is a letter of support/acknowledgement attached? If yes, no signature is required. If no, the following signature is required.
Signature: Date:

Name: Phone:

Title: e-mail:

* Contact the District Local Assistance Engineer (DLAE) for the project to get Caltrans Traffic Ops contact information. DLAE contact information can
be found at http://www.dot.ca.gov/hg/LocalPrograms/dlae.htm






Form Date: April, 2016 ATP Cycle 3 Call for Projects - Application Form — Attachment A

Part C: Attachments
Attachment A: Signature Page

IMPORTANT: Applications will not be accepted without all required signatures.

Implementing Agency: Chief Executive Officer, Public Works Director, or other officer authorized by the governing board

The undersigned affirms that their agency will be the “Implementing Agency” for the project if funded with ATP funds and they are
the Chief Executive Officer, Public Works Director or other officer authorized by their governing board with the authority to
commit the agency’s resources and funds. They are also affirming that the statements contained in this application package are
true and complete to the best of their knowledge. For infrastructure projects, the undersigned affirms that they are the manager of
the public right-of-way facilities (responsible for their maintenance and operation) or they have authority over this position.

Signature: Date:
Name: Phone:
Title: e-mail:

For projects with a Partnering Agency: Chief Executive Officer or other officer authorized by the governing board

(For use only when appropriate)

The undersigned affirms that their agency is committed to partner with the “Implementing Agency” and agrees to assume the
responsibility for the ongoing operations and maintenance of the facility upon completion by the implementing agency and they
intend to document such agreement per the CTC guidelines. The undersigned also affirms that they are the Chief Executive Officer
or other officer authorized by their governing board with the authority to commit the agency’s resources and funds. They are also
affirming that the statements contained inﬂs application package are true and complete to the best of their knowledge.

Signature: - ~ | ) . Date: n¢ ‘6,. 201y
Name: Ropracd ViwA Phone: ((14) 22k - 3195
Title: TepoTY .2 oo emal:  RHVilla @ $Ahdiege. dov

For projects with encroachments on the State right-of-way: Caltrans District Traffic Operations Office Approval*

(For use only when appropriate)

If the application’s project proposes improvements within a freeway or state highway right-of-way, whether it affects the safety or
operations of the facility or not, it is required that the proposed improvements be reviewed by the district traffic operations office
and either a letter of support/acknowledgement from the traffic operations office be attached or the signature of the traffic
manager be secured in the application. The Caltrans letter and/or signature does not imply approval of the project, but instead is
only an acknowledgement that Caltrans District staff is aware of the proposed project; and upon initial review, the project appears
to be reasonable and acceptable.

Is a letter of support/acknowledgement attached? If yes, no signature is required. If no, the following signature is required.
Signature: Date:

Name: Phone:

Title: e-mail:

* Contact the District Local Assistance Engineer (DLAE) for the project to get Caltrans Traffic Ops contact information. DLAE contact information can
be found at http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/LocalPrograms/dlae.htm





Form Date: April, 2016 ATP Cycle 3 Call for Projects - Application Form — Attachment A

Part C: Attachments
Attachment A: Signature Page

IMPORTANT: Applications will not be accepted without all required signatures.

Implementing Agency: Chief Executive Officer, Public Works Director, or other officer authorized by the governing board

The undersigned affirms that their agency will be the “Implementing Agency” for the project if funded with ATP funds and they are
the Chief Executive Officer, Public Works Director or other officer authorized by their governing board with the authority to
commit the agency’s resources and funds. They are also affirming that the statements contained in this application package are
true and complete to the best of their knowledge. For infrastructure projects, the undersigned affirms that they are the manager of
the public right-of-way facilities (responsible for their maintenance and operation) or they have authority over this position.

Signature: Date:
Name: Phone:
Title: e-mail:

For projects with a Partnering Agency: Chief Executive Officer or other officer authorized by the governing board

(For use only when appropriate)

The undersigned affirms that their agency is committed to partner with the “Implementing Agency” and agrees to assume the
responsibility for the ongoing operations and maintenance of the facility upon completion by the implementing agency and they
intend to document such agreement per the CTC guidelines. The undersigned also affirms that they are the Chief Executive Officer
or other officer authorized by their governing board with the authority to commit the agency’s resources and funds. They are also
affirming that the statements contained in this application package are true and complete to the best of their knowledge.

Signature: Date:
Name: Phone:
Title: e-mail:

For projects with encroachments on the State right-of-way: Caltrans District Traffic Operations Office Approval*

(For use only when appropriate)

If the application’s project proposes improvements within a freeway or state highway right-of-way, whether it affects the safety or
operations of the facility or not, it is required that the proposed i