ESTIMATED TIMED AGENDA
CALIFORNIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION

http://lwww.catc.ca.gov
August 15-16, 2018
San Francisco, California

Wednesday. August 15, 2018

1:00 PM Commission Meeting
Bay Area Metro Center
Boardroom
375 Beale Street
San Francisco, CA 94105

5:30 PM WTS San Francisco Reception
Bay Area Metro Center
Multi-Purpose Room
375 Beale Street
San Francisco, CA 94105

7:00 PM Commission Dinner
Park Tavern
1652 Stockton Street
San Francisco, CA 94133

Thursday, August 16. 2018

9:00 AM Commission Meeting
Bay Area Metro Center
Boardroom
375 Beale Street
San Francisco, CA 94105

To view the live webcast of this meeting, please visit: http://ctc.dot.ca.gov/webcast

NOTICE: Times identified on the following agenda are estimates only. The Commission has the discretion to take up agenda items out of sequence and
on either day of the two-day meeting, except for those agenda items bearing the notation “TIMED ITEM.” TIMED ITEMS which may not be heard prior to
the Time scheduled but may be heard at, or any time after the time scheduled. The Commission may adjourn earlier than estimated on either day.

Unless otherwise noticed in the specified book item, a copy of this meeting notice, agenda, and related book items will be posted 10 calendar days prior
to the meeting on the California Transportation Commission (Commission) Website: www.catc.ca.gov. Questions or inquiries about this meeting may be
directed to the Commission staff at (916) 654-4245, 1120 N Street (MS-52), Sacramento, CA 95814. If any special accommodations are needed for
persons with disabilities, please contact Doug Remedios at (916) 654-4245. Requests for special accommodations or interpretation services should be
made as soon as possible but no later than at least five working days prior to the scheduled meeting.

Persons attending the meeting who wish to address the Commission on a subject to be considered at this meeting are asked to complete a Speaker
Request Card and provide it to the Commission Clerk prior to the discussion of the item. If you would like to present any written materials, including
handouts, photos, and maps to the Commission at the meeting, please provide a minimum of 25 copies labeled with the agenda item number no later than
30 minutes prior to the start of the meeting. Video clips and other electronic media cannot be accommodated. Speakers cannot use their own computer
or projection equipment for displaying presentation material.

Improper comments and disorderly conduct are not permitted. In the event that the meeting conducted by the Commission is willfully interrupted or
disrupted by a person or by a group so as to render the orderly conduct of the meeting unfeasible, the Chair may order the removal of those individuals
who are willfully disrupting the meeting.

* “A” denotes an “Action” item; “I” denotes an “Information” item; “C” denotes a “Commission” item; “D” denotes a “Department” item; “F” denotes a “U.S.
Department of Transportation” item; “R” denotes a Regional or other Agency item; and “T” denotes a California State Transportation Agency (CalSTA) item.

NEXT REGULARLY SCHEDULED CTC MEETING (Subject to Change):
CTC Meeting — October 17-18, 2018 in Stockton, CA



http://ctc.dot.ca.gov/webcast
http://www.catc.ca.gov/

CTC MEETING ESTIMATED TIMED AGENDA August 15-16, 2018

Tab# | ltem Description | Ref.# | Presenter | Status*

FREQUENTLY USED TERMS: California Transportation Commission (Commission or CTC), California Department of Transportation (Department or
Caltrans), Regional Improvement Program (RIP), Interregional Improvement Program (lIP), State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP), State
Highway Operation and Protection Program (SHOPP), Traffic Congestion Relief Program (TCRP), Public Transportation Account (PTA), Clean Air and
Transportation Improvement Act of 1990 (Proposition 116), High Speed Passenger Train Bond Program (Proposition 1A), Highway Safety, Traffic Reduc-
tion, Air Quality, and Port Security Bond Act of 2006 (Proposition 1B), Corridor Mobility Improvement Account (CMIA), State Route 99 Bond Program (RTE
or SR 99), Local Bridge Seismic Retrofit Account (LBSRA), Trade Corridors Improvement Fund (TCIF), Highway-Railroad Crossing Safety Account
(HRCSA), State-Local Partnership Program (SLPP), Traffic Light Synchronization Program (TLSP), Letter of No Prejudice (LONP), Environmental Phase
(PA&ED), Design Phase (PS&E), Right of Way (RAW), Fiscal Year (FY), Active transportation Program (ATP), Intercity Rail (ICR), California Aid to Airports
Program (CAAP), Acquisition & Development (A&D), Transit and Inter-City Rail Capital Program (TIRCP), Transportation Facilities Account (TFA), Trade
Corridor Enhancement Program (TCEP), Local Partnership Program (LPP), Local Streets and Roads Program (LSRP), Solutions for Congested Corridors
Program (SCCP).

GENERAL BUSINESS
1 Roll Call 1.1 Fran Inman I C
2 Welcome to the Region 1.12 Jake Mackenzie I R
3 Approval of Minutes for June 27-28, 2018 1.2 Fran Inman A C
4 Approval of Minutes for the June 27, 2018 Joint Meeting with 1.13 Fran Inman A C
the California Air Resources Board
5 Commissioners’ Meetings for Compensation 1.5 Fran Inman A C
REPORTS
6 Commission Executive Director 1.3 Susan Bransen A C
7 Commissioner Reports 1.4 Fran Inman A C
8 CalSTA Secretary and/or Undersecretary 1.6 Brian Annis I T
9 Caltrans Director and/or Deputy Director 1.7 Laurie Berman I D
10 FHWA California Division Administrator 1.1 Vincent Mammano I F
11 Regional Agencies Moderator 1.8 Luke McNeel-Caird I R
12 Rural Counties Task Force Chair 1.9 Maura Twomey I R
13 Self-Help Counties Coalition Executive Director 1.10 Keith Dunn I R
POLICY MATTERS
14 Innovations in Transportation 4.3 Garth Hopkins I D
. Reopening of Highway 1 at Ragged Point in Tim Gubbins
Big Sur (Mud Creek Slide) Richard Rosales
15 State and Federal Legislative Matters 4.1 Jacqueline Campion C
16 Budget and Allocation Capacity 4.2 Jacqueline Campion| | D
Steven Keck
17 Comments on Informal Draft Guidelines for Caltrans’ Advance 4.6 Garth Hopkins A C
Mitigation Program
18 Road Charge Technical Advisory Committee Update 4.22 Garth Hopkins A C
Road Repair and Accountability Act of 2017, Senate Bill 1
19 Road Repair and Accountability Act of 2017, Senate Bill 1 4.4 Robert Nelson I C
Implementation Update
20 Amendment to the 2018 Local Partnership Formulaic Program 4.7 Matthew Yosgott A C
Resolution G-18-36, Amending Resolution G-18-29
21 Adoption of the FY 18-19 Road Maintenance and 4.8 Alicia Sequeira Smith | A C
Rehabilitation Account Local Streets and Roads Funding
Subsequent Report of Eligible Cities and Counties, Resolution
G-18-37
22 Public Hearing and Presentation of the Draft 2019 Local 4.9 Alicia Sequeira Smith | | C
2:00PM | Streets and Roads Funding Program Reporting Guidelines
Timed Item
23 Adoption of the 2019 Local Streets and Roads Funding 4.10 Alicia Sequeira Smith | A C
Program Reporting Guidelines
Resolution G-18-38
24 Adoption of the 2017 Active Transportation Program 4.12 Laurie Waters A C
Augmentation - California Conservation Corps and Certified
Local Community Conservation Corps Program
Resolution G-18-39
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|

25

Adoption of the 2019 Active Transportation Program Regional
Guidelines for Six Metropolitan Planning Organizations
Resolution G-18-40

4.13

Laurie Waters

A

C

26

Timely Use of Funds Guideline Provisions

4.23

Robert Nelson

27

Amendment to the Senate Bill 1 Accountability and
Transparency Guidelines
Resolution G-18-43, Amending Resolution G-18-09

4.29

Robert Nelson

28

Development of Guidelines for the State Route 710 Surplus
Property Proceed Reinvestment Program

4.5

Robert Nelson

29

Update on the 2018 Report of the State Transportation
Improvement Program Balances, County and Interregional
Shares

414

Teresa Favila

30

Altamont Corridor Express (ACE) Passenger Service Overview

417

Garth Hopkins
Stacey Mortensen

INFORMATION CALENDAR

31

Teri Anderson

Informational Reports on Allocations Under Delegated

Authority

-- Emergency G-11 Allocations (2.5f.(1)): $77,510,000 for 20
projects.

-- SHOPP Safety Sub-Allocations (2.5f.(3)): $115,890,000 for
20 projects.

2.5f.

Monthly Reports on the Status of Contract Award for:

32

State Highway Projects, per Resolution G-06-08

3.2a.

33

Local Assistance STIP Projects, per Resolution G-13-07

3.2b.

34

Local Assistance ATP Projects, per Resolution G-15-04

3.2c.

35

Pre-Construction SHOPP Support Allocations, per Resolution
G-06-08

3.3

0|0|0|0

36

Monthly Report on Local and Regional Agency Notices of
Intent to Expend Funds on Programmed STIP Projects Prior
to Commission Allocation per SB 184

3.4

(@)

Other Reports

37

Final Right of Way Expenditure Report for STIP Projects at
Contract Acceptance

3.6

38

Quarterly Report — Commission Comment Letters on Notices
of Preparation and Draft Environmental Impact Reports

4.18

BEGIN CONSENT CALENDAR

39

Teri Anderson

The Santa Barbara County Association of Governments and
the Department propose to amend the STIP to split the South
Coast 101 HOV Lanes - Carpinteria through Summerland
(Segments 4A-4C) project, in Santa Barbara County, into 3
projects for design and construction phasing. (PPNO 7101A)
STIP Amendment 18S-04

2.1a.(2)

40

The Solano Transportation Authority (STA) and the Department
propose to amend the STIP to change the implementing
agency for PS&E for the 1-80/I-680/Route 12 Interchange -
Package 2A project, in Solano County, from STA to the
Department. (PPNO 5301X)

STIP Amendment 18S-03

2.1a.(3)

41

Approval of Project for Future Consideration of Funding:
03 — Sacramento County

Green Valley Road Widening Project

Widen road and construct bike lane improvements.
(MND) (PPNO 1668) (STIP) (LPP)

Resolution E-18-105
(Related Item under Ref. 2.5s.(6).)

2.2¢.(3)
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42 Approval of Projects for Future Consideration of Funding: 2.2c.(1) A D

01-DN-101, PM 8.2/8.7

Hunter and Panther Creek Bridges Seismic Restoration Project
Seismic retrofit of two existing bridges on U.S. 101 in Del

Norte County. (MND) (PPNO 1072) (SHOPP)

Resolution E-18-89
(Related Item under Ref. 2.5b.(2).)

01-DN-101, PM 25.6/27.3

Crescent City Americans with Disabilities Act Project

Install sidewalks and crosswalks on a portion of U.S. 101 in
Del Norte County. (ND) (PPNO 1095) (SHOPP)

Resolution E-18-90
(Related Item under Ref. 2.5b.(2).)

03-Pla-80, PM 28.7/63.5

Placer/Nevada-80 Bridge Rehabilitation and Replacement
Project

Rehabilitate and/or replace six bridges on 1-80 in Placer
County. (ND) (PPNO 5097) (SHOPP)

Resolution E-18-91
(Related Item under Ref. 2.5b.(2).)

04-Nap-121, PM 20.6

Capell Creek Storm Damage Project

Repair and upgrade existing drainage system on SR 121 in
Napa County. (ND) (PPNO 1485Q) (SHOPP)

Resolution E-18-92
(Related Item under Ref. 2.5b.(1).)

05-Mon-1, PM 39.8/74.6

Big Sur Capital Preventative Maintenance Project
Pavement overlay on a portion of SR 1 in Monterey County
(MND) (PPNO 2534) (SHOPP)

Resolution E-18-93
(Related Item under Ref. 2.5b.(2).)

05-SLO-1, PM 32.61

Toro Creek Bridge Replacement Project

Replace existing bridge on SR 1 in San Luis Obispo County
(MND) (PPNO 0072) (SHOPP)

Resolution E-18-94
(Related Item under Ref. 2.5b.(2).)

05-SB-1, PM R36.1/49.5

Solomon Canyon Pavement Preservation Project
Pavement overlay on a portion of SR 1 in Santa Barbara
County. (MND) (PPNO 2586) (SHOPP)

Resolution E-18-95
(Related Item under Ref. 2.5b.(2).)

06-Ker,Kin, Tul,Fre,Mad-99/I-5, PM various

Zero Emissions Vehicle Charging Project

Install zero emissions charging stations at locations along SR
99 and I-5 in Kern, Kings, Tulare, Fresno and Madera
Counties. (ND) (PPNO 6875) (SHOPP)

Resolution E-18-96
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07-LA-110, PM 20.10/20.92

Interstate 110 High-Occupancy Toll Lanes Flyover Project
Construct an elevated off-ramp structure on 1-110 in Los
Angeles County.(MND)(EA 27800)(Local, Federal Grant, STIP)
Resolution E-18-97

08-SBd-18, PM 101.5/115.9

State Route 18 Shoulder Widening and Rumble Strips Project
Construct roadway improvements on a portion of SR 18 in
San Bernardino County. (MND) (PPNO 0191G) (SHOPP)
Resolution E-18-98

08-SBd-62, PM 41.04/41.5 & 60.6/61.1,

08-Riv-62, PM 81.6/82.2

SR 62 Widen Shoulders and Install Rumble Strips Project
Construct roadway improvements on a portion of SR 62 in
San Bernardino and Riverside Counties.

(MND) (PPNO 0225K) (SHOPP)

Resolution E-18-99

08-SBd-127, PM 28.0/28.5

State Route 127 Shoulder Widening and Rumble Strips Project.
Construct roadway improvements on a portion of SR 127 in
San Bernardino County. (MND) (PPNO 0216F) (SHOPP)
Resolution E-18-100

08-Riv-10, PM 27.69

Rehabilitate Whitewater River Bridges Project

Repair and upgrade two existing bridges on I-10 in Riverside
County. (ND) (PPNO 3002F) (SHOPP)

Resolution E-18-101

09-Iny-178, PM 43.4

Shoshone Drainage Project.

Replace culvert system on a portion of SR 178 in Inyo County.
(MND) (PPNO 0653) (SHOPP)

Resolution E-18-102

10-SJ,Mer-5,12,99,152, PM various

San Joaquin & Merced County Drainage Restoration Project.
Restore/replace drainage facilities at various locations on I-5,
SR 12, SR 99 and SR 152 in San Joaquin and Merced
Counties. (MND) (PPNO 3139) (SHOPP)

Resolution E-18-103
(Related Item under Ref. 2.5b.(2).)

01-Lak-20, PM 28.4

Clearlake Oaks Charging Station Project

Install an electric vehicle charging station adjacent to an
existing Caltrans maintenance station along SR 20 in Lake
County. (MND) (PPNO 3112) (SHOPP)

Resolution E-18-117

03-Yol-16, PM 25.1/25.5, 27.5/28.3

SR 16 Esparto/Capay Safety Improvement Project
Construct safety improvements on a portion of SR 16 in Yolo
County.(ND) (PPNO 8663/8663A) (SHOPP)

Resolution E-18-118
(Related Item under Ref 2.5b.(2).)
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04-Son-116, PM 30.9/31.4

Llano Road Intersection Improvement Project

Construct roadway improvements on an existing intersection
on SR 116 and Llano Road in Sonoma County.

(MND) (PPNO 0871Q) (SHOPP)

Resolution E-18-119

43

Approval of Project for Future Consideration of Funding:
08 — San Bernardino County

Alder Avenue Improvements Project

Widen Alder Avenue and other improvements.

(MND) (PPNO 1249) (LPP)

Resolution E-18-106

2.2c.(4)

44

Approval of Project for Future Consideration of Funding:
08 — San Bernardino County

Randall Avenue Improvements Project

Widen Randall Avenue and other improvements.

(MND) (PPNO 1249) (LPP)

Resolution E-18-107

2.2¢.(5)

45

Approval of Project for Future Consideration of Funding:
10 — San Joaquin County

MacArthur Drive Widening Project

Widen MacArthur Drive and other improvements.
(MND) (PPNO 10-6629) (STIP)

Resolution E-18-108
(Related Item under Ref 2.5c¢.(3).)

2.2¢.(6)

46

Approval of Project for Future Consideration of Funding:

05 — Monterey County

North Monterey County Amphibian Habitat Restoration Project
Construct new trail improvements.

(MND) (ATP)

Resolution E-18-109

2.2c.(14)

47

Two Relinquishment Resolutions

--08-SBd-215-PM 2.775,

Right of Way along SR 215 at Washington Avenue, in the city
of Colton.

Resolution R-4010

--11-SD-75-PM 9.9/11.1,

Right of Way on Route 75, in the city of Imperial Beach.
Resolution R-4011

(Related item under Ref. 2.5b.(1).)

2.3c.

48
8 Ayes

6 Resolutions of Necessity
Resolutions C-21629 through C-21634

2.4b.

49

Director’s Deeds

Items 1 through 23

Excess Lands - Return to State: $8,016,490
Return to Others: $0

2.4d.

50

SHOPP COS Allocation Amendment:

Request to rescind the PS&E and R/W Support funding for
PPNO 3131 (Project 36 and Project 70) and PPNO 0488K
(Project 13) approved under Resolution FP-17-61 in June
2018.

Resolution FP-18-03, Amending Resolution FP-17-61

2.5b.(3)

51

Approval of the Semi Annual Proposition 1B Status Report

4.19
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52 Technical Adjustments to the 2018 Local Partnership 4.20 A C

Competitive Program.
Resolution LPP-P-1819-01,
Amending Resolution LLP-P-1718-01

53 Technical Adjustments to the 2018 Trade Corridor 4.16 A C
Enhancement Program.

Resolution TCEP-P-1819-04,
Amending Resolution TCEP-P-1718-02

54 Technical Adjustments to the 2017 Active Transportation 4.21 A C
Program.

Resolution G-18-42, Amending Resolutions G-16-32, G-17-04,
G-17-29, G-17-38 and G-18-02

END OF CONSENT CALENDAR

ENVIRONMENTAL MATTERS

55 Approval of Project for Future Consideration of Funding: 2.2¢.(8) | Jose Oseguera A C
08 — San Bernardino County

Redlands Passenger Rail Project

Construct a nine-mile rail line.

(FEIR) (PPNO 1230) (LPP)(SCCP)(STIP) (TIRCP)
Resolution E-18-111

56 Approval of Project for Future Consideration of Funding: 2.2¢.(9) | Jose Oseguera A C
07 — Los Angeles County

Metro Gold Line Foothill Extension Project

Construct a light rail extension and other improvements.
(FEIR) (PPNO CP090) (TIRCP)

Resolution E-18-112
(Related Item under Ref 2.1¢.(10).)

57 Approval of Projects for Future Consideration of Funding: 2.2¢.(10) | Jose Oseguera A D
04-Ala-84, PM 17.9/22.9, Phil Stolarski
04-Ala-680, PM 10.3/15.3

SR 84 Expressway Widening and SR 84/I-680 Interchange
Improvements Project

Construct roadway and intersection improvements on portions
of SR 84 and I-680 in Alameda County.

(FEIR) (EA 29763) (Local)

Resolution E-18-113

58 Approval of Projects for Future Consideration of Funding: 2.2c.(11) | Jose Oseguera A D
04-SCI-237, PM 2.7/3.3, 04-SCI-101, PM 45.2/45.8 Phil Stolarski
Mathilda Avenue Improvements at SR 237 and US 101
Project

Construct roadway improvements on portions of SR 237 and
U.S. 101 in Santa Clara County.
(FEIR) (PPNO 0462H) (LPP)

Resolution E-18-114
(Related Item under Ref 2.5s.(2).)

59 Approval of Project for Future Consideration of Funding: 2.2¢.(12) | Jose Oseguera A C
04 — Santa Clara County

US 101 Improvements Project

Widen and upgrade freeway interchange modifications,
including other improvements.

(FEIR) (PPNO 0462G) (SB 1 - TCEP)

Resolution E-18-115
(Related Item under Ref 2.5s.(4).)
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60

Approval of Project for Future Consideration of Funding:
04-Mrn-1, PM 28.4/28.6

SR 1 Lagunitas Creek Bridge Project

Replace existing bridge on SR 1 in Marin County.
(FEIR) (PPNO 0756K) (SHOPP)

Resolution E-18-116
(Related Item under Ref. 2.5b.(2).)

2.2¢.(13)

Jose Oseguera
Phil Stolarski

A

D

BASELINE AGREEMENTS

Senate Bill 1 Baseline Agreements for Approval

61

e Trade Corridor Enhancement Program — 5 Baseline
Agreements for approval (4.11a)

Resolution TCEP-P-1819-02B
(Related Items under 2.5s.(4), 2.5s.(9) and 2.6s.(2).)

e Local Partnership Program — 1 Baseline Agreement for
approval (4.11b.)

Resolution LPP-P-1819-02B
(Related Item under Ref. 2.5s.(2).)

¢ State Highway Operations and Protection Program —
2 Baseline Agreements for approval (4.11c)
Resolution SHOPP-P-1819-01B
(Related Items under Ref. 2.5b.(1).)

¢ Multi-Funded Solutions for Congested Corridor Program/
Local Partnership Program — 1 Baseline Agreement for
approval (4.11d.)
Resolution SCCP-P-1819-03B and
Resolution LPP-P-1819-03B
(Related Item under Ref 2.5s.(8).)

e Multi-Funded - Trade Corridor Enhancement
Program/State Highway Operations and Protection
Program - 1 Baseline Agreement for approval (4.11e.)
Resolution TCEP-P-1819-03B and
Resolution SHOPP-P-1819-02B
(Related Item under Ref 2.5s.(5).)

e Multi-Funded - Solutions for Congested Corridors/State
Highway Operations and Protection Program — 1 Baseline
Agreement for approval (4.11f.)

Resolution SCCP-P-1819-02B and
Resolution SHOPP-P-1819-03B
(Related Items under 2.5b.(1) and 2.5s.(7)

4.11a

4.11f

Matthew Yosgott

PROGRAM UPDATES

62

Report on Reducing Deferred Maintenance and Improving
Conditions on the State Highway System

4.25

Teri Anderson
Bruce De Terra

Projects with Costs that Exceed the Programmed Amount by More Than 20 Percent

63

Request for an allocation of $6,536,000 in Construction Capital
and $922,000 in Construction Support for the SHOPP
Roadside Safety Improvement project on SR 12 and SR 113 in
Solano County. (PPNO 8060A)

Resolution FP-18-12

2.5d.(1)

Teri Anderson
Jim Davis

64

Request for an allocation of $5,374,000 in Construction Capital
and $1,250,000 in Construction Support for the SHOPP
Pavement Rehabilitation project on SR 23 in Ventura County.
(PPNO 4698)

Resolution FP-18-13

2.5d.(2)

Teri Anderson
Shirley Choate
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65 Request for an allocation of $6,038,000 in Construction Capital | 2.5d.(3) | Teri Anderson A D

and $1,900,000 in Construction Support for the SHOPP Bridge Shirley Choate
Preservation project on Interstate 110 in Los Angeles County.
(PPNO 4730)
Resolution FP-18-14
66 Request for an allocation of $4,900,000 in Construction 2.5d.(5) | Teri Anderson A D
Capital and $1,475,000 in Construction Support for the Brent Green
SHOPP Roadside Maintenance Facility project on Route 14 in
Kern County. (PPNO 6814)
Resolution FP-18-16
Capital - Supplemental Fund Allocations
67 Request for an additional $3,860,000 in Construction Capital 2.5e.(2) | Teri Anderson A D
for the SHOPP Pavement Preservation project on Route 168 Sharri Bender Ehlert
in Fresno County, to award a contract. (PPNO 6754A)
Resolution FA-18-02
68 Request for an additional $341,000 in Construction Capital for | 2.5e.(3) | Teri Anderson A D
the SHOPP Storm Water Mitigation project on SR 23, US 101 Shirley Choate
and SR 126 in Ventura County, to award a contract. (PPNO
4842)
Resolution FA-18-03
69 Request for an additional $519,000 in Construction Capital for | 2.5e.(4) | Teri Anderson A D
the SHOPP Roadside Safety Improvement project on John Bulinski
Interstate 15 in San Bernardino County, to award a contract.
(PPNO 3005M)
Resolution FA-18-04
70 Request for an additional $2,000,000 in Construction Capital 2.5e.(5) | Teri Anderson A D
for the SHOPP Roadway Safety Improvement project on SR Dennis Agar
16, SR 49, SR 88 and SR 104 in Amador County, to award a
contract. (PPNO 3178)
Resolution FA-18-05
71 Request for an additional $825,000 in Construction Support 2.5e.(6) | Teri Anderson A D
for the SHOPP Pavement Rehabilitation project on SR 36 in Dave Moore
Tehama County, to complete construction. (PPNO 3453)
Resolution FA-18-06
72 Request for an additional $3,777,000 in Construction Capital 2.5e.(7) | Teri Anderson A D
for the SHOPP Permanent Restoration project on SR 33 in Shirley Choate
Ventura County, to complete construction. (PPNO 4725)
Resolution FA-18-07
73 Request for an additional $621,000 in Construction Support 2.5e.(8) | Teri Anderson A D
for the SHOPP Roadway Preservation project on SR 88 in Dennis Agar
Amador County, to complete construction. (PPNO 0303)
Resolution FA-18-08
74 Request for an additional $532,000 in Construction Support 2.5e.(9) | Teri Anderson A D
for the SHOPP Roadway Preservation project on SR 88 in Dennis Agar
Amador County, to complete construction. (PPNO 0326)
Resolution FA-18-09
75 Request for an additional $6,700,000 in Construction Capital 2.5e.(10) | Teri Anderson A D
for the SHOPP Roadway Preservation project on SR 12 in Dennis Agar
San Joaquin County, to complete construction. (PPNO 7352)
Resolution FA-18-10
HIGHWAY RIGHT OF WAY MATTERS
Airspace Lease
76 Request to Authorize Execution of a 40 Year Lease with 2.4c. Teri Anderson A D
Holliday Development (Alameda County). Jennifer S. Lowden

Page 9



CTC MEETING

ESTIMATED TIMED AGENDA

August 15-16, 2018

Tab #

| Item Description

| Ref. #

| Presenter

| Status*

PROGRAM UPDATES

SHOPP Program Amendments for Approval:

77

Request to:

--Add 40 new projects into the 2018 SHOPP.

--Revise 3 projects currently programmed in the 2018 SHOPP.
SHOPP Amendment 18H-004

2.1a.(1)

Teri Anderson
Bruce De Terra

78

Request to:
--Add 8 new projects into the 2016 SHOPP.
SHOPP Amendment 16H-026

2.1a.(4)

Teri Anderson
Bruce De Terra

STIP Approvals for Notice

79

The San Bernardino County Transportation Authority
proposes to amend the STIP to program an AB 3090 cash
reimbursement project (PPNO 1230A) in order to use Local
Measure | funding for construction of the Redlands Passenger
Rail project (PPNO 1230)) in San Bernardino County, with
reimbursement to be scheduled over a three year period
beginning in FY 2020-21.

STIP Amendment 18S-05

2.1b.(1)

Teresa Favila
Bruce De Terra

80

The Transportation Agency for Monterey County (TAMC) and
the Department propose to amend the STIP to change the
implementing agency for PA&ED for Highway 68 Corridor
Project in Monterey County from TAMC to the Department.
(PPNO 1790)

STIP Amendment 18S-06

2.1b.(2)

Teresa Favila
Bruce De Terra

81

The Kern Council of Governments and the City of Bakersfield
proposes to amend the STIP to program an AB 3090 cash
reimbursement project (PPNO 3705B) in order to use local
funds for construction of Westside Parkway — SR 58
Connector Mainline-Phase 1 (Centennial), (PPNO 3705) in
Kern County, with reimbursement to be scheduled over a
three year period beginning in FY 2019-20.

STIP Amendment 18S-07

2.1b.(3)

Teresa Favila
Bruce De Terra

82

The Department proposes to amend the Route 11 — Siempre
Viva Interchange, Commercial Vehicle Enforcement Facility
(CVEF) and Tolling and Border Wait Time System Project —
Segment 2 (PPNO 0999B) in San Diego County to split out a
portion of scope to a new segment entitled Siempre Viva
Interchange at State Route 11 and CVEF, Segment 2B
(PPNO 0999E). There is no change to programmed Border
Infrastructure or Trade Corridor Enhancement Program
funding.

STIP Amendment 18S-09

2.1b.(4)

Teresa Favila
Bruce De Terra

83

The Department proposes to amend the East Otay Mesa Land
Port of Entry project (PPNO 0999C) in San Diego County to
split out a portion of scope to a new segment entitled Otay
Mesa East Port of Entry, Segment 3A (PPNO 0999F). There
is no change to programmed Border Infrastructure or Trade
Corridor Enhancement Program funding.

STIP Amendment 18S-08

2.1b.(5)

Teresa Favila
Bruce De Terra

Active Transportation Program

84

The City of Pico Rivera proposes to amend the Cycle 2 Active
Transportation — Pico Rivera Bikeway project (PPNO 5113) in
Los Angeles County, to modify the scope of work by relocating
the proposed bike/pedestrian bridge portion of the project.
Resolution ATP-A-18-01

4.26

Laurie Waters
Rihui Zhang
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| Tab# | Item Description | Ref.# | Presenter | status* |
Transit and Intercity Rail Capital Program

85 Letter of No Prejudice: 2.1c.(10) | Teresa Favila A
Transit and Intercity Rail Capital Program — Los Angeles Dara Wheeler
Region Transit System Integration and Modernization Program
of Projects — Gold Line Foothill Extension to Montclair.

Resolution LONP TIRCP-1819-01
(Related Item under 2.2¢.(9).)
Aeronautics Program

86 Aeronautics — Acquisition and Development and Airport 3.5 Garth Hopkins I
Improvement Program Quarterly Report Mary Beth Herritt

87 Adoption of the Proposed 2018 Aeronautics - Acquisition & 4.24 Garth Hopkins A
Development Program Mary Beth Herritt
Resolution G-18-41
ALLOCATIONS
SHOPP Allocations

88 Request of $1,179,960,000 for 79 SHOPP projects. 2.5b.(1) | Teri Anderson A
Resolution FP-18-01 Bruce De Terra
(Related Item under Ref. 2.2¢.(1), 2.3c, 4.11c and 4.11f)

89 Request of $118 million for 126 2018 SHOPP preconstruction 2.5b.(2) | Teri Anderson A
project phases for environmental, design and R/W support: Bruce De Terra

2.5h.(2a) — $65,400,000 for 81 2018 SHOPP projects.
2.5b.(2b) — $52,600,000 for 45 2018 SHOPP — SB1 projects.
Resolution FP-18-02

90 Request of $3,829,000 for the SHOPP ITS project, on various | 2.5b.(5) | Teri Anderson A
routes, in San Diego County. (PPNO 1174) Bruce De Terra
Resolution FP-18-19
Advance - SHOPP Allocations

91 Request of $22,216,000 for the SHOPP ITS SR 5/8 Separation | 2.5b.(4) | Teri Anderson A
to north of SR 5/76 Separation project in Bruce De Terra
San Diego County, programmed in FY 19-20. (PPNO 11-1281)

Resolution FP-18-18
Seismic Retrofit Project (Prop 192)

92 Request of $1,000,000 to the Bay Area Toll Authority for the 2.5c.(6) | Stephen Maller A
Toll Bridge Seismic Retrofit Program. Brian Maroney
Resolution FP-18-17
STIP Allocations

93 Request of $31,555,000 for the locally-administered STIP SR 2.5¢.(2) | Teresa Favila A
60 Truck Climbing/Descending Lanes project, on the Bruce De Terra
State Highway System, in Riverside County.

(PPNO 0046J)
Resolution FP-18-04

94 Request of $18,019,000 for 25 locally-administered STIP 2.5¢.(3) | Teresa Favila A

projects, off the State Highway System. Bruce De Terra
2.5¢.(3a) -- $10,275,000 for four STIP projects.
2.5¢.(3b) -- $ 7,744,000 for 21 STIP Planning, Programming,
and Monitoring projects.
Resolution FP-18-05
STIP Transit Project Allocations

95 Request of $17,200,000 for the AB 3090 Reimbursement 2.6a.(1) | Teresa Favila A
STIP Transit project, in Los Angeles County. Dara Wheeler
(PPNO 07-4027A)

Resolution MFP-18-01
STIP Rail Project Allocations

96 Request of $4,177,000 for two locally-administered STIP 26a.(2) | Teresa Favila A
Rail projects. Dara Wheeler
Resolution MFP-18-02
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Advance - STIP Allocations

97

Request of $8,600,000 for the locally-administered STIP
Silicon Valley Express Lanes Program — Phase 4 ETS project,
on the State Highway System, in Santa Clara County,
programmed FY 19-20. (PPNO 04-2015G)

Resolution FP-18-06

2.5c.(4)

Teresa Favila
Bruce De Terra

A

Transit & Intercity Rail Capital Program Project Allocations

98

Request of $122,473,000 for 11 TIRCP projects.
Resolution TIRCP-1819-01

2.6g.

Teresa Favila
Dara Wheeler

Eureka Non-Freeway Alternative Program Projects

99

Request of $2,337,000 for the Waterfront Drive Connection
Phase Il Eureka Non-Freeway Alternative Program project,
in Humboldt County. (PPNO 01-0302D)

Resolution FP-18-07

2.5¢.(5)

Teresa Favila
Rihui Zhang

Senate Bill 1 Programs Project Allocations

Local Partnership Program (LPP) Allocations

100

Request of $17,000,000 for the locally-administered LPP
(Competitive) Mathilda Avenue Improvements at SR 237 and
US 101 project, on the State Highway System, in Santa Clara
County. (PPNO 04-0462H)

Resolution LPP-A-1819-01
(Related Items under Ref 2.2c.(11) and 4.11b.)

2.55.(2)

Matthew Yosgott
Bruce De Terra

101

Request of $16,300,000 for three locally-administered
LPP projects off the State Highway System.
2.5s.(3a) - $7,300,000 for one LPP — Formulaic projects.
2.55.(3b) - $9,000,000 for two LPP — Competitive projects.
Resolution LPP-A-1819-02

2.55.(3)

Matthew Yosgott
Rihui Zhang

LPP Transit Projects

102

Request of $26,701,000 for two locally-administered LPP -
Formulaic Transit projects.
Resolution LPP-A-1819-03

2.6s.(1)

Matthew Yosgott
Dara Wheeler

Trade Corridor Enhancement Program (TCEP) Allocations

103

Request of $4,200,000 for the locally-administered TCEP
US 101/SR 25 Interchange — Phase 1 project, on the State
Highway System, in Santa Clara County.

(PPNO 04-0462G)

Resolution TCEP-A-1819-01
Related Item under Ref 2.2c.(12) and 4.11a)

2.5s.(4)

Matthew Yosgott
Bruce De Terra

104

Request of $11,710,000 for three State-Administered TCEP
projects on the State Highway System.

Resolution TCEP-A-1819-02
(Related Item under Ref 4.11e)

2.55.(5)

Matthew Yosgott
Bruce De Terra

TCEP Rail-Projects

105

Request of $7,000,000 for the locally-administered TCEP
Etiwanda Avenue Grade Separation Rail project, in
San Bernardino County. (PPNO 75-T0011)

Resolution TCEP-A-1819-03
(Related Item under Ref. 4.11a.)

2.6s.(2)

Matthew Yosgott
Dara Wheeler

Multi-Funded LPP/STIP Project

106

Request of $3,300,000 for the multi-funded locally-administered
LPP/STIP Green Valley Road Widening project, off the State
Highway System, in Sacramento County. (PPNO 03-1668)
Resolution LPP-A-1819-04

Resolution FP-18-08

2.55.(6)

Matthew Yosgott
Rihui Zhang

Page 12



CTC MEETING ESTIMATED TIMED AGENDA August 15-16, 2018
| Tab# | Item Description | Ref.# | Presenter | status* |

Multi-Funded TCEP/STIP Project

107 Request of $33,625,000 for the locally-administered 2.55.(9) | Matthew Yosgott A
multi-funded TCEP/STIP SR 395 Widening from SR 18 to Bruce De Terra
Chamberlaine Way project, on the State Highway System,
in San Bernardino County. (PPNO 04-08-0260J)
Resolution TCEP-A-1819-04
Resolution FP-18-09
(Related Item under Ref. 4.11a.)
Advance of STIP Funding for Multi-Funded SCCP/STIP Project

108 Request of $266,078,000 for the State-administered 2.5s.(7) | Matthew Yosgott A
multi-funded SCCP/STIP Interstate 5 North Coast Corridor Bruce De Terra
HOV Extension — Phase 1 — Encinitas HOV project, on the
State Highway System, in San Diego County, programmed in
FY 19-20.
(PPNO 11-0615F)
Resolution SCCP-A-1819-01
Resolution FP-18-10
(Related Items under Ref. 2.5b.(1) and 4.11f)
Advance of STIP Funding for Multi-Funded SCCP/STIP Project

109 Request of $47,468,000 for the locally-administered multi- 2.5s5.(8) | Matthew Yosgott A
funded SCCP/STIP Silicon Valley Express Lanes Program — Bruce De Terra
Phase 3 project, on the State Highway System, in Santa Clara
County, programmed in FY 19-20. (PPNO 04-2015E)
Resolution SCCP-A-1819-02
Resolution FP-18-11
(Related Item under Ref. 4.11d.)
Active Transportation Program (ATP) Project Allocations

110 Request of $3,544,000 for 12 locally-administered ATP 2.5w.(1) | Laurie Waters A
projects. Rihui Zhang

2.5w.(1a) - $ 331,000 for two ATP projects.
2.5w.(1b) -- $3,213,000 for 10 ATP SB1 Augmentation projects.

Resolution FATP-1819-01
TIME EXTENSION REQUESTS
Contract Award Time Extension

111 Request to extend the period for contract award for the State- 2.8b.(1) | Teri Anderson A
Administered Shaver to Huntington Capital Preventive Bruce De Terra
Maintenance and Culvert Rehabilitation SHOPP project, in
Fresno County, on the State Highway System, per Interim
SHOPP Guidelines. (PPNO 6754A)
Waiver 18-39

112 Request to extend the period of contract award for 2 Active 2.8b.(2) | Laurie Waters A
Transportation Program projects, per ATP Guidelines. Rihui Zhang
Waiver 18-40
Project Completion Time Extension

113 Request to extend the period of project completion for 3 Active | 2.8c.(1) | Laurie Waters A
Transportation Program projects, per ATP Guidelines. Rihui Zhang
Waiver 18-41

114 Request to extend the period of project completion for the 2.8c.(2) | Teri Anderson A
Colfax Truck Climbing Lane SHOPP project, in Placer County Bruce De Terra
on the State Highway System per Interim SHOPP Guidelines.
(PPNO 5067).
Waiver 18-42
Project Expenditure Time Extension

115 Request to extend the period of expenditure for the John 2.8d. Laurie Waters A
Yehall Chin Safe Routes to School project, in San Francisco Rihui Zhang
County, per ATP Guidelines. (PPNO 2023B)
Waiver 18-43
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Tab# | ltem Description | Ref.# | Presenter | Status*
OTHER MATTERS / PUBLIC COMMENT | 6 | | |

Highway Financial Matters

$1,352,400,000 Total SHOPP Requested for Allocation

$ 58,174,000 Total STIP Requested for Allocation

$ 3,544,000 Total ATP Requested for Allocation

$ 49,210,000 Total SB1 Requested for Allocation

$ 1,000,000 Total Prop 192 Requested for Allocation

$ 350,471,000 Total Multi-funded Requested for Allocation

$ 19,174,000 Total Supplemental Funds Requested for Allocation
$1,833,973,000 Sub-Total Project Funds Requested for Allocation

$ 193,400,000 Delegated Allocations
$2,027,373,000 Total Value

Total Jobs Created: 33,012 (Includes Direct, Indirect, and Induced)

Mass Transportation Financial Matters

$ 7,000,000 Total TCEP Requested for Allocation

$ 122,473,000 Total TIRCP Requested for Allocation

$ 26,701,000 Total SB1 LPP Requested for Allocation
$ 156,174,000 Total State Allocations

Total Jobs Created: 2,811  (Includes Direct, Indirect, and Induced)
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No District County Route

List of Projects Going Forward for CTC Allocation
August 2018 CTC Meeting

PPNO

EA

Project Description

Allocation

Amount

2.5b.(1)

SHOPP Projects

Resolution FP-18-01

1

01

DN

199

1094

0C470

Near Idlewild, at Collier Tunnel Safety Roadside Rest Area. Install required
public water system in compliance with Federal and State statutes and
regulatory requirements. Additional improvements include upgrading electrical
system and installing new Supervisory Control and Data Acquisition (SCADA)
system for remote monitoring capabilities.

$3,608,000

01

HUM

101

2365

0C440

Near Trinidad, at northbound and southbound Trinidad Safety Roadside Rest
Areas. Install public water system and sewer system in compliance with
Federal and State statutes and regulatory requirements.

$5,745,000

02

Mod

299

3484

4F210

Near Adin, at Butte Creek Bridge No. 03-001 (PM 0.51) and at Ash Creek
Bridge No. 03-002 (PM 1.02). Replace aging bridges on existing alignment.

$8,452,000

02

Sis

263

3424

2E480

About 8 miles north of Yreka, from 0.3 mile north of Shasta River Bridge to
Route 96 (PM 56.8/57.194); also on Route 96, from 0.5 mile west to 0.2 mile
east of Route 263 (PM 103.1/103.6). Replace the aging Klamath Bridge No. 02
-0015 with a new structure on a new alignment to improve intersection
geometrics.

$18,459,000

03

Pla

49

4781

2F340

In and near Auburn, from 0.1 mile south of Routes 49/80 Separation to 0.1
mile north of Dry Creek Road. Rehabilitate roadway pavement and existing
drainage systems, widen shoulders, upgrade guardrail, signals, and pedestrian
facilities, and construct retaining walls. An additional contribution to the
project is included for work to install a new signal and an Emergency Vehicle
Preemption (EVP) system. This project will improve safety, ride quality, and

$37,872,000

03

Yub

20

9587

2F320

Near Marysville, from 0.1 mile east of Loma Rica Road to 0.2 mile west of
Spring Valley Road. Rehabilitate deteriorating pavement, realign new
traveled way, and widen shoulders to meet current standards. The project is
necessary to improve safety and ride quality.

$13,623,000

04

Ala

238

0448E

4H080

Between Livermore and Hayward, at East Connector Separation Bridge No. 33
-0524F, N238/S880 Connector Bridge No. 33-0540G and 1-580 Arroyo Seco
Bridge No. 33-0066. Conduct bridge preventative maintenance by injecting
epoxy into cracks of the concrete structure, replacing joint seal assemblies,
and reconstructing hinges.

$6,181,000

04

ALA

580

0135A

27010

In San Leandro and Oakland, from Routes 580/238 Separation to Fruitvale
Avenue. Rehabilitate roadway by grinding existing concrete pavement and
replacing failed slabs, resurfacing asphalt pavement shoulders and ramps,
upgrade guardrails, concrete barrier, crash cushions, signs, curb ramps and
sidewalks.

$42,803,000

04

Ala

680

1463D

4G113

In and near Fremont, Pleasanton, and Dublin, from 0.3 mile south of Scott
Creek Road to 0.3 mile north of Alcosta Boulevard. Install ramp meters, ramp
High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) bypass lanes, closed circuit television cameras,
changeable message signs, and traffic monitoring stations.

$23,500,000

10

04

ALA

880

0086Q

4G880

In Fremont, at Crandall Creek Bridge No. 33-0273. Seismically retrofit the
bridge by strengthening the bridge supports and foundation, rehabilitating the
bridge deck, replacing the approach slabs, and placing Rock Slope Protection
(RSP) within the channel bank.

$8,125,000

11

04

ALA

880

0044Q

1A683

In Oakland, from 0.2 mile south of 29th Street to 0.3 mile north of 23rd
Street. Rehabilitate pavement, construct concrete median barrier, and install
safety lighting to improve the safety, ride quality and service life of existing
roadway.

$11,682,000

12

04

cC

1484C

2J590

Near Discovery Bay, from 0.2 mile west of Old River Bridge to Old River
Bridge. Construct sheet pile retaining wall, place Rock Slope Protection (RSP),
and install guardrail to repair storm damage slip-outs.

$2,992,000
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Allocation
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13

04

cC

680

0482S

0J380

Near Alamo, from 0.3 mile south of Livorna Road to 0.6 mile south of Rudgear
Road. Stabilize slope by constructing retaining walls at one location and
reconstructing embankment using geosynthetic reinforced embankment at the
second location.

$8,488,000

14

04

MRN

1485J)

2J560

Near Mill Valley, at 0.1 mile east of Tennessee Valley Road. Repair roadway
slip-out on the north embankment by constructing a wall and side gutter.

$2,268,000

15

04

Mrn

101

0334J

15161

In and near Sausalito, Corte Madera, and Larkspur, from north of Golden Gate
Bridge to 0.3 mile north of Sir Francis Drake Boulevard. Install ramp metering
and Traffic Operations System (TOS) elements.

$8,617,000

16

04

Mrn

101

0350H

4G820

In San Rafael, from Route 101 northbound offramp to 2nd Street at San
Rafael Harbor Bridge No. 27-0033. To address the seismic needs, replace
existing bridge on a new alignment and widen the ramp.

$12,485,000

17

04

Nap

121

1485Q

2J570

Near the city of Napa, from 0.6 mile to 0.4 mile south of Route 128. Stabilize
embankment by placing Rock Slope Protection (RSP) and repairing culverts at
two locations.

$1,832,000

18

04

Nap

128

0587H

1G430

Near Rutherford, at Conn Creek Bridge No. 21-0021. Replace existing two-
pier bridge with a one-pier pre-cast slab bridge to address bridge scour.

$11,112,000

19

04

SCl

82

1490C

4)281

In the city of Santa Clara, on El Camino Real from Portola Avenue to Lawrence
Expressway. Rehabilitate all lanes and shoulders by grinding pavement and
overlaying with rubberized asphalt. This pavement rehabilitation project is
necessary to extend pavement service life and improve ride quality.

$9,780,000

20

04

SM

0482K

0J210

Near Pigeon Point, at 0.3 mile and 0.6 mile north of the Santa Cruz County
line. Repair slip-out and eroding embankment by constructing Rock Slope
Protection (RSP) and filling subsurface voids with styrofoam injections at Eliott
Creek; also repair drainage system at Finney Creek.

$982,000

21

04

SM

92

0482D

0J140

Near San Mateo, 0.8 mile east of Route 35. Restore storm damaged
embankment by placing Rock Slope Protection (RSP) and making drainage
improvements.

$971,000

22

04

Son

1485P

2J540

Near Jenner, at 1.5 miles south of Myers Grade Road. Repair roadway slip-
outs by constructing a retaining wall, placing Rock Slope Protection (RSP), and
improving drainage systems.

$5,580,000

23

04

Son

37

1487C

2J500

Near Novato, at the east approach of Petaluma River Bridge No. 27-0013.
Restore eastern bridge approach settlement by injecting high density
polyurethane grout to stabilize and strengthen embankment.

$2,367,000

24

05

MON

2313

1A000

Near Big Sur, from 1.0 miles south of Bixby Creek Bridge to 0.3 mile south of
Rocky Creek Bridge. Widen shoulders and travel way to reduce the severity
and number of collisions.

$6,064,000

25

05

MON

68

2378

1C250

Near Pacific Grove, from Piedmont Avenue to Scenic Drive. Widen shoulders,
install rumble strips, and upgrade guardrail to current standards to reduce the
severity and number of collisions.

$4,657,000

26

05

MON

101

2548

1F750

In and near King City, from 0.2 mile south of Wild Horse Road to 0.1 mile
south of Pi Bar Ranch Road. Rehabilitate structural and surface distressed
pavement. Reconstruct roadway using Continuously Reinforced Concrete
Pavement (CRCP). The project is necessary to improve safety, provide a 40
year design life and improve ride quality.

$71,828,000

27

05

MON

101

2454

1C960

In and near King City, at the Salinas River Bridge No. 44-0032R/L. Seismically
retrofit both northbound and southbound bridges, resurface bridge decks with
polyester concrete overlay, widen and replace bridge rails to make standard.

$29,599,000
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28

05

MON

101

2673

1H620

Near King City, from 0.3 mile south of Jolon Undercrossing to Teague Avenue.
Improve safety by installing median barrier, widen inside shoulders and
construct rumble strips. This project will improve safety and reduce the
number and severity of collisions.

$5,459,000

29

05

MON

101

2474

1C890

In Salinas, from East Market Street to 0.3 mile south of Russell/Espinosa Road.
Rehabilitate roadway to improve safety and ride quality. Project will crack and
seat existing concrete pavement and overlay with new asphalt pavement;
construct new approach slabs at bridge structures; install precast transition
slabs, and upgrade guardrail to current standards.

$53,730,000

30

05

SBT

25

2379

1C260

Near Hollister, from 0.1 mile south of La Gloria Road to 0.2 mile north of La
Gloria Road. Reduce the number and severity of collisions by realigning the
roadway to improve vertical and horizontal sight distance.

$3,240,000

31

05

SBT

25

2514

1F430

In and near Hollister, from Sunnyslope/Tres Pinos Road to San Felipe Road.
Widen shoulders, flatten embankment slopes, improve roadway cross-slope
and stopping sight distance to reduce the severity and number of collisions.

$8,597,000

32

05

SCR

2418

1C650

In Castle Rock State Park, from 5 miles south to 3.3 miles south of Route 35.
Construct centerline rumble strips, widen shoulders, replace guardrail, and
improve roadway cross-slope. This project will reduce the severity and number
of collisions

$9,281,000

33

05

SCR

17

2538

1F760

In and near Scotts Valley, from 0.6 mile north of Granite Creek Road to the
Santa Clara County line (PM 12.553). Rehabilitate pavement by grinding,
overlaying asphalt, improving drainage, and upgrading guardrail. This project
will extend pavement service life and improve ride quality.

$17,013,000

34

05

SCR

152

2464

1E020

In Watsonville, from Wagner Avenue to Holohan Road. Construct sidewalks,
upgrade curb ramps, driveways and other pedestrian facilities to meet
Americans with Disability Act (ADA) standards.

$2,234,000

35

05

SLO

101

2387

1C370

In Pismo Beach, at Pismo Creek Bridge No. 49-0015K. Repair stream erosion
and scour to protect bridge foundation stability by placing rock slope
protection.

$3,350,000

36

06

KER

Var

6878

0u940

In Kern, Tulare and Fresno Counties on various routes and at various
locations. Remove and prune dead or dying trees that are in various stages of
decline due to past drought conditions and subsequent susceptibility to pests
and disease.

$2,365,000

37

06

MAD

Var

6870

0U950

In Tulare, Fresno and Madera Counties, at various locations. Remove and
prune dead or dying trees that are in various stages of decline due to past
drought conditions and subsequent susceptibility to pests and disease.

$15,834,000

38

06

MAD

Var

6750

0u020

In various counties, on various routes. Establish mitigation bank for future
Caltrans projects in Districts 6 and 10 to protect the California Tiger
Salamander.

$1,860,000

39

06

TUL

201

6521

0H200

Near Kingsburg, on Route 201 at Sand Creek Bridge No. 46-0137 and Friant-
Kern Canal Bridge No. 46-0065; also on Route 216, at Kaweah River Bridge
No. 46-0091. Widen bridge and upgrade bridge rail to current standard.

$13,865,000

40

07

LA

4159

27510

In the city of Los Angeles (Pacific Palisades), from 0.2 mile north of Temescal
Canyon Road to Bay Club Drive. Construct shoulders and upgrade guardrail.
This project will reduce the number and severity of collisions.

$7,098,000

41

07

LA

5245

34060

In Los Angeles and Ventura Counties, on various routes and at various
locations. Repair and Rehabilitate Ramp Metering Systems (RMS) and Vehicle
Detection Systems (VDS) to reduce maintenance needs and to improve system
reliability.

$17,016,000
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42

07

LA

5

4836

31260

Near Gorman, at various locations, from 0.4 mile south of Smokey Bear Road
Undercrossing to 0.3 mile south of Route 138 separation. Construct storm
water mitigation devices, including drainage systems and erosion control
measures in order to reduce pollutant discharge into the Santa Clara Estuary.

$7,559,000

43

07

LA

4835

31250

Near Gorman, from Route 138 to 0.8 mile south of Frazier Mountain Park
Road, at various locations. Install storm water mitigation devices to reduce
pollutants released to the Santa Clara Estuary.

$8,336,000

44

07

LA

10

4700

30150

In the cities of Santa Monica and Los Angeles, from Route 1 to Route 5/101
interchange; also on Route 1 from McClure Tunnel to Lincoln Boulevard.
Rehabilitate pavement, upgrade Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) curb
ramps, reconstruct approach slabs, and upgrade guardrail and crash cushions.

$39,531,000

45

07

LA

14

4838

31280

Near Santa Clarita and Palmdale at various locations, from 0.7 mile south of
Soledad Canyon Road to 0.3 mile south of Mountain Springs Road. Install
storm water mitigation devices, such as infiltration trenches, sand filters,
detention basins, erosion control, and gore paving.

$7,233,000

46

07

LA

164

5193

33470

In and near South El Monte, on Rosemead Boulevard (Route 164) from
Gallatin Road to Rush Street. Relinquish roadway by Financial Contribution
Only (FCO) to the County of Los Angeles.

$1,500,000

47

07

VEN

101

4710

29540

In the city of Ventura, at the Route 33 interchange. Enhance highway worker
safety by miscellaneous paving, replacing crash cushions, modifying irrigation
facilities, and adding maintenance vehicle pullouts.

$2,625,000

48

07

VEN

126

4832

31220

In and near Ventura, from 0.5 mile west of Victoria Avenue to 0.7 mile west of
Briggs Road Overcrossing. Install storm water mitigation devices, such as
infiltration trenches, sand filters, and erosion control.

$7,539,000

49

08

RIV

10

3002T

1F920

In Riverside County, on Routes 10, 60, and 86 at various locations. Install four
Changeable Message Signs (CMS) on Route 10 eastbound, one CMS on Route
60 eastbound, and one CMS on Route 86 northbound in order to reduce travel
time and improve reliability.

$3,801,000

50

08

RIV

10

0005U

1C210

In and near Beaumont, from Route 60 westbound off-ramp to 0.3 mile east of
Highland Springs Avenue. Improve highway worker safety by providing
maintenance vehicle pullout areas, paving gore areas, and adding vegetation
control.

$1,501,000

51

08

RIV

10

0007N

1C380

In and near Beaumont and Banning, from Pennsylvania Avenue to Route 111.
Rehabilitate pavement, in order to restore structural integrity and ride quality
of both mainline and ramps.

$215,934,000

52

08

Riv

60

0224N

0Q75U

In the cities of Riverside and Jurupa Valley, from the Route 91/215 separation
to the San Bernardino County Line; also in San Bernardino County, in Ontario,
from the Riverside County Line to Euclid Avenue. Replacement of two outside
lanes and damaged concrete slabs. The new pavement will provide a service
life of up to 40 years, improve safety, improve ride quality, and minimize
maintenance worker exposure.

$158,839,000

53

08

RIV

60

0033N

1C090

Near Beaumont, from Gilman Springs Road to 1.4 miles west of Jack Rabbit
Trail. Rehabilitate distressed pavement. This project will extend the life of
the existing pavement and improve ride quality and safety.

$15,000,000

54

08

RIV

60

0045G

0Q180

Near Beaumont, from Gilman Springs Road to 1.4 miles west of Jack Rabbit
Trail. Construct left and right shoulders for westbound direction. This project
will increase safety and reduce the number and severity of collisions.

$25,000,000

55

08

RIV

74

0050M

OR310

In Lake Elsinore, from Macy Street to 0.1 mile east of Lakeshore Drive.
Reconstruct sidewalks and curb ramps to improve mobility and bring facilities
up to Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) standards.

$1,487,000
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56 08 RIV 111 0105C O0R301 In Palm Springs, from Gateway Drive to Golf Club Drive. Reconstruct and
construct curb ramps. This project will upgrade non-standard curb ramps and
pedestrian push buttons to current Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA)
standards.

$2,119,000

57 08 SBD 10 3002P 1F440 In Colton, from 0.4 mile west of Rancho Avenue to Warm Creek Bridge.
Upgrade irrigation systems to conserve water.

$838,000

58 08 SBD 10 3001T 1C330 In Colton, from 0.4 mile west of Rancho Avenue to Warm Creek Bridge.
Roadside safety improvements, including maintenance vehicle pullouts and
vegetation control. This project will reduce highway worker exposure to
traffic.

$1,552,000

59 08 SBD 10 0133N 0Q910 In Colton, at Santa Ana River (Bridge No. 54-0292L/R and 54-0292G). Bridge
rehabilitation and seismic retrofit to prevent further deterioration and ensure
the safety and integrity of the bridges.

$17,973,000

60 08 SBD 60 0033E 0F030 In Chino, at Pipeline Avenue Overcrossing (OC) No. 54-0744 (PM R0.86),
Monte Vista Avenue OC No. 54-0746 (PM R1.87), and Benson Avenue OC No.
54-0748 (PM R2.87). Replace bridges to correct non-standard vertical
clearance, which has resulted in multiple impacts by oversized vehicles. This
project will eliminate the need for repair to the bridges due to impacts.

$27,386,000

61 08 SBD 142 0241C 1E850 In Chino Hills, from Orange County Line to Route 71. Rehabilitate pavement
by grinding, overlaying asphalt, improving drainage, and upgrading guardrail.
This project will extend pavement service life and improve ride quality.

$9,065,000

62 08 SBD 215 3002K 1E810 In the city of San Bernardino, from Palm Avenue Undercrossing to Little
League Drive Overcrossing. Upgrade existing Weigh in Motion (WIM) system.
This will bring the WIM system up to industry standards and improve data
accuracy, reduce noise, and improve public safety.

$1,898,000

63 08 SBD 330 0256C 38852 Near Highland, at City Creek Bridge No. 54-0365, and at East Fork City Creek
Bridge No. 54-0345. Replace bridge rail. This project will reduce the number
and severity of injuries.

$3,609,000

64 09 INY 190 0610 35320 In Death Valley National Park near Panamint Springs, east of Panamint Valley
Road. Realign curves and widen shoulders to reduce the number and severity
of collisions.

$4,171,000

65 09 INY 395 0657 36590 In and near Lone Pine, from 1.2 miles south of Route 136 to East Inyo Street;
also on Route 136 at the Route 395 intersection (PM 0.0/0.1). Rehabilitate
pavement by grinding, overlaying asphalt, and reconstruct curb ramps. This
project will extend pavement service life and improve ride quality.

$8,859,000

66 09 MNO 395 0658 36470 Near Bridgeport, from Conway Ranch Road to Route 270. Reduce the
number and severity of collisions by upgrading guardrail to current standards.

$3,562,000

67 10 Mer Var 0338 0P550 In Merced and Stanislaus counties at various bridge locations. Seismic retrofit
of six bridges by placing steel column casings, abutment seat extensions and
catcher blocks.

$5,502,000

68 10 SJ 5 3112 0X720 In and near Lathrop and Stockton, from south of Louise Avenue to Charter
Way; also from south of Hammer Lane to north of Eight Mile Road (PM
32.3/35.7). Extend gore pavement and construct Maintenance Vehicle
Pullouts (MVPSs) to reduce maintenance work exposure and enhance highway
worker safety.

$3,843,000

69 10 SJ 99 0321 0L020 In Ripon, at the Stanislaus River Bridge No. 29-0013L; also in Stanislaus
County (PM R24.3/R24.750). Rehabilitate and restore structural integrity of
bridge by replacing the arched southern portion between spans three and
four.

$12,007,000
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70 10 SJ 99

3156

1C060

In Ripon, at Main Street Overcrossing; also in Lodi at Turner Road
Overcrossing (PM 31.6). Upgrade pedestrian facilities to comply with
Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) requirements.

$2,043,000

71 10 STA 99

3011Y

0X56Y

In Modesto at Carpenter Road/Briggsmore Avenue southbound offramp.
Replacement planting and irrigation system improvements as a landscape
mitigation for EA 0X560.

$1,026,000

72 10 STA 99

3130

0Vv110

In Modesto, from north of West Modesto Overhead to north of Beckwith
Road/Standiford Avenue. Construct acceleration and deceleration lanes at
four northbound ramps and two southbound ramps to reduce the severity and
number of collisions.

$11,749,000

73 10 TUO 120

3136

0Y790

Near Haden Flat, east of Cherry Lake Road. Stabilize slope and improve
drainage for the protective betterment of the roadway.

$1,009,000

74 11 SD 5

1192

42260

In San Diego County, from 0.3 mile north of Lomas Santa Fe Drive
Undercrossing to 0.2 mile north of Agua Hedionda Lagoon Bridge. Rehabilitate
culverts using cured-in-place pipe, grouting, invert lining, and machine spiral
wound PVC.

$12,035,000

75 11 SD 52

1176

41950

In the city of San Diego, on Routes 52, 15, 163, and 805 at various locations.
Slab replacement, cold plane and overlay, and guardrail upgrade. This project
will improve safety and ride quality and will extend the service life of the
existing pavement.

$15,190,000

76 11 SD 75

1204

42040

In Imperial Beach, from Georgia Street to 0.2 mile north of Rainbow Drive.
Relinquish roadway by Financial Contribution Only (FCO) to city of Imperial
Beach.

$5,300,000

77 12 Ora 55

3573

ONS500

In the cities of Orange, Santa Ana, and Tustin, from 0.3 mile south of 17th
Street to Santiago Creek; also on Route 22 from Route 55 to Santiago Creek.
Roadside safety improvements, including facility relocation and roadside
paving to control vegetation. This project will minimize the frequency and
duration of highway worker exposure to traffic.

$2,225,000

78 12 ORA 57

3799

0m480

In the cities of Brea, Fullerton, and Placentia, from 0.2 mile south of
Orangethorpe Avenue Undercrossing to 0.3 mile north of Lambert Road
Undercrossing. Upgrade pedestrian facilities to meet current Americans with
Disabilities Act (ADA) standards.

$2,300,000

79 12 ORA 405

4956A

0HO45

In Irvine, from Route 133 to Sand Canyon Avenue; also from Sand Canyon
Avenue to University Drive/Jeffery Road. Construct southbound auxiliary
lanes to reduce congestion and improve highway operations and mobility.

$8,200,000

79 Projects

Total

$1,179,960,000

2.5b.(2a) Support Allocations for SHOPP Projects

Resolution FP-18-02

1 01 DN 101

1095

0C660

In and near Crescent City, from south of Elk Valley Road to north of Wilson
Avenue/Burtschell Street. Upgrade Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA)
facilities and construct traffic calming measures to improve operations and
safety for non-motorized users.

$1,190,000

2 01 HUM 299

2435

0F690

Near Blue Lake, from 2.2 miles east of Simpson Road to 3.2 miles east of
Simpson Road. Widen shoulders, and install rumble strips and guardrailing.

$1,394,000

3 02 SHA 44

3673

2H990

Near Viola, from 0.4 mile east to 1.1 miles east of Bridge Creek Road. Curve
improvement.

$160,000
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4 02 Teh 32 3726 4H460 Near Forest Ranch, at west of Slate Creek Bridge. Replace damaged concrete $460,000
sack retaining wall with cased secant piling (CSP) retaining wall.
5 02 TRI 299 3579 0H410 Near Burnt Ranch,from 0.4 mile east of Hennessey Road to 0.3 mile west of $1,118,000
Burnt Ranch Road. Install rockfall drapery system.
6 02 Tri 299 3720 4H040 Near Burnt Ranch, from east of China Slide Road to Mill Creek Road. Stabilize $1,840,000
the slope by constructing a retaining wall, reconstructing roadway, and
modifying drainage systems.
7 03 ED 193 3631 1H600 Near Placerville, at 1.1 miles north of the South Fork American River Bridge $2,402,000
(PM 22.8/22.9); also at 2.5 miles north of the South Fork American River
Bridge (PM 24.2/24.3). Restore embankment slope slipouts.
8 03 GLE 5 3710 4F420 Near Willows, at the Willows Safety Roadside Rest Area (SRRA). Upgrade $1,308,000
potable water and wastewater systems.
9 03 NEV 20 3996 0H660 Near Nevada City and Junction House, from east of Conservation Road $808,000
(Washington Ridge Road) to east of Washington Road. Operational
improvements to widen for left-turn pockets and roadway turnouts.
10 03 NEV 20 3999 1H810 Near Bear Valley and Emigrant Gap, from 2.0 miles east of Chalk Bluff Road to $680,000
0.2 mile west of Excelsior Point Road. Operational improvement to make
existing roadway turnout standard width with shoulders.
11 03 Nev 49 4137 3H640 Near Higgins Corner, at the intersection with Wolf Road/Combie Road. $1,000,000
Improve safety by providing accelerations lanes at the intersection.
12 03 Nev 49 4138 3H650 Near Grass Valley, from 0.3 mile south to 0.1 mile north of Quail Creek Drive. $960,000
Improve safety by constructing a two-way left turn lane and 8 foot shoulder.
13 03 Pla 80 4309 4H110 Near Soda Springs, from east of South Yuba River Bridge to Nevada County $1,480,000
line; also, in Nevada County from Placer County line to east of Soda Springs
Overcrossing (PM 0.0/R3.0). Install concrete gutter to repair shoulder damage
at various locations.
14 03 SAC 12 5961 2H640 Near Rio Vista, at Route 160. Intersection improvements. $1,330,000
15 03 YOL 16 8663A 4F172 Near Capay, from Capay Canal Bridge to County Road 85. Improve signs and $360,000
lighting, and remove dead trees.
16 03 YOL 16 8663 4F171 In Esparto, from Orleans Street to County Road 21A. Improve pedestrian $2,120,000
safety by improving crosswalks, curb bulb-outs, and lighting.
17 04 ALA 1462A 4K980 In Oakland, at the Caltrans District 4 headquarters office building, 111 Grand $520,000
Avenue. Rehabilitate the existing 13 building elevators with new systems to
extend service life, increase efficiency, and correct performance failures.
18 04 ALA 185 1487P 3J190 In Oakland, San Leandro, Hayward, Union City and Fremont on Routes 185, $1,480,000
238, and 262 at various locations. Crosswalk safety enhancements.
19 04 Ala Var 2025T 0Q870 In Alameda and Contra Costa Counties, on Routes 4, 13, 24, 80, 84, 92, 160, $2,900,000
238, 242, 580, 680, and 880 at various locations. Remove diseased, dead or
dying drought damaged trees.
20 04 cc 24 1418C 1J990 In Orinda and Lafayette, from east of the Caldecott Tunnel to east of Camino $1,450,000

Pablo and at Acalanes Road (PM R4.2/R4.99); also in Oakland on Route 13, at
Redwood Road (PM 5.2/5.5). Install safety lighting and upgrade median
barrier.
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21 04 Nap 128 1464C 2K420 Near Saint Helena, at 1.8 miles east of Silverado Trail Road. Install Rock
Slope Protection (RSP) over storm damaged embankment.

$620,000

22 04 SCI Var 2025U 0Q890 In Santa Clara, San Mateo, and San Francisco Counties on Routes 9, 17, 35,
84, 130, 280, and 880 at various locations. Remove dead or dying drought
damaged trees.

$2,600,000

23 04 SF 101 1490F 43390 In the City and County of San Francisco, from San Mateo County line to Route
101/80 Junction. Overlay existing pavement with open graded asphalt, groove
concrete pavement and upgrade drainage system.

$4,000,000

24 04 SF 101 1493G 4J970 In the City and County of San Francisco, from Bayshore Boulevard
Overcrossing (OC) to South Van Ness Avenue; also on Route 280, from
Monterey Boulevard onramp OC to King Street onramp (PM R2.8 to T7.2).
Install vandalism-resistant security fence and gates to reduce maintenance
repairs and enhance highway worker safety.

$1,900,000

25 04 SF 101 1453E 2K950 In the City and County of San Francisco, at the District 4 Materials Laboratory
beneath Route 101 (325 San Bruno Avenue). Construct permanent District 4
Materials Lab at alternative state-owned site to replace obsolete facility closed
in March 2015 due to unsafe conditions.

$4,420,000

26 04 SM 1 1450H 0K570 Near Half Moon Bay, at 1.1 miles north of Santa Cruz County line. Repair
slope washout by constructing a soldier pile wall and upgrading the drainage
system.

$700,000

27 04 SM 84 1455B 2K610 Near La Honda, at 1.2 miles north of Madera Lane (North). Repair slope
washout and place Rock Slope Protection (RSP) on existing embankment to
prevent further erosion.

$1,872,000

28 04 SM 280 1499H 43080 In San Bruno, from Jenevein Avenue to 0.1 mile south of San Bruno Avenue.
Reconstruct failed concrete ditch and place Rock Slope Protection (RSP) at
slope washouts as storm damage permanent restoration.

$900,000

29 04 Son Var 2022J 0Q850 In Sonona, Solano, Napa, Marine, and Lake Counties on Routes 1, 12, 29, 80,
101, 116, 128, 131, 680, and 780 at various locations. Remove dead or dying
drought damaged trees.

$2,760,000

30 05 Mon 68 2742 13460 Near Pacific Grove, from Skyline Forest Drive to west of Route 1; also, from
Haul Road to west of Skyline Forest Drive (PM 2.7/3.2). Increase safety by
improving roadway cross slope at curve, sight distance, widen shoulders,
install rumble strip, tapered edge treatment and construct drainage
improvements.

$2,414,000

31 05 SB 135 2703 1H960 In Santa Maria, at various locations from Union Valley Parkway to Preisker
Lane. Modify signals at and construct curb ramps.

$4,468,000

32 05 SB 135 2745 13470 In Santa Maria, from Roemer Way to Preisker Lane; also at Bunny Avenue (PM
16.5). Construct signal system, sidewalk, and highway lighting.

$1,720,000

33 05 SBt 25 2746 1J480 Near Hollister, at the intersection of Route 25 and Route 156. Construct
roundabout.

$2,590,000

34 05 SCr 9 2874 1K120 In and near the city of Santa Cruz, north of Vernon Street; also, south of
Glengarry Road (PM 4.0). Construct sidehill viaducts, restore roadway and
facilities, provide erosion control.

$2,428,000

35 05 SCr 9 2875 1K140 Near Boulder Creek, at Spring Creek Road. Construct soldier pile retaining
wall, restore roadway and drainage facilities, and install permanent erosion
control measures.

$848,000
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36 05 SCr 9 2876 1K130 Near Boulder Creek, 1.1 miles south of Route 236. Construct tieback wall, $1,240,000
restore roadway and drainage facilities, and install permanent erosion control
measures.

37 05 SLO 101 2766 1J780 Near Wellsona, at the intersection of Route 101 and Wellsona Road. Construct $2,746,000
undercrossing.

38 06 KER 46 6865 0w410 In and near Wasco, from 0.7 mile west of Brown Material Road to Scofield $1,050,000
Avenue. Install centerline and shoulder rumble strips.

39 06 Ker 99 6964 0S550 Near Bakersfield, at the Lerdo Canal Bridge No. 50-0133 R/L. Widen shoulders $2,800,000
and construct median barrier.

40 07 LA 1 5257 34170 In Long Beach, at the intersection of Anaheim Street/Los Altos Plaza. Install $1,246,000
protected left turn phases for north and south intersection approaches,
upgrade existing signals, refresh crosswalk striping, and upgrade curb ramps
to Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) standards.

41 07 LA 1 5434 35200 In Long Beach, from Stanley Avenue to Cedar Avenue. Upgrade traffic signals, $1,042,000
install protected left turn phases, install pedestrian push buttons and
pedestrian signals, and upgrade curb ramps to Americans with Disabilities Act
(ADA) standards to improve pedestrian and bicycle safety.

42 07 LA 1 5323 34380 In Los Angeles County near Carson, at Texaco Railroad Overhead Bridge No. $1,366,000
53-2152. Construct soldier pile retaining walls to replace existing deteriorated
crib walls.

43 07 LA 5 5433 35180 In the city of Los Angeles, at Cesar Chavez Avenue. Upgrade traffic signal, $884,000
Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) curb ramps, and install flashing beacons.

44 07 LA 138 5435 35210 In Palmdale, at the intersection of 2nd Street East. Install new traffic signal, $992,000
install pedestrian signal heads with countdown and audible pedestrian signals
(APS), install marked crosswalks, and upgrade curb ramps to Americans with
Disabilities Act (ADA) standards.

45 08 Riv 62 3010Q 1E611 Near Twentynine Palms, from 3.4 to 2.8 miles west of Route 177 Junction. $240,000
Widen shoulders to 8 feet, install shoulder and centerline rumble strips.

46 08 RIV 74 3001Y 1C590 In and near Lake Elsinore, from 1.7 miles east of El Cariso Road to Lehr Drive. $1,010,000
Stabilize slopes to decrease sediment transport.

47 08 RIV 215 3002A 1C660 In Murrieta and Menifee, from Route 215 to north of Scott Road. Stabilize $2,746,000
slopes to decrease sediment transport.

48 08 SBd 15 3010J 1J200 Near Hesperia, from 0.1 mile north of of the Route 138 Separation to Gish $1,550,000
Overhead. Extend deceleration lane leading to southbound offramp.

49 08 SBD 40 3001R O0R150 Near Essex, from west of Kelbaker Road to Essex Road. Regrade and flatten $4,050,000
median cross slope.

50 08 SBd 138 3010W 1H820 Near Hesperia, from Cajon Boulevard to the Route 15 southbound offramp. $1,140,000
Install traffic signals, realign Cajon Boulevard, widen southbound offramp, add
left turn lane, and construct curb ramps.

51 10 MPA 140 0280 0P921 Near El Portal and Yosemite National Park, 0.5 miles west of South Fork $11,000,000
Merced River. Construct rock shed.

52 11 SD 52 1219 41180 In the city of San Diego, from 0.1 mile east of Route 5 to 0.1 mile east of $900,000

Convoy Street. Construct Maintenance Vehicle Pullouts (MVPs), pave slopes
under bridge structures, pave narrow areas and beyond gores.
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53

11

SD

163

1276

43013

In the city of San Diego, at various locations from Quince Street Overcrossing
Bridge No. 57-0216K to Washington Street Overcrossing Bridge No. 57-0220.
Replace bridge rail within Cabrillo Freeway Historic District.

(Long Lead Project)

$5,040,000

54

11

SD

Var

1200

42490

At various locations, on Routes 5, 8, 15, 52, 54, 56, 67, 75, 76, 78, 94, 125,
163, 805 and 905 in San Diego County. Upgrade and install curve warning
signs.

$996,000

55

12

ORA

2255

0P690

In Laguna Beach, from 7th Avenue to north of Moss Street. Upgrade existing
curb ramps, sidewalks, and driveways to Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA)
Standards.

$8,000,000

56

12

Ora

2834A

0Q820

In Tustin and Santa Ana, from Route 55 to south of Grand Avenue. Cold plane
existing asphalt concrete, overlay with Open Graded Friction Course (OGFC),
and apply High Friction Surface Treatment (HFST).

$1,836,000

57

12

ORA

2860N

0P900

In and near Anaheim, from Santa Ana Bridge No. 55-0811 to 0.6 mile south of
Harbor Boulevard Overcrossing. Enhance highway worker safety by access
trails and access gates, relocating facilities away from traffic, and installing
features to reduce repetitive maintenance activities.

$540,000

58

12

ORA

2860P

0Q850

In the cities of Orange and Anaheim, from Santa Ana River Bridge to Harbor
Boulevard. Improve wet pavement safety by repairing and placing a grooved
polyester concrete overlay on three undercrossing bridge decks, and
upgrading guardrail.

$1,552,000

59

12

ORA

2861E

0P910

In Anaheim, from north of Anaheim Boulevard to Santa Ana Street. Enhance
highway worker safety by access trails and access gates, relocating facilities
away from traffic, and installing features to reduce repetitive maintenance
activities.

$400,000

60

12

Ora

22

2873B

0Q650

In Garden Grove, on the westbound offramp to Valley View Street. Modify
existing traffic signals, add safety lighting, refresh pavement striping, and
bring Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) facilities to current standards.

$640,000

61

12

Ora

39

3182

0Q640

In Stanton, at the intersection of Chapman Avenue. Modify signals, add safety
lighting, add crosswalk striping, and bring Americans with Disabilities Act
(ADA) facilities to current standards.

$690,000

62

12

ORA

133

4846

ON890

In Irvine, from southbound Route 5 connector to the northbound Route 405
connector. Construct a new auxiliary lane to improve traffic flow.

$3,006,000

62 Projects

Total

$117,902,000

2.5b.(2b) Support Allocations for SHOPP SB 1 Projects of Primary Asset Classes Resolution FP-18-02
1 01 DN 101 1072 0B090 Near Klamath, at Panther Creek Bridge No. 01-0025 and at Hunter Creek $7,440,000
Bridge No. 01-0003.
2 01 MEN 101 4442 46630 Near Hopland, from 0.7 mile south of Geysers Road to Hopland Overhead. $1,270,000
3 03 ED 50 3317 1H800 In and near Placerville, from west of El Dorado Road to west of Schnell School $400,000
Road.
4 03 ED 50 3335 4H370 In and near Placerville, from west of Schnell School Road to east of Braeburn $206,000
Lane.
5 03 PLA 80 5097 2F570 In Placer and Nevada Counties, at various locations. $12,700,000

Page 10




List of Projects Going Forward for CTC Allocation
August 2018 CTC Meeting

Proj Allocation
No District County Route PPNO EA Project Description Amount
6 04 ALA 580 1487A 3J050 In and near Oakland and San Leandro, from Route 238 to Route 80. $5,400,000
7 04 MRN 1 0756K 0G642 Near Point Reyes Station, at Lagunitas Creek Bridge No. 27-0023. $5,700,000
8 04 SCL 17 1480B 1J970 In and near Los Gatos, Campbell and San Jose, from Hebard Way to Route $350,000
280.
9 04 SM 101 1487 3J060 In the cities of Burlingame, Millbrae, San Bruno and South San Francisco, from $2,684,000
Broadway to Oyster Point Boulevard.
10 04 SOL 80 0480N 0J600 In and near Vallejo, Dixon and Vacaville, at Route 80/29 Separation Bridge No. $1,760,000
23-0087, McCune Creek Bridge No. 23-0084L/R and Horse Creek Bridge No.
23-0077L.
11 04 SOL 80 0481R 0J710 In Vallejo, from Magazine Street Overcrossing No. 23-0066 to Redwood Street $4,308,000
Overcrossing No. 23-0114.
12 05 Mon 1 2534 1F680 In and near Big Sur and Carmel, from Torre Canyon Bridge to San Luis $2,854,000
Avenue.
13 05 SB 1 2586 1G130 Near Santa Maria, from Solomon Road to Route 166. $1,832,000
14 05 SB 101 2426 1C821 In Carpinteria, from Casitas Pass Overcrossing to 0.2 miles north of Sheffield $2,760,000
Avenue Undercrossing.
15 05 SB 101 2426A 1C822 In and near Summerland, from 0.9 mile south of South Padaro Lane $8,740,000
Undercrossing to 0.6 mile north of Padaro Lane Overcrossing.
16 05 SB 101 2426C 1C823 In and near Summerland, from 0.2 mile north of Padaro Lane Overcrossing to $660,000
0.2 mile north of Sheffield Avenue.
17 05 SLO 1 0072 0oL721 In Morro Bay, at Toro Creek Bridge. $4,600,000
18 06 Fre 198 6921 0X060 In Fresno County, on Route 198 at various locations. $6,000,000
19 06 Fre Var 6923 0wW180 In Fresno, Kern, Kings, Madera, and Tulare Counties, at various locations. $800,000
20 06 KER 5 6820 ou470 Near Kettleman City, from 0.34 mile south of Twisselman Road Overcrossing $2,400,000
to Kings County line.
21 06 Kin 43 6965 0X390 In and near Corcoran, from Tulare County line to west of Santa Fe Avenue. $1,100,000
22 07 LA 14 5219 33760 In the City of Santa Clarita, near southbound offramp to Sierra Highway. $3,762,000
23 07 LA 101 4770 30750 In the cities of Los Angeles, Calabasas and Agoura Hills, from Route 170 to $1,298,000
Kanan Road.
24 08 SBD 38 0205C 0G800 Near Big Bear Lake, from Zaca Road to Route 18. $3,460,000
25 10 MER 152 3139 0S120 In Merced County on Routes 152, 59, and 99 and in San Joaquin County on $1,486,000
Routes 5 and 12, at various locations.
26 10 SJ 5 3235 1H341 Near Lathrop, at Mathews Road Undercrossing 29-0218L. $10,000
27 10 SJ 5 3250 1F400 In and near Stockton, on Routes 4 (PM 14.6/21.2), 5 and 99 (PM 15.8/18.5) at $760,000
various locations.
28 10 SJ 120 3230 1C960 In and near Manteca and Lathrop, from Route 5 to Route 99; also on Route 5 $2,442,000

at PM R13.34 and on Route 99 at PM 4.56.
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29 11 SD Var 1262 42970 In San Diego County, at various locations. $4,320,000
30 12 ORA Var 3450A 0Q390 In Costa Mesa, at the Route 55/73 Connector Overcrossing Bridge No. 55 $2,096,000
-538F (PM 4.74), Route 91 Carmenita Road Pedestrian Overcrossing Bridge
No. 55-0473 (PM 0.02) and Route 405 Laguna Canyon Road Overcrossing
Bridge No. 55-0247 (PM 2.20).
30 Projects Total $93,598,000

2.5b.(4) SHOPP Projects (Advancements)

Resolution FP-18-18

1 11 SD 5 1281 42560 In San Diego County, from 0.6 mile south of Route 5/8 Separation to 1.5 miles $22,616,000
north of Route 5/76 Separation. Install Vehicle Detection Stations (VDS),
Changeable Message Signs (CMS), Closed Circuit Television (CCTV), Ramp
Metering, Traffic Signal and Fiber Optic Network elements to reduce user delay
and improve system reliability.
1 Projects Total $22,616,000

2.5b.(5) SHOPP Projects

Resolution FP-18-19

1 11 SD Var 1174 42080 In San Diego County, on various routes at various locations. Replace $3,829,000
Changeable Message Signs (CMS) panels with Advanced Variable Message
Signs (AVMS) panels. This project will replace message signs at the end of
their lifecycle with new technology.
1 Projects Total $3,829,000
2.5¢.(2) Locally-Administered STIP Projects On the State Highway System Resolution FP-18-04
1 08 RIV 60 0046J ON69U Near Beaumont. Construct new eastbound and westbound truck lanes from $31,555,000
Gilman Springs Road to 1.47 miles west of Jack Rabbit Trail and upgrade
existing inside and outside shoulders to standard width.
1 Projects Total $31,555,000
2.5c.(3a) Locally-Administered STIP Projects Off the State Highway System Resolution FP-18-05
1 02 LAS 2121A 1A010 In Susanville, from Route 139 to Route 36 east (Skyline East and Extension), $6,800,000
outside the City of Susanville. Skyline Road corridor improvements. Construct
two lane highway with a Class | bike way, complete with traffic signals at each
intersection and bridge across Susan River.
2 02 TRI 2487 45686 In Weaverville, on Browns Ranch Road from Lowden Park to the Golden Age $100,000
Senior Center and residential area. New pedestrian/bicycle bridge crossing
East Weaver Creek.
3 05 SCR 2826 Transportation demand management, including centralized traveler $181,000
information system and ride matching services.
4 10 SJ 6629 In Tracy, on MacArthur Drive, from Schulte Road to Valpico Road. Widen from $3,194,000
two to four lanes.
4 Projects Total $10,275,000
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2.5c.(3b) Local STIP Planning, Programming and Monitoring Projects Resolution FP-18-05
1 01 DN 1032 Planning, Programming and Monitoring $42,000
2 01 LAK 3002P Planning, Programming and Monitoring $35,000
3 01 MEN 4002P Planning, Programming and Monitoring $89,000
4 02 LAS 2124 Planning, programming and monitoring $110,000
5 02 PLU 2057 Planning, programming and monitoring $29,000
6 02 TRI 2066 Planning, programming and monitoring. $20,000
7 03 Nev 0oL83 Planning, Programming and Monitoring $79,000
8 03 Sac VARIOUS Planning, Programming and Monitoring $559,000
9 04 ALA 2179 Planning, Programming and Monitoring $565,000
10 04 ALA VARIOUS Planning, Programming and Monitoring. $676,000
11 04 cc 20110 Planning, Programming and Monitoring $454,000
12 04 SCL 2255 Planning, Programming and Monitoring $783,000
13 04 SM 2140A Planning, Programming and Monitoring $338,000
14 04 SOL 2263 Planning, Programming and Monitoring $204,000
15 05 MON 1165 Planning, Programming and Monitoring. $231,000
16 05 SCR 0921 Planning, Programming and Monitoring. $174,000
17 06 Ker 6L03 Planning, Programming and Monitoring. $199,000
18 10 Alp A1950 Planning Programming and Monitoring $19,000
19 10 CAL C1950 Planning, Programming and Monitoring. $52,000
20 11 SD 8 7402 41131 Planning, Programming and Monitoring $1,605,000
21 12 ORA 2132 Planning, Programming and Monitoring $1,481,000
21 Projects $7,744,000

2.5c.(4) Locally-Administered STIP Projects On the State Highway System (Advancements FY 19-20) Resolution FP-18-06

1 04 SCL 85 2015G 1K552 On SR 85, from US 101 to SR 87. Develop and install Electronic Tolling $8,600,000
System (ETS) components.

1 Projects $8,600,000
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2.5c.(5) Eureka Non-Freeway Alternative Program Projects Resolution FP-18-07
1 01 HUM 0302D 28180 In Eureka, along Waterfront Drive between G Street and J Street. $2,337,000
Construction of full width roadway with bike lanes, sidewalks, railroad
crossing, street lighting and public amenities on Waterfront Drive, 'G' to 'J'
Street in Eureka California.
1 Projects Total $2,337,000
2.5c.(6) Seismic Retrofit Allocation (Proposition 192) Resolution FP-18-17
1 04 SF 013581 $1,000,000
1 Projects Total $1,000,000
2.5d.(1) Allocations for Projects with Cost Increase Greater than 20 Percent Resolution FP-18-12
1 04 Sol 12 8060A 4G560 Near Rio Vista, at the intersection of Route 12 and Route 113; also, on Route $7,458,000
113 from PM 0.0/0.2. Improve safety and operations by constructing a single
lane roundabout. This project will reduce the number and severity of
collisions.
1 Projects Total $7,458,000
2.5d.(2) Allocations for Projects with Cost Increase Greater than 20 Percent Resolution FP-18-13
1 07 VEN 23 4698 30350 In Thousand Oaks, from Carlisle Road to Route 101. Rehabilitate pavement $6,624,000
to provide a 20 year design life and upgrade curb ramps to Americans with
Disabilities Act (ADA) standards. This project will extend pavement service
life and improve ride quality.
1 Projects Total $6,624,000
2.5d.(3) Allocations for Projects with Cost Increase Greater than 20 Percent Resolution FP-18-14
1 07 LA 110 4730 30570 In the city of Los Angeles, at Los Angeles River Bridge No. 53-0421R/L. Spot $7,938,000
blast, clean, and paint steel bridge members. This improvement will prevent
further deterioration and extend the service life of both directional bridges.
1 Projects Total $7,938,000
2.5d.(5) Allocations for Projects with Cost Increase Greater than 20 Percent Resolution FP-18-16
1 06 KER 14 6814 0T301 In Mojave, at the Mojave Maintenance Station (L-5713). Demolish $6,375,000
deteriorated facilities, construct new crew room and equipment storage
building, and modify the existing wash pad.
1 Projects Total $6,375,000
2.5e.(10) Supplemental Funds for Previously Voted Projects Resolution FA-18-10
1 10 SJ 12 7352 0G800 Near Terminous on Bouldin Island, from Mokelumne River Bridge to Potato $6,700,000
Slough Bridge. Rehabilitate roadway.
1 Projects Total $6,700,000
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Proj Allocation
No District County Route PPNO EA Project Description Amount
2.5e.(2) Supplemental Funds for Previously Voted Projects Resolution FA-18-02

1 06 Fre 168 6754A ouo9uU In Fresno County in and near Shaver Lake from 0.2 mile west of Auberry Road $3,860,000
to Kaiser Pass Road. Pavement Preservation and Culvert Rehabilitation.
1 Projects Total $3,860,000
2.5e.(3) Supplemental Funds for Previously Voted Projects Resolution FA-18-03
1 07 VEN VAR 4842 31330 In various cities, at various locations on Routes 23, 101,and 126. Install storm $341,000
water mitigation devices.
1 Projects Total $341,000
2.5e.(4) Supplemental Funds for Previously Voted Projects Resolution FA-18-04
1 08 SBD 15 3005M 1G460 Near Baker, from 2.5 miles north of Bailey Road to 1.5 miles south of Nipton $519,000
Road. Cold plane and overlay with Open Graded Friction Course (OGFC).
1 Projects Total $519,000
2.5e.(5) Supplemental Funds for Previously Voted Projects Resolution FA-18-05
1 10 AMA 88 3178 1C430 In Amador and Alpine Counties on Routes 16, 49, 88, and 104 at various $2,000,000
locations. Install centerline and shoulder rumble strips.
1 Projects Total $2,000,000
2.5e.(6) Supplemental Funds for Previously Voted Projects Resolution FA-18-06
1 02 TEH 36 3453 3E720 In and near Red Bluff, from East Sand Slough Bridge to 0.6 mile east of Stice $825,000
Road. Rehabilitate pavement.
1 Projects Total $825,000
2.5e.(7) Supplemental Funds for Previously Voted Projects Resolution FA-18-07
1 07 VEN 33 4725 30520 Near Ojai, near North Fork Matilija Creek Bridge. Construct retaining wall, $3,777,000
stream rock weirs and fish habitat structures.
1 Projects Total $3,777,000
2.5e.(8) Supplemental Funds for Previously Voted Projects Resolution FA-18-08
1 10 AMA 88 0303 0W590 Near Silver Lake, from east of Peddler Hill Road to west of Tragedy Springs $621,000
Road. Rehabilitate pavement.
1 Projects Total $621,000
2.5e.(9) Supplemental Funds for Previously Voted Projects Resolution FA-18-09
1 10 AMA 88 0326 0W600 Near Silver Lake, from east of Kays Road to the Alpine County line. $532,000
Rehabilitate pavement.
1 Projects Total $532,000
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2.5f.(1)

Informational Report - Emergency G-11 Allocations

Resolution

1

01

HUM

36

2470

0G920

Near Bridgeville, from 0.3 mile west of Jaymar Lane to 1.7 miles west of
Trinity County line. Beginning on January 7, 2017, a series of storm events
caused multiple slides, sinkholes, slipouts, and distressed pavement.
Responding day and night to the damages, Department forces were inundated
beyond the Department's capacity. The project will remove and dispose of
slide debris and hazardous trees, support ongoing geotechnical investigations,

$1,200,000

01

Hum

Var

2517

0J080

In and near Eureka, on Routes 101, 253, and 255 at various locations. Recent
incidents at eight illegal homeless encampments resulted in trespass, damage
to state infrastructure, and assaults on Department employees. This project
will remove debris and reconstruct landscape/hardscape to deter against
further encampments within the state right-of-way.

$2,800,000

01

MEN

4651

0G450

Near Westport, from 0.6 mile to 1.4 miles north of Blue Slide Gulch. Heavy
rainfall in March 2016 caused sudden movement in the Westport Landslide
Complex, causing substantial settlement and cracking of the roadway. This
project will reconstruct the roadway, repair drainage, install a geotechnical
monitoring system, and install erosion control measures. The work is
necessary to prevent further roadway deterioration and pavement loss and

$19,700,000

01

Men

101

8503

0J160

Near Willits, from 2.0 miles south of Ridgewood Ranch Road to 0.9 mile south
of Black Bart Drive. Heavy rainfall that occurred from January through April
2017 resulted in the movement of a landslide on Ridgewood Grade.

Continued movement in May 2017 resulted in closure of the #1 southbound
lane. A Director's Order (EA 01-0H420) was obtained on May 31, 2017 to
provide traffic control, repair drainage, and support geotechnical investigation.

$17,350,000

01

MEN

175

4681

0H210

Near Hopland, from 1.0 mile east of Buckman Drive Road to 0.5 mile east of
McDowell Sidehill Viaduct. Heavy rainfall beginning January 7, 2017 caused a
landslide at two locations. The first location (PM 8.8) had slide material
deposited onto the roadway from February into March and daily cleanup was
required because of the accelerating slide activity. On March 13, a
geotechnical assessment determined that the slide reduced access to private

$9,000,000

02

Sha

3729

4H390

Near the city of Mount Shasta, at 1.3 miles north of Gibson road to 1.5 miles
south of Sims Road. In March 2018 the office of Geotechnical Design was sent
to investigate a destabilized embankment. Field investigations determined
heaving forces associated with the embankment have exceeded the ability of
the existing large rock buttress to prevent movement and has begun failing. In
June 2018 the Design office noticed a substantial change in failure since the

$6,600,000

03

ED

50

3334

4H500

Near Fresh Pond, at 0.5 mile west of Forest Road. On April 30, 2018 the
Department discovered a failed Loffelstein Wall. The failure has caused a
vertical drop off at the edge of pavement and loss of guardrail support. After
geotechnical investigations this project will remove debris, key in and install
rock slope protection, replace guardrail, and install erosion control.

$700,000

03

Pla

80

5139

4H450

Near Auburn, at 0.1 mile west of Bell Road; also at 0.1 mile east of Gold Run
Road (PM 41.5). On May 9, 2018 sinkholes were discovered at two locations.
Site investigations determined the cause were failed culverts. This project will
repair failed culvert by installing new plastic pipe, line sections of culvert with
cured in place pipe, replace drainage inlets, and repair sinkhole.

$650,000

03

Pla

80

5138

4H440

Near Alta, at the Whitmore Maintenance Station. On May 8, 2018 several
sinkholes had developed adjecent to the highway above a 72" corrugated
metal pipe culvert. Site investigations determined the cause was the culvert
was failing. This project will repair the failed culvert by replacing it at
locations too far deteriorated to repair, and in salvageable locations invert
pave the existing culvert.

$1,700,000

10

03

Sac

99

6904

4H380

In Galt, at 0.1 mile north of Walnut Avenue. On April 23, 2018 a semi-truck

collided with a overhead changeable message sign. This project will remove

and replace the damaged sign structure. Abatement will be sought from the
responsible party.

$650,000
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11 04

MRN

1

1456B

4K240

Near Stinson Beach, at 1.3 miles south of Panoramic Highway north. A series
of heavy rain events beginning January 8, 2017 caused a slope slipout, large
pavement failure cracks, and partial roadway closure. This project will
construct a soldier pile retaining wall and reconstruct the roadway.
Supplemental work was requested to address an additional substantial slipout
that occurred on February 22, 2017, which includes constructing a nearly

$1,600,000

12 04

MRN

[N

1461G

0P130

Near Stinson Beach, at 0.6 mile south of Panoramic Highway. A series of
heavy storms beginning in early January 2017 through March 2017 caused a
slipout which cracked asphalt pavement threatens lane loss. As per
geotechnical recommendations, the project will reconstruct embankment,
construct soldier pile retaining wall, install erosion control measures, and
repair roadway. Supplemental work is required as pile driving conditions have

$8,000,000

13 05

SCR

2730

1J400

Near Brookdale, at 0.1 mile south of Western Avenue. Rainstorms, beginning
January 13, 2017 through February 6, 2017, caused slope failure, a slipout,
and northbound lane closure. Temporary K-rail barrier, one-way traffic control
signal, and slope protection measures are currently in place to protect the
traveling public. This project will include constructing a 307 foot sidehill
viaduct, reconstructing roadway and barrier rail, stabilizing embankment, and

$1,780,000

14 05

SCR

17

2712

1J120

Near Scotts Valley, from 0.4 mile north of Laurel Drive to 0.2 mile north of
Glenwood Drive. On January 21, 2017, heavy rains caused a slipout below
northbound lanes. An ongoing geotechnical investigation will determine the
extent of additional repair needed. This project includes repair drainage
system, reconstruct embankment slipout, and stabilize roadway shoulder with
8-inch micro piles. A previous supplemental was reguested to construct

$2,125,000

15 07

LA

27

5170

1XC00

Near Malibu, from Route 1 to 0.1 mile south of Mulholland Drive. Remove
slide debris and hazardous trees, stabilize slope, and clear debris from
drainage system. This supplemental will repair slides caused by lack of
vegetation after the wildfire of June 2017 followed by severe winter storms.

$500,000

16 07

LA

Var

5174

1XC40

Near Long Beach, on Route 47, 110, and 405 at various locations. Beginning
January 19, 2017, a series of storm events caused embankment washouts, a
sinkhole at a bridge abutment, and damaged irrigation lines. The project will
reconstruct embankments, repair sinkhole, and reconnect irrigation lines.
Supplemental work is required to complete the work and close out the project.

$5,000

17 08

Riv

10

3010S

1K110

Near Indio, at 8 miles west of Route 177. On May 17, 2018 a collision
involving two trucks caused a portion of the roadway to catch fire, damaging
the asphalt. This project will remove and replace damaged asphalt
pavement, reconstruct guardrail and restripe traffic lanes. Abatement will be
sought from the responsible party.

$530,000

18 08

Riv

74

3010R

1K080

Near Hemet, at 1.2 miles east of Strawberry Court. After heavy rain events in
March 2018 pavement cracks and settlement were observed at this location.
As a result of a geotechnical investigation conducted on April 9, 2018 this
project will replace a failed culvert, reconstruct embankment, repair pavement,
and reconstruct guardrail.

$850,000

19 08

SBd

15

3010V

1K120

Near Baker, at Valley Wells Safety Roadside Rest Area (SRRA). Four years of
drought have lead to a reduction in groundwater and water quality at the
Valley Wells SRRA, forcing this heavily used facility to be closed to public use.
An adjacent SRRA is also closed for similar reasons resulting in a very large
section of isolated Route 15 without these types of services for the traveling
public. This project will abandon the existing failing well, drill a new well, and

$1,100,000

20 08

SBd

215

3012R

1K200

In Colton, at the Colton-Loma Linda Yard Overhead Bridge No. 54-0482L. On
June 20 2018, an investigation determined that the joint seals are failing at
this location. Current joint seals were replaced in 2015 and have deteriorated
at an accelerated rate. The deteriorated joints have caused the concrete
underneath to break and immediate repair is necessary to halt further
damages and to prevent highway closures. This project will replace the joint

$670,000

20 Projects

Total
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2.5f.(3)

Informational Report - SHOPP Safety Resolution G-03-10 Delegated Allocations

Resolution

1

01

Hum

101

2368

0C710

In Eureka, 0.3 mile south to 0.2 mile north of Wabash Avenue. Improve
safety and operations from Hawthorne Street to 14th Street by reconfiguring
intersections, coordinating signal timings, installing new signal, reconstructing
curb ramps and sidewalks, and installing fiber optic cable. This project will
reduce the number and severity of collisions.

$3,472,000

01

LAK

175

3080

0A040

Near Middletown, from 0.1 mile east of Putah Creek Bridge to Dry Creek
Bridge. Improve safety by widening shoulders, installing rumble strips,
improving roadside clear recovery zone, and extending existing culverts. This
project will reduce the number and severity of collisions.

$14,044,000

02

LAS

44

3609

1H440

Near Susanville, from 0.3 mile west to 0.4 mile east of Big Springs Road.
Improve safety by realigning roadway curves, improving roadside clear
recovery zone and sight distance, and modifying drainage and fencing. This
project will reduce the number and severity of collisions.

$3,755,000

02

Mod

299

3607

1H330

Near Cedarville, from 0.6 mile west of Cedar Pass Ski Tow Road to Cedar Pass
Ski Tow Road. Improve safety by realigning roadway curves, widening lane
and shoulder widths, improving roadside clear recovery zone and drainage,
and installing a drapery system to prevent rockfall. This project will reduce
the number and severity of collisions.

$4,074,000

02

PLU

70

3578

0H450

Near Belden, from 2.1 miles to 1.6 miles west of Chipps Creek Bridge.
Improve safety by realigning roadway curves, widening shoulders, adding new
guardrail, and constructing a gabion-style retaining wall. This project will
reduce the number and severity of collisions.

$2,731,000

04

Ala

92

1482K

2J440

In Hayward, from 0.4 mile west of Clawiter Road to 0.3 mile west of Hesperian
Boulevard. Improve safety and visibility in dark conditions by installing safety
lighting on the median barrier, and upgrading existing lighting and guardrails.
This project will reduce the number and severity of collisions.

$4,644,000

04

ALA

123

0481X

1J700

In Berkeley, at Bancroft Way. Improve safety by installing traffic signal and
upgrading curb ramps. This project will reduce the number and severity of
collisions.

$1,443,000

04

ALA

238

1482N

2J670

In and near San Lorenzo, from 0.4 mile east of Mission Boulevard to 0.4 mile
west of Hesperian Boulevard. Improve night time safety by installing and
upgrading safety lighting, upgrade guardrail, and install rumble strips. This
project will reduce the number and severity of collisions.

$5,846,000

08

RIV

74

3001

1E460

In and near Hemet, from 0.1 mile west of West Acacia Avenue to Ramona
Expressway. Improve safety by constructing raised curb median, left turn
pockets, and widening outside shoulders. This project will reduce the number
and severity of collisions.

$10,982,000

10

08

SBD

18

0191J

0Q120

In Victorville, from Cobalt Road to Route 395. Construct raised curb median.
This project will reduce the number and severity of injuries.

$9,083,000

11

08

SBD

62

0225K

1E610

Near Twentynine Palms, from 0.7 mile to 1.2 miles east of Godwin Road and
from 5.6 miles to 6.1 miles east of Ironage Road. Widen shoulders and
construct rumble strips. This project will increase safety and reduce the
number and severity of collisions.

$2,715,000

12

08

SBD

127

0216N

1E550

Near Baker, 28.0 miles north of Route 15 to 1.2 miles south of Saratoga
Springs Road. Construct shoulders and install ground-in rumble strips. This
will reduce the number and severity of collisions.

$1,339,000
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13

08

SBD

247

0253M

1E560

Near Lucerne Valley, from 0.1 mile south to 0.4 mile north of Camp Rock $1,625,000
Road. Improve safety by constructing shoulders and installing shoulder and

centerline rumble strips. This project will reduce the number and severity of

collisions.

14

08

SBD

395

0358P

ON972

Near Adelanto, from 1.0 mile south of Kramer Hills to 2.6 miles north of $15,171,000
Kramer Hills. Widen median and shoulders and construct rumble strips. This
project will increase safety and reduce the number and severity of collisions.

15

10

MER

59

3164

1E350

In the city of Merced, from north of Cooper Avenue to South Fork Black Rascal $3,656,000
Creek Bridge. Improve safety by providing adequate storage capacity and

deceleration lengths for turning movements at the signalized intersection.

This project will reduce the number and severity of collisions.

16

10

MER

165

3196

1E580

In Merced, Mariposa and Stanislaus counties on Routes 165 and 140, at $5,960,000
various locations. Improve safety by constructing centerline, shoulder, and

edgeline rumble strips. This project will reduce the number and severity of

collisions.

17

10

TUO

108

3114

1C540

Near Yosemite Junction and Jamestown, from Route 120 to 0.3 mile east of $4,101,000
Route 120; also on Route 120 from 0.5 mile east of Obyrnes Ferry Road to 0.1

mile south of Route 108 (PM 11.9/12.2). Improve safety by upgrading a stop-

controlled intersection by installation of traffic signal and advanced signal

notification devises. This project will reduce the number and severity of

collisions.

18

11

SD

94

1163

41660

Near Dulzura, from 0.3 mile east of Grande Creek Bridge to 0.1 mile west of $4,711,000
Marron Valley Road. Roadway realignment, curve improvement, and shoulder

widening. This project will increase safety and reduce the number and

severity of collisions.

19

12

ORA

22

2941

0M900

In the cities of Garden Grove, Orange and Santa Ana, from 0.1 mile west of $14,800,000
Brookhurst Street to Bedford Road. Improve safety and enhance traffic flow

by reconfiguring collector-distributor roadway channelization and connector

ramps to Routes 5 and 57, and adding auxiliary lane. This project will reduce

the number and severity of collisions.

20

12

ORA

55

3575

0P720

In the City of Orange, on the Lincoln Avenue southbound offramp; also in $1,738,000
Anaheim, on Route 91, on the Tustin Avenue eastbound offramp (PM 8.2).

Improve safety during wet pavement conditions by placing open graded

asphalt. Also, add safety lighting, striping and markings, and upgrade curb

ramps and guardrail to Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) standards. This

project will reduce the number and severity of collisions.

20 Projects

Total $115,890,000

2.5s.(2) Locally-Administered Senate Bill 1 - LPP Projects On the State Highway System (Competitive) Resolution LPP-A-1819-01
1 04 SCL  101/237  0462H 4H290 In the City of Sunnyvale, on Mathilda Avenue from Almanor Avenue to $17,000,000
Innovation Way, construct improvements including on and off ramp
improvements at SR 237 (from the interchange to 0.3 miles in each direction)
and US 101 (from the interchange to 0.3 miles in each direction). The project
also proposes to improve local roadway operations and traffic flow on Mathilda
Avenue.
1 Projects Total $17,000,000
2.5s.(3a) Locally-Administered Senate Bill 1 - LPP Projects Off the State Highway System (Formulaic) Resolution LPP-A-1819-02
1 08 RIV 1240 In western Riverside County southeast of Corona, widen Temescal Canyon $7,300,000

Road from two to four lanes including but not limited to curb and gutter and
curb ramps in two different segments; Segment 1: Dos Lagos Drive to Leroy
Road (0.6mile) and Segment 2: Dawson Canyon Road to north 0.7 miles.
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1 Projects Total $7,300,000
2.5s.(3b) Locally-Administered Senate Bill 1 - LPP Projects Off the State Highway System (Competitive) Resolution LPP-A-1819-02
1 03 YOL 1926 On West Main Street in the City of Woodland from West Street to County Road $2,000,000

98. New bicycle lanes, sidewalk gap closures and ADA accessible ramps,
transit access improvements, narrowing of travel lanes, pavement
rehabilitation on failed road way and overall aesthetic improvements for the
corridor.

2 07 LA 5498 Project Limits: Foothill Boulevard in the City of Claremont from Towne Avenue $7,000,000
to Monte Vista Avenue (city limit to county line). This project is complete
street project to improve 2.5 mile corridor to include closure of sidewalk gap,
2.35 miles of bike lanes and cycle tracks, curb extensions, bulb outs.

2 Projects Total $9,000,000
2.5s.(4) Locally-Administered Senate Bill 1 - TCEP Projects on the State Highway System Resolution TCEP-A-1819-01
1 04 SCL 101 0462G 3A160 In unincorporated southern Santa Clara County and Northern San Benito $4,200,000

County south of Gilroy, at the interchange of US 101 and SR 25.
Construct/relocate interchange north of the existing location by replacing a
two-lane bridge with four-lane bridge/interchange, construct auxiliary lane,
modify/construct frontage roadway, construct bike lanes, sidewalks, and install
traffic signals.

1 Projects Total $4,200,000
2.5s.(5) State-Administered Senate Bill 1 - TCEP Projects on the State Highway System Resolution TCEP-A-1819-02
1 11 IMP 7 1335 43050 Near the city of Calexico, 0.7 mile south of Route 7 near the $3,000,000

U.S./Mexico border, at the Calexico East Port of Entry Truck Crossing. Widen
bridge over the All American Canal to add truck lanes and passenger lanes
along with eight foot shoulders.

2 11 SD 11 0999E 05637 Near San Diego at 1.9 miles east of Sanyo Avenue Undercrossing. Construct $4,810,000
interchange at Siempre Viva Road and site preparation design for Commercial
Vehicle Enforcement Facility, which includes grading, drainage and utilities.

3 11 SD 11 0999F 05639 In and near San Diego, on route 11 at 1.9 miles east of Sanyo Aveue $3,900,000
Undercrossing. Site preparation for Otay Mesa East Port of Entry, which
includes grading, drainage and utilities.

3 Projects Total $11,710,000
2.5s.(6) Multi-Funded LPP/STIP Projects Resolution LPP-A-1819-04
1 03 SAC 1668 On Green Valley Road, between East Natoma Street in Folsom and Sophia $3,300,000
Parkway in El Dorado County. Widen from two to four lanes and add Class 11
bike lanes.
1 Projects Total $3,300,000
2.5s.(7) Multi-Funded SCCP/STIP Project (Advancement FY 19-20) Resolution SCCP-A-1819-01
1 11 SD 5 0615F 27218 In the cities of Encinitas and Carlsbad from Manchester Avenue to Palomar $266,078,000

Airport Road. Construct one High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) lane in each
direction; construct multi-use facility at Manchester; construct bike paths.

1 Projects Total $266,078,000
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2.5s5.(8) Multi-Funded SCCP/STIP Project (Advancement FY 19-20) Resolution SCCP-A-1819-02
1 04 SCL  101/85 2015E 1K551 This project is located on US 101 from SR 237 to the Santa Clara/San Mateo $47,468,000

county line and on SR 85 from SR 237 to the SR 85/US 101 interchange: The
project will (1) Convert existing single carpool lanes to express lanes at the
following locations:[a] US 101 from near SR 237 north to SR 85 (in Mountain
View) [b] SR 85 from SR 237 north to US 101 (in Mountain View) including the
existing US 101/SR 85 carpool lane-to-carpool lane direct connector ramps and
1 Projects Total $47,468,000

2.5s.(9) Multi-Funded TCEP/STIP Project

Resolution TCEP-A-1819-04

~N__ _1..at_ .\ AN AN

1 08 SBD 395 0260J 0F631 The project will widen sections of US 395 from two to four lanes between SR $33,625,000
18 to Chamberlaine Way in the City of Adelanto. Proposed improvements also
include operational improvements such as adding turn lanes and signal
improvements at intersections.

1 Projects Total $33,625,000

2.5w.(1la) Active Transportation Program Projects

Resolution FATP-1819-01

1 01 Hum 2441B

South Fortuna Elementary School located at 2089 Newburg Road, Fortuna, CA. $31,000
The non-infrastructure portion will work with students, staff and families about
how to safely interact with the new infrastructure.

2 12 ORA 1015

Construct curb, gutter, sidewalk, ADA-compliant curb ramps, and a travel lane $300,000
to install Class IV bicycle lanes, flashing beacons, vehicle speed feedback

signs, roadway signing and striping. Project combines infrastructure and a

non-infrastructure bike safety pilot program.

2 Projects

Total $331,000

2.5w.(1b) Active Transportation Program Projects (SB 1 Augmentation) Resolution FATP-1819-01

1 04 ALA 2322

Street improvements along Sacramento Street, Virginia Street, University $185,000
Avenue, and Addison Street.

2 05 SLO 2813

Project is located in the coastal unincorporated community of Oceano, CA. $78,000
Improvements are located on Wilmar Avenue and Paso Robles Street. Project

is to install curb, gutter, and sidewalk on Wilmar Avenue and Paso Robles

Street near Oceano Elementary School.

3 07 LA 5446

Non Infrastructure: In and around nine disadvantaged Pasadena Unified $780,000
School District school sites: Washington, Madison, Cleveland, Jefferson,

Roosevelt, and Longfellow Elementary schools; Washington and Wilson Middle

schools; John Muir High School. Provide comprehensive active transportation

education and encouragement programming, including supporting the

implementation of infrastructure projects in the adopted Bicycle Transportation

4 08 Riv 1218

Implementation of comprehensive SRTS program in the City of Lake Elsinore, $500,000
which includes community training for pedestrian/bicycle safety, walk-ability

workshops, safety campaigns on school campus, increased targeted

enforcement and walk/bike to school days.

5 08 Riv 1219

A comprehensive Safe Routes to School Program in the Banning/ Cabazon $849,000
/Eastern Coachella Valley area including community training, walkability

workshops, safety campaigns, targeted enforcement, and walk/bike to school

days.
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6 11 SD 1296B The City of Imperial Beach is the most southwesterly city in the US. The $65,000

project is on a residential collector street, between Connecticut Street and
Seacoast Drive It provides connectivity to a cluster of four schools, City Sports
Park/Recreation Center, Tijuana River National Estuarine Research Reserve
and the beach. This non-infrastructure project will educate Parents to feel
confident in their child's safety to walk and bike to school.

7 11 SD 1317A All bicycle parking is located on Chula Vista Elementary School District right of $1,000
way on campuses in the City of Chula Vista.
Chula Vista Rides to School! is a infrastructure/non-infrastructure SRTS project
that will install bicycle parking and provide bicycle safety instruction in 11
schools. Five schools will be provided enhanced bicycle safety education.

8 11 SD 1317B All bicycle parking is located on Chula Vista Elementary School District right of $180,000
way on campuses in the City of Chula Vista. Chula Vista Rides to School is an
infrastructure/non-infrastructure SRTS project that will install bicycle parking
and provide bicycle safety instruction in 11 schools. Five schools will be
provided enhanced bicycle safety education.

9 11 SD 1328 The Project is located along the SPRINTER light-rail corridor between Mar $500,000
Vista Drive and Civic Center Drive in the City of Vista. The Project constructs
one mile of

Class | bikeway, generally within railroad right-of-way, extending the Inland
Rail Trail Corridor in the City of Vista to the Civic Center SPRINTER rail station.
Other project improvements including pedestrian improvements at roadway

10 12 ORA 1273A Detailed planning and outreach to identify improvements around six $75,000
elementary schools and their bus stops. The project includes the evaluation
and consolidation of school bus stops along with design of sidewalk
improvements, ADA ramps, pavement markings, and signage.

10 Projects Total $3,213,000
2.6a.(1) AB 3090 Reimbursement for STIP Transit Projects Resolution MFP-18-01
1 07 LA 4027A AB 3090 Reimbursement Project $17,200,000
1 Projects Total $17,200,000
2.6a.(2) Financial Allocations for Locally-Administered STIP Rail Projects Resolution MFP-18-02
1 75 ORA 2107 RA89TA In the City of San Juan Capistrano on the Pacific Surfliner Corridor, adjacent to $3,000,000

the existing main track between MP 193.9 &195.7 and partially in the City of
Laguna Niguel MP 194.0 & 194.2. Construct 1.8 miles of new passing siding
railroad track & relocate existing spur track.

2 75 SD 2190 RA88TA In Camp Pendleton along the LOSSAN corridor, from MP 216.5 to MP 218.1, $1,177,000
construct 1.6 miles of additional second main track capacity adjacent to the
main track, including new bridges at MP 217.3 and MP 218.

2 Projects Total $4,177,000
2.69. Transit and Intercity Rail Capital Program Projects (SB 1 Augmentation) Resolution TIRCP-1819-01
1 03 Sac, Pla CP023 Design to support increased rail service to the city of Roseville including $2,000,000

construction of future track and facility improvements that will add two
additional roundtrips per day between Sacramento and Roseville on the Capitol
Corridor

2 04 SF CPO06 Procurement of eight new zero emission light rail vehicles for expanded $26,867,000
service.
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3 04  Sonoma CP041 The project will complete construction of the rail extensions to Larkspur and $21,000,000

Windsor to facilitate the growth of passenger rail service in the corridor.
Includes funding for Network Integration efforts.

4 04 VAR CP039 Network integration efforts throughout the corridor including development of $3,000,000
integrated regular interval schedules and connections to other corridors.

5 07 LA CP029 Procurement of 112 zero-emission battery electric buses, acquisition of 56 $36,104,000
chargers, and electrification upgrades to support replacing propane vehicles
and expanding the existing fleet to increase frequency to 15-minutes service
on all DASH routes. Includes funding to support network integration and to
enhance AB 1550 benefits.

6 07 VAR CP033 Preliminary engineering including a corridor-wide environmental assessment, $6,500,000
Rail Traffic Controller modeling of specific project locations, and completion of
a Project Development Report that will enable 30-minute service patterns on
the San Bernardino, Orange, and Ventura Lines.

7 08 SBd CP034 Procurement of a Diesel Multiple Unit (DMU) and the design of converting the $16,500,000
DMU into a Zero Emission Multiple Unit that would operate on the Redlands
Passenger Rail Corridor.

8 08 SBd CP034 Completion of environmental review to support future construction of $500,000
supporting infrastructure that will be used to accommodate additional vehicles.

9 12 Ora CP027 Procurement of ten six-passenger microtransit electric vehicles, supporting $802,000
signage, and mobile app development to operate a new circulator, fixed and
flexed route on-demand first-mile last-mile service, in Downtown Anaheim.

10 VAR Var CP036 Funding to support a multi-agency effort to research, develop, and implement $6,000,000
a pilot integrated travel program enabling transit riders to plan and pay for
travel anywhere in the state across multiple modes through a single platform.

11 VAR Var CP036 Preliminary engineering and environmental studies to support the Oakland to $3,200,000
San Jose corridor realignment.

11 Projects Total $122,473,000
2.6s.(1) Senate Bill 1 - Local Partnership Program Mass Transit Projects (Formulaic) Resolution LPP-1819-03
1 07 LA 5501 Proposed light rail transit (LRT) line that would extend approximately 20 miles $18,500,000
from downtown Los Angeles through southeast Los Angeles County to the City
of Artesia.
2 07 LA 5510 Upgrade of bus farebox and rail station validators across LA Metro and local $8,201,000

municipal transit operators in Los Angeles County.

2 Projects Total $26,701,000
2.6s.(2) Senate Bill 1 - Trade Corridors Enhancement Program Rail Projects Resolution TCEP-A-1819-03
1 75 SBD T0011 TCO011 This project is located in the south east portion of the City of Rancho $7,000,000

Cucamonga. The project will construct an overcrossing, with an overhead
concrete girder bridge with a raised roadway profile and road widening, along
Etiwanda Avenue and over the SCRRA San Gabriel subdivision.

1 Projects Total $7,000,000
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Memorandum

To: CHAIR AND COMMISSIONERS CTC Meeting: August 15-16 2018

Reference No.: 1.2
Action

Published Date: August 3, 2018

From: SUSAN BRANSEN Prepared By: Douglas Remedios
Executive Director Associate Governmental
Program Analyst

subject: MEETING MINUTES FOR JUNE 27-28, 2018

ISSUE:

Should the California Transportation Commission (Commission) approve the meeting minutes
for the June 27-28, 2018 Commission meeting?

RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends that the Commission approve the meeting minutes for the June 27-28, 2018
Commission meeting.

BACKGROUND:

California Code of Regulations, Title 21 CA ADC §8012, requires that:

The commission shall keep accurate minutes of all meetings and make them available
to the public. The original copy of the minutes is that signed by the executive secretary
and is the evidence of taking any action at a meeting. All resolutions adopted at a
meeting shall be entered in the text of the minutes by reference.

In compliance with Title 21 CA ADC §8012, the Commission’s Operating Procedures
(May 11, 2011) require that as an order of business, at each regular meeting of the Commission,
the minutes from the last meeting shall be approved by the Commission.

Attachment:
Attachment A: June 27-28, 2018 Meeting Minutes
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CTC MEETING ‘ESTIMATED TIMED AGENDA June 27-28, 2018

3 | Commissioners’ Meetings for Compensation 1.5 | Fran Inman [A ] C |

Recommendation: Approval

Action Taken: Approved ,

Motion:; Tavaglione Second: Alvarado Recused: None - Absent: None

Vote result: 11-0

Ayes: Alvarado, Burke, Dunn, Earp, Ghielmetti, Guardmo Inman, Kehoe, Madaffer, Tavaglione, and Van Konynenburg
Nays: None

Abstained: None

] Commlssuon Executlve Director
e 2019 Meeting Schedule

Recommendation: Approval of 2019 Meeting Schedule

Action Taken: Approved ‘ . : :

Motion: Alvarado Second: Tavaglione Recused: None Absent: None

Vote result: 11-0

Ayes: Alvarado, Burke, Dunn, Earp, Ghielmetti, Guardino, Inman, Kehoe, Madaffer, Tavaglione, and Van Konynenburg
Nays: None

Abstained: None

5 | Commissioner Reports | 14 |Franinman [ 1T ¢ ]

There were no reports were provided for this informational item.

l

6 | CalSTA Secretary and/or Undersecretary | 16 | Brian Annis [T T |

California State Transportation Agency Secretary Brian Annis preéented this informational item.

7 [ Caltrans Director and/or Deputy Director | 17 [ Laurie Berman | 1 [T b ]

California Department of Transportation Director Laurie Berman presented this informational item.

8. | FHWA California Division Administrator | 111 [VincentMammano | | | F |

FHWA'’s California Division Deputy Administrator Paul Schneider presented this informational item.

9 | Regional Agencies Moderator . | 1.8 [ Patricia Chen | 1 T R |

Regional Agencies Moderator Patricia Chen presented this informational item.

10 [ Rural Counties Task Force Chair | 19 [ Maura Twomey | 1 | R ]

Rural Cbunties Task Force Vice-Chair Woodrow Deloria presented this informational item.

| 11 [ Self-Help Counties Coalition Executive Director | 110 [ Keith Dunn | 1T R ]

Self Help Counties Coalition’s Suzanne Smith presented this informational item.

acqueline Campion

No action was taken on this item.

Speakers:
Congressman William Thomas — City of Bakersfield
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13 Budget and Allocation Capacity 4.2 Jacqueline Campion| | D
: Ron Sheppard

Commission Deputy Director Jacqueline Campion and Caltrans Chief of Budgets Ron Sheppard presented this
informational item.

14 Adoption of the Federal PFOJeCt Fundlng Guidelines 4.27 Jacqueline Campion | A D
Resolution G-18-35 Steven Keck

Recommendation:; Approval

Action Taken: Approved .

Motion: Van Konynenburg Second: Madaffer Recused: None Absent: None

Vote resuit: 11-0

Ayes: Alvarado, Burke, Dunn, Earp, Ghielmetti, Guardino, Inman, Kehoe, Madaffer, Tavaghone and Van Konynenburg
Nays: None

Abstained: None

Road Repair and Accountability Act of 2017, Senate Bill 1 :
15 Amendment to the 2018 Local Partnership Formulaic Program 4.5 Christine Gordon A C

Resolution G-18-29, Amending Resolution G-18-22

Recommendation: Approval

Action Taken: Approved

Motion: Tavaglione Second: Madaffer Recused: None Absent: None

Vote result: 11-0

Ayes: Alvarado, Burke, Dunn, Earp, Ghielmetti, Guardino, Inman Kehoe, Madaffer, Tavaglione, and Van Konynenburg
Nays: None : ’
Abstained: None

16 Amendment to the 2018 Local Partnership Program 46 Christine Gordon A C
Guidelines :
Resolution G-18-30, Amendmg Resolution G-17-33

Recommendation: Approval
 Action Taken: Approved :
Motion: Dunn Second: Tavaglione Recused: None Absent: None
Vote result: 11-0 '
Ayes: Alvarado, Burke, Dunn, Earp, Ghielmetti, Guardino, Inman, Kehoe, Madaffer, Tavaglione, and Van Konynenburg
Nays: None
Abstained: None

17 Adoption of the 2019 Local Partnership Formulaic Program 47 Christine Gordon A C
Funding Share Distribution
Resolution G-18-31

Recommendation: Approval

Action Taken: Approved :

Motion: Alvarado Second: Madaffer Recused: None Absent: None

Vote result: 11-0

Ayes: Alvarado, Burke, Dunn, Earp, Ghielmetti, Guardino, Inman, Kehoe, Madaffer, Tavaglione, and Van Konynenburg
Nays: None

Abstained: None
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This item was presented as part of the Information Calendar.

Changes fo this item were listed on the pink “Changes to CTC Agenda” handout as follows:

Monthly Report on Status of Contract Award for Pre-Construction SHOPP Support Allocations

— In the Book Item, on page 2, in the chart for the FY 2017-18 Allocations — Revise the following:
¢ In the line for “Jan-18" - Column for “Number of Phases pending or Approved Time Ext.” — the number should read as 5 1
e In the Line for January 2018 Total — Column for “Number of Phases Pending or Approved Time Ext.” — the number should read as 47 13
¢ Inthe line for FY 17-18 Total — Column for “Number of Phases Pending or Approved Time Ext.” the number should read as 359 355

— In the Book [tem Attachment - Revise the following:
o On page 1, the first summary total line should read as “PS&E Phase - § 3 Projects” . :

o Onpage 2, the first summary total line should read as “RS&E PA&ED Phase - 1 Project”

This item was presented as part of the Information Calendar.

This item was presented as part of the Information Calendar.

Changes to this item were listed on the pink “Changes to CTC Agenda” han_dout as follows:

Caltrans Finance Report
—In the Report, on page 3, under “Executlve Summary”, second line of the header should read as “Summary through March 31, 2047 2018”

This item was presented as part of the Information Calendar.

This item was presented as part of the Information Calendar.

This item was presented as part of the Infdrmation Calendar.

This item was presented as part of the Information Calendar.
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This item was presented and approved as part of the Consent Calendar.

This item was presented and approved as part of the Consent Calendar.

Changes to this item were listed on the pink “Chanqes to CTC Agenda” handout as follows:

2 2 Resolution of Necessity

Resolutions C -21626 through and C-21628

Resolution C-21627 (B.V.M Investments, a Cafifornia general partnership; 04-Son-101-PM 3.9 - Parcel 62923-1;EA 2640F9)

: o Withdrawn prior to the CTC Meeting.

This item was pres_‘ented'and approved as part of the Consent Calendar.

This item was presented and approved as part of the Consent Calendar.

This item was presented and approved as part of the Consent Calendar.
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72 Report on Reducing Deferred Maintenance and Improving ‘ 4.8 Rick Guevel | C
Conditions on the State Highway System ‘ '

Commission Associate Deputy Director Rick Guevel presented this informational item.

Projects with Costs that Exceed the Programmed Amount by More Than 20 Percent

73 Request to allocate $11,000,000 for the construction of the | 25d.(1) | Rick Guevel A D
SHOPP Mobility project on 1-405 in Los Angeles County, an Carrie Bowen
overall increase of $5,078,000 over the original programmed
amount of $5,922,000. This consists of a Construction Capital
increase of $4,028,000, 82.7 percent over the original
programmed amount and a Construction Support increase of
$1,050,000, 100 percent over the original programmed
amount, to advertise a contract.

(EA 07-28910, PPNO 4457)

Resolution FP-17-74

Recommendation: Approval

~Action Taken: Approved :

 Motion: Burke Second: Tavaglione Recused: None Absent. Madaffer
Vote result: 9-1
‘Ayes: Alvarado, Burke, Dunn, Earp, Guardino, Inman, Kehoe, Tavaglione, and Van Konynenburg
Nays: Ghielmetti
Abstained: None

Changes fo this item were listed on the pink “Changes to CTC Agenda” handout as follows:

Projects with Costs that Exceed Programmed Amount by More Than 20 Percent YELLOW REVISED ITEM
SHOPP Mobility Project on 1-405 in Los Angele County (PPNO 4457) for $11,000,000 . (Book Item only)
74 | Request to allocate $2,069,000 for the construction of a 25d.(2) | Rick Guevel A D
SHOPP ADA project on Route 108 and Route 132 in ‘ ' Dennis Agar

Stanisiaus County, an increase of $519,000 over the original
programmed amount of $1,550,000. This consists of a
Construction Capital increase of $519,000, 53.5 percent over
the original programmed amount and a Construction Support
increase of $0 over the original programmed amount, to
advertise a contract. .

(EA 10-0W901, PPNO 3010)

Resolution FP-17-75

Recommendation: Approval

Action Taken: Approved

Motion: Van Konynenburg Second: Tavaglione Recused: None ‘ Absent: Madaffer
Vote result: 10-0 ‘

Ayes: Alvarado, Burke, Dunn, Earp, Ghielmetti, Guardino, Inman, Kehoe, Tavaglione, and Van Konynenburg
Nays: None '

Abstained: None

Changes to this item were listed on the p/nk “Changes to CTC Aqenda” handout as follows
Projects with Costs that Exceed Programmed Amount by More than 20 Percent
SHOPP Americans with Disability Act Project on State Route 108 & 1321in Stanislaus County
—in the Book Item, on page 2, under "REASON FOR INCREASE" — Revise the following:
o Inparagraph 1, the first ine should read as “The largest increase of $314,000 (59 60 percent)....”
o Inparagraph 2, the first line should read as “An increase of $4:38,000 $128,000 (26 25 percent)...”
o Inparagraph 3, the first line should read as “The remaining increase amount of $77,400 $77,000 (15 percent)...”

Page 15







CTC MEETING ‘ESTIMATED TIMED AGENDA June 27-28, 2018

78 Request for an additional $2,700,000 to complete construction | 2.5e.(5) | Rick Guevel A D
of a SHOPP Permanent Restoration project on Route 33 in Carrie Bowen
Ventura County. This is a Construction Capital increase of 41
percent over the original allocated amount.

(EA 07-30520, PPNO 4725)

Resolution FA-17-25

This item was withdrawn prior to the meeting.

Highway Right of Way Matters
79 Director's Deeds — Los Angeles County (Roberti Regulation) 2.4d.(2) | Teri Anderson A D

--ltems 1 through 2 Jennifer S. Lowden
Excess Lands — Return to State: $263,741
Return to Others: $0

Recommendation: Approval

Action Taken: Approved

Motion: Dunn Second: Alvarado Recused: None Absent: Madaffer

Vote result: 10-0

Ayes: Alvarado, Burke, Dunn, Earp, Ghielmetti, Guardlno Inman, Kehoe Tavaglione, and Van Konynenburg
Nays: None

Abstained: None

SHOPP Program Amendments for Approval:
80 Request to: 21a.(1} | Rick Guevel A | D
--Add 23 new projects into the 2016 SHOPP. Bruce De Terra
--Add 1 new SB 1 project into the 2016 SHOPP.

--Revise 5 projects currently programmed in the 2016 SHOPP.
SHOPP Amendment 16H-025

Recommendation: Approval

Action Taken: Approved ,
Motion: Tavaglione Second: Alvarado Recused: None Absent: Madaffer

Vote result: 10-0

Ayes: Alvarado, Burke, Dunn, Earp, Ghielmetti, Guardlno Inman, Kehoe, Tavaglione, and Van Konynenburg
Nays: None

Abstained: None

Changes fo this item were listed on the pink “Changes to CTC Agenda” handout as follows:

2016 SHOPP Amendments YELLOW REPLACEMENT ITEM

—Revise agenda as follows: Request to: '
--Add 23 21 new projects into the 2016 SHOPP ' ’ i
--Add 1 new SB 1 project into the 2016 SHOPP i
--Revise 5 projects currently programmed in the 2016 SHOPP
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81 Request to: ’ 21a(2) | Rick Guevel A D
--Add 8 new projects into the 2018 SHOPP. ‘ Bruce De Terra

--Add 3 new SB 1 projects into the 2018 SHOPP. .
--Revise 88 projects currently programmed in the 2018 SHOPP |
SHOPP Amendment 18H-003

Recommendation: Approval

Action Taken: Approved _

Motion: Alvarado Second: Dunn Recused: None Absent: Madaffer

Vote result: 10-0

Ayes: Alvarado, Burke, Dunn, Earp, Ghielmetti, Guardmo Inman, Kehoe, Tavaglione, and Van Konynenburg
Nays: None

Abstained: None

Changes to this item were listed on the pink “Changes to CTC Agenda’ handout as follows
2018 SHOPP Amendments
—In Book ltem Attachment 3 — Revise the following: -
o Project 17 (PPNQ 3317/EA 1H800) — 03-ED-50 — the first line of the Note at the bottom should ready as "Note: Parent prOject EA 1H880/PPNO
03-3347 EA 1H800/PPNO 03-3317 to split off eastern project limits into....."
e Project 18 (PPNO 3335/4H370) — 03-ED-50 - the first fine of the Note at the bottom should ready as “Note Parent project EA 4H880/RRPNQ03-

.3347 EA 1H800/PPNO 03-3317 to split off eastem project limits into....."
STIP Program Amendments for Approval:

82" The Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation 2.1a.(3) | Teresa Favila A D
Authority (Metro) proposes to amend the STIP to program an ‘ Bruce De Terra
AB 3090 replacement project (PPNO 4356A) in place of the
Route 138 Widening, Segment 6 project (PPNO 4356) in

Los Angeles County, currently programmed in FY 2019-20,
Metro is ready to deliver the project with local federal funds in
FY 2018-19.

STIP Amendment 18S-01

Recommendation: Approval
Action Taken: Approved
Motion: Burke Second: Earp Recused: None Absent. Madaffer
Vote resuit: 10-0 _ ,
Ayes: Alvarado, Burke, Dunn, Earp, Ghielmetti, Guardino, Inman, Kehoe, Tavaglione, and Van Konynenburg
Nays: None .
_ Abstained: None

_ STIP Program Amendments for Notice
83 The Santa Barbara County Association of Governments and 2.10.(2) | Teresa Favila | D
the Department propose to amend the STIP to split the South g Bruce De Terra
Coast 101 HOV Lanes - Carpinteria through Summerland :
(Segments 4A-4C) (PPNO 7101A) in Santa Barbara County,
into 3 projects for design and construction phasing.

STIP Amendment 18S-04

Commission Associate Deputy Director Teresa Favila presented this informational item.

Changes to this item were listed on the pink “Changes to CTC Agenda” handout as follows:
STIP Amendment for Notice - South Coast 101 HOV Lanes - Carpinteria through PINK REPLACEMENT ITEM
Summerland (Segments 4A-4C) Santa Barbara County - PPNO 7101A ,
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95 Request of $101.0 million for 123 2016 SHOPP : 25b.(2) | Rick Guevel A D
preconstruction project phases for environmental, design and Bruce De Terra
R/W support:

2.5h.(2a) — $52.4 million for 72 2016 SHOPP projects.
2.5b.(2b) - $48.6 miltion for 51 2016 SHOPP — SB1 projects
Resolution FP-17-61

Recommendation: Approval as revised

Action Taken: Approved ,

Motion: Tavaglione Second: Dunn Recused: None . Absent: Burke and Madaffer
Vote result: 9-0 _ '

Ayes: Alvarado, Dunn, Earp, Ghielmetti, Guardino, Inman, Kehoe, Tavaglione, and Van Konynenburg

Nays: None

Abstained: None

Chahqes fo this item were listed on the pink “Changes to CTC Agenda” handout as follows:
016 SHOPP COS Allocations - $101.0 for 123 preconstruction project phases :
Under Book Item Attachment 2.5b.(2a):

» Project 14 (PPNO 5961/EA 2H640) ~ 03-Sac-12 - $560,000 for PS&E - Withdrawn prior to the CTC Meeting.
» Project 19 (PPNO 1490F/EA 44390) - 04-SF-101 - $2,000,000 for PS&E Withdrawn prior to the CTC Meating.
> Project 47 (PPNO 5961/EA 2H640) — 03-Sac-12 - $100,000 for R/W Support Withdrawn prior to the CTC Meeting.
Advance — SHOPP Allocations
96 Request of $76.4 million for 102 2018 SHOPP preconstruction | 2.50.(3) | Rick Guevel A D
project phases for environmental, design and R/W support: Bruce De Terra

2.5b.(3a) — $50.2 million for 77 2018 SHOPP projects.
2.5b.(3b) - $26.2 miillion for 25 2018 SHOPP — SB1 projects.
Resolution FP-17-62

Recommendation: Approval

Action Taken: Approved

Motion: Tavaglione Second: Guardino Recused: None Absent: Burke and Madaffer
Vote resuit: 9-0 . ‘
‘Ayes: Alvarado, Dunn, Earp, Ghielmetti, Guardino, Inman, Kehoe, Tavaglione, and Van Konynenburg

Nays: None ' :

Abstained: None

97 Request of $117,519,000 for four SHOPP projects, 2.5b.(4) | Rick Guevel , A D

programmed in FY 18-19. , Bruce De Terra
Resolution FP-17-63

Recommendation: _Apprbval as revised

Action Taken: Approved
Motion: Dunn Second: Tavaglione Recused: None Absent: Burke and Madaffer

Vote resuit: 9-0 ]
Ayes: Alvarado, Dunn, Earp, Ghielmetti, Guardino, Inman, Kehoe, Tavaglione, and Van Konynenburg

Nays: None
Abstained: None

Changes o this item were listed on the pink “Changes to CTC Agenda” handout as follows:

SHOPP Allocations - $117,519,000 for 4 projects
» Project 2 (PPNO 6731/EA 0T200) — 06-Ker-99 - 0.0/11.2 - $55,200,000 for CON ENG & CONST Withdrawn prior to the CTC Meeting

> Project 3 (PPNO 5287/EA 34240) - 07-LA-101- 0.0 - $2,750,000 for CON ENG & CONST Withdrawn prior to the CTC Meeting.
> Project 4 (PPNO 537%EA 34400) — 07-LA-101 - 0.0 - $870,000 for CON ENG & CONST Withdrawn prior to the CTC Meeting
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CTC MEETING ESTIMATED TIMED AGENDA June 27-28, 2018

Lump Sum Allocat 'ohs

Local Assistance
- 109 Report on the Local Assustance Lump Sum Allocation for the 3.10 Teresa Favila | D
Period Ending March 31, 2018. Rihui Zhang .

Commission Associate Deputy Director Teresa Favila and Caltrans Division Chief for Local Assistance Rihui Zhang
presented this informational item.

110 Request of $131,078,000 in State Funds for a Local 2.5h. | Teresa Favila A D
Assistance Lump Sum Allocation for FY 18-19. Rihui Zhang
Resolution FM-17-03 '

Recommendation: Approval

Action Taken: Approved

Motion: Kehoe Second: Dunn ) Recused: None Absent: Burke, Earp and Madaffer
Vote result: 8-0 '

Ayes: Alvarado, Dunn, Ghielmetti, Guardino, Inman, Kehoe, Tavaglione, and Van Konynenburg

Nays: None

Abstained: None

Right of Way
111 Preliminary Close-Out Report on the FY 17-18 Right of Way 3.13 | Teri Anderson 1 D
Lump Sum Aliocation. : Jennifer S. Lowden

Commission Assistant Deputy Director Teri Anderson and Caltrans Division Chlef for Right of Way Jennifer Lowden pre-
sented this informational item.

Changes to this item were listed on the pink “Changes fo CTC Agenda” handout as follows:

Preliminary Close-Out Report on the FY 17-18 Right of Way Lump Sum Allocation YELLOW REPLACEMENT ITEM
112 'Request of $170,000,000 for the FY 18->19 Right of Way Lump 251 | Teri Anderson TA D
Sum Allocation. Jennifer S. Lowden
Resolution FM-17-04

Recommendation: Approval

Action Taken: Approved , _

Motion: Dunn Second: Tavaglione Recused: None Absent: Burke and Madaffer
Vote result: 9-0

Ayes: Alvarado, Dunn, Earp, Ghielmetti, Guardino, Inman, Kehoe, Tavaglione, and Van Konynenburg

Nays: None

Abstained: None

SHOPP Minor :
113 Preliminary Close-Out Report on the FY 17 18 Minor Program 3.12 Rick Guevel I D
Lump Sum allocation. Bruce De Terra

Commissioner Associate Deputy Director Rick Guevel and Caltrans Division Chief for Programming Bruce DeTerra
presented this informational item.

Page 26




CTC MEETING ESTIMATED TIMED AGENDA ' June 27-28, 2018

114 Request of $150,000,000 for a FY 18-19 Minor Lump Sum 2.5}, Rick Guevel A D
Allocation for Capital and Support. Bruce De Terra
Resolution FM-17-05

Recommendation: Approval

Action Taken: Approved

Motion: Dunn Second: Tavaglione Recused: None Absent: Burke and Madaffer
Vote resuit: 9-0

Ayes: Alvarado, Dunn, Earp, Ghielmetti, Guardino, Inman, Kehoe, Tavaglione, and Van Konynenburg

Nays: None

Abstained: None

Senate Bill 1 Programs
Local Partnership Program
115 Request of $375,000 for the State-administered Route 101, 2.5s.(1) | Christine Gordon A D
Santa Monica Road/Via Real Intersection Improvements LPP *Bruce De Terra
Formulaic project, on the State Highway System, in
Santa Barbara County. (PPNO 05-2985)
Resolution LPP-A-1718-08

Recommendation: Approval

Action Taken: Approved :
Motion: Tavaglione Second: Kehoe Recused: None Absent: Burke and Madaffer
Vote result: 9-0

Ayes: Alvarado, Dunn, Earp, Ghielmetti, Guardino, Inman, Kehoe, Tavaglione, and Van Konynenburg

Nays: None

Abstained: None

Changes to this item were listed on the pink “Changes to CTC Agenda” handout as follows
Local Partnership Program - Formulaic- Santa Monica Road/Via Real Intersection Improvement project (PPNO 2895)
— Add in the Adv Phase of 4PAED

116 Request of $3,128,000 for eight locally-administered LPP 2.5s.3) | Christine Gordon A D
Formulaic projects off the State Highway System. Rihui Zhang

2.5s.(3a) - $3,128,000 for eight LPP — formulaic projects. '
Resolution LPP-A-1718-09

Recommendation:; Approval

Action Taken: Approved

Motion: Kehoe Second: Dunn Recused: None Absent: Burke and Madaffer
Vote resuit; 9-0
Ayes: Alvarado, Dunn, Earp, Ghielmetti, Guardino, Inman, Kehoe, Tavaglione, and Van Konynenburg
Nays: None .

Abstained: None ’
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Local Partnership Program— Mass Transit

117 Request of $18,962,000 for seven locally-administered LPP 2.6s.(1) | Christine Gordon A D
Formulaic - Mass Transit projects. , Dara Wheeler
Resolution LPP-A-1718-10 -

Recommendation: Approval

Action Taken: Approved .

Motion: Guardino Second: Kehoe Recused: None Absent: Burke and Madaffer
Vote result: 9-0

Ayes: Alvarado, Dunn, Earp, Ghielmetti, Guardino, Inman, Kehoe, Tavaglione, and Van Konynenburg"

Nays: None

Abstained: None

Changes fo this item were listed on the pink “Changes to CTC Agenda” handout as follows:
Local Partnership Program — Mass Transit Allocations - $18,962,000 for 7 projects

—In the Book ltem Attachment — Revise as follows:
¢ Project 6 - Revise the PPNO to read as (PPNO LR004 T0014) and in the “Project Description”, the first line should read as follows: “Design 48

1.9 miles of ..."

Advance - Local Partnership Program — Mass Transit »
118 Request of $1,287,000 for the locally-administered 15 Buses 2.6s.(2) | Christine Gordon A D
for Circulator Service Expansion LPP Formulaic - Mass Dara Wheeler
Transit project, in Sacramento County, programmed in FY 18-
19. (PPNO 03-1774)

Resolution LPP-A-1718-12

Recommendation: Approval

Action Taken: Approved

Motion: Dunn Second: Kehoe Recused: None Absent: Burke and Madaffer
Vote result: 9-0

Ayes: Alvarado, Dunn, Earp, Ghielmetti, Guardino, Inman, Kehoe, Tavaglione, and Van Konynenburg

Nays: None

Abstained: None

Changes to this item were listed on the pink “Changes to CTC Agenda” handout as follows:

Advance - Local Partnership Program — Mass Transit

—Revise Agenda to read as: “Request of $1,287,000 for the locally administered 45 Buses for Circular Service Expansion....”

—In the Book Item, under “Issue” and “Recommendation”, revise the project fitle to read as “45 Buses for Circular Service Expansion Transit project”
=In the Book Item Attachment, revise the Project Title in the vote box to read as “24+-Buses45 Buses for Circular Service Expansion”
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129. Request to extend the period of allocation for 50 Active 2.8a.(5) | Laurie Waters A D
Transportation Projects, per ATP Guidelines. Rihui Zhang
Waiver 17-25 ,

Items 129 and 130 were taken together.

Recommendation: Approval of staff recommendations as revised

Action Taken: Approved v

Motion: Alvarado Second: Tavaglione ~Recused: None Absent: Burke and Madaffer
Vote result: 9-0

Ayes: Alvarado, Dunn, Earp, Gh|elmett| Guardino, Inman, Kehoe, Tavaglione, and Van Konynenburg

Nays: None

Abstained: None

Changes to this item were listed on the pink “Changes to CTC Agenda” handout as follows:
Project Allocation Time Extensions — 50 ATP Projects
_ > Project 12 (PPNO 1223) - El Dorado County - Sierra Boulevard Bicycle & Pedestrian Trail Project -Withdraw prior to the CTC meeting.

> Project 37 (PPNO 5383A) — LACMTA — Metro Bike Share USC/South LA/Expo Line Communities Expansion — Withdrawn to the CTC meeting.
> Project 38 (PPNO 5393B) — LACMTA - Metro Bike Share USC/South LA/Expo Line Communities Expansion — Withdrawn to the CTC meeting.

130 Request to extend the period of allocation for 5 Active 2.8a.(8) | Laurie Waters A D
Transportation Projects, per ATP Guidelines. Rihui Zhang
Waiver 17-35

ltems 129 and 130 were taken together.

Recommendatlon Approval of staff recommendatlons as revised
Action Taken: Approved
Motion: Alvarado Second: Tavaglione Recused: None Absent: Burke and Madaffer
Vote result: 9-0
Ayes: Alvarado, Dunn, Earp, Ghielmetti, Guardino, Inman, Kehoe, Tavaglione, and Van Konynenburg
Nays: None '
Abstained: None

131 Request to extend the period of allocation for State Route 198 | 2.8a.(6) | Christine Gordon A D

and Akers Street Interchange Improvement the LPP - Rihui Zhang
Formulaic Project, in Tulare County, per LPP Guidelines.

(PPNO 6691)

Waiver 17-26

Recommendation: Approval of staff recommendahons

Action Taken: Approved

Motion: Van Konynenburg Second. Tavaglione Recused: None Absent: Burke and Madaffer
Vote result: 9-0 .

Ayes: Alvarado, Dunn, Earp, Ghielmetti, Guardino, Inman, Kehoe, Tavaglione, and Van Konynenburg

Nays: None

Abstained: None

Changes to this item were listed on the pink “Changes to CTC Agenda” handout as follows:
.- Project Allocation Time Extension — State Route 198 & Akers Street Interchange — LPP
—In the Book Item Attachment, second paragraph, first line, should be revised as: “The project was adopted into the Local Partnership Program

(LPP) at the May-January 2018, Commission meeting. The city anticipated extensive fee...."
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132 Request to extend the period of allocation for four STIP 2.8a.(4) | Teresa Favila A D
projects, per STIP Guidelines. . Rihui Zhang
Waiver 17-24

Recommendation: Approval of staff recommendations

Action Taken: Approved _

Motion: Tavaglione Second: Dunn Recused: None Absent: Burke and Madaffer
Vote result: 9-0 .

Ayes: Alvarado, Dunn, Earp, Ghielmetti, Guardino, Inman, Kehoe, Tavaglione, and Van Konynenburg

Nays: None

Abstained: None

Changes to this item were listed on the pink “Chanqes to CTC Agenda” handout as follows

Project Allocation Time Extension — 4 STIP projects
—In the Book Item Attachment for Project 3 — the PPNO should be 09-2569, not 02-2569

133 Request to extend the period of allocation for three locally 2.8a.(7) | Teresa Favila - A D
administered STIP projects, on the State Highway System, Bruce De Terra
per STIP Guidelines.
Waiver 17-27

Recommendation: Approval of staff recommendations

Action Taken: Approved

Motion: Dunn . Second: Kehoe Recused: None Absent: Burke and Madaffer
Vote result: 9-0

Ayes: Alvarado, Dunn, Earp, Ghielmetti, Guardino, Inman, Kehoe, Tavaglione, and Van Konynenburg

Nays: None

Abstained: None

134 Request to extend the period of allocation for the Del Mar Biuff | 2.8a.(9) Teresa Favila A D

Stabilization 4 STIP Rail project, on the Pacific Surfliner Dara Wheeler
Corridor in San Diego County, per STIP Guidelines
Waiver 17-36

Recommendation: Approval of staff recommendations

Action Taken: Approved

Motion: Alvarado Second: Dunn Recused: None Absent: Burke and Madaffer
Vote result: 9-0

Ayes: Alvarado, Dunn, Earp, Ghielmetti, Guardlno Inman, Kehoe, Tavaglione, and Van Konynenburg

Nays: None :

Abstained: None

‘ Contract Award Time Extension _ :
135 Request to extend the period of contact award for the Little 2.8b.(1) | Rick Guevel A D
Walker Shoulders SHOPP project, in Mono County, on the Bruce De Terra
State Highway System, per Interim SHOPP Guidelines.
(PPNO 0615)
Waiver 17-28

Recommendation: Approval of staff recommendations
Action Taken: Approved
Motion: Dunn Second: Tavaglione Recused: None Absent: Burke and Madaffer
Vote resuit: 9-0 ‘
Ayes: Alvarado, Dunn, Earp, Ghielmetti, Guardino, Inman, Kehoe, Tavaglione, and Van Konynenburg
- Nays: None
Abstained: None
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Tab 4

Memorandum

To: CHAIR AND COMMISSIONERS CTC Meeting: August 15-16 2018

Reference No.: 1.13
Action

Published Date: August 3, 2018

From: SUSAN BRANSEN Prepared By: Douglas Remedios
Executive Director Associate Governmental
Program Analyst

subject: APPROVAL OF MINUTES FOR THE JUNE 27, 2018 JOINT MEETING WITH THE
CALIFORNIA AIR RESOURCES BOARD

ISSUE:

Should the California Transportation Commission (Commission) approve the meeting minutes
for the June 27, 2018 Joint Meeting with the California Air Resources Board?

RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends that the Commission approve the meeting minutes for the June 27, 2018 Joint
Meeting with the California Air Resources Board.

BACKGROUND:

California Code of Regulations, Title 21 CA ADC §8012, requires that:

The commission shall keep accurate minutes of all meetings and make them available
to the public. The original copy of the minutes is that signed by the executive secretary
and is the evidence of taking any action at a meeting. All resolutions adopted at a
meeting shall be entered in the text of the minutes by reference.

In compliance with Title 21 CA ADC §8012, the Commission’s Operating Procedures
(May 11, 2011) require that as an order of business, at each regular meeting of the Commission,
the minutes from the last meeting shall be approved by the Commission.

Attachment:

Attachment A: June 27, 2018 Joint Meeting with the California Air Resources Board
Meeting Minutes

STATE OF CALIFORNIA CALIFORNIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION






Prepared by the California Transportation Commission

California Air Resources Board — A quorum is present, as announced by the California Air Resources
Board Clerk Reynolds.

Chair Mary Nichols Present Vice-Chair Sandra Berg Present
Member Hector De La Torre Present* Member Barbara Riordan Present
Member John Eisenhut Present Supervisor Phil Serna Present
Member Dean Florez Absent Member Dr. Alex Sherriffs Present
Supervisor John Gioia Present Member Professor Dan Sperling Present
Member Judy Mitchell Present Supervisor Ron Roberts Absent
Physician Member John Balmes Absent
Assembly member Eduardo Garcia, | Absent Senator Ricardo Lara, Ex-Officio Absent
Ex-Officio

Present: 9
TOTAL Absent: 6

* - Arrived after Roll Call
2) AB 179 Bill Overview, Purpose, and Desired Meeting Outcomes

California Transportation Commission Commissioners and California Air Resources Board Members
heard an overview of AB 179, the purpose of the bill, and the main outcomes anticipated from joint
meetings and continued collaboration.

Presentations for this item were provided by:
Mary Nichols -~ Chair, California Air Resources Board
Fran Inman — Chair, California Transportation Commission
Assemblymember Sabrina Cervantes — AB 179 Author
Secretary of Transportation — Brian Annis

3) California Air Resources Board and California Transportation Commission Overview and Priorities

California Transportation Commission Commissioners and California Air Resources Board Members
heard presentations on the mission, program priorities, and areas identified for coordination and
collaboration, by each organization.

Presentations for this item were provided by:
Richard Corey — Executive Officer, California Air Resources Board
Susan Bransen — Executive Director, California Transportation Commission

Comments on this item: California Transportation Commission Chair Fran Inman

4) Interface between Air Quality, Climate Change, and Transportation

California Transportation Commission Commissioners and California Air Resources Board Members
heard presentations on the Scoping Plan and State transportation planning and programming.

Presentations for this item were provided by:
Ashley Georgiou — Air Pollution Specialist, California Air Resources Board
Mitchell Weiss — Chief Deputy Director, California Transportation Commission







Witness List for the June 27, 2018 Joint Board Meeting
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JOINT CALIFORNIA AIR RESOURCES BOARD AND CALIFORNIA TRANSPORTATION
COMMISSION COORDINATION MEETING

Robert PhlppS Fresno Council of

1 Governments NO,
2. Rlchard Marcantonlo Public Advocates , No 
3.: Ca“rte‘r Rubln, NRDC ‘ No
14 Steve Birdlebough, Sonoma County N ;
| ™ | Transportation & Land-use Coalition YO
5. | Bryn Lindblad, Climate Resolve ;is ~
6. | Bill Higgins, CALCOG No
7. | Will Barrétt, American Lung Association No -
| 8. | Mike Saint, CFST - Yes
lg Rick Longinotti, Campaign for e
__| Sustainable Transportation o
10.| Brett Garret, CFST. No
11| Joe Jordan No
12, Ella Wise, Climate Plan No
13. ”Jare}‘d Sanbhez, CALBIKE #5 |
14.| Erika Rincon, Policy Link | | N.Q‘ |
,i 5 Kevin Hamilton, Central California | N :
“| Asthma Collaboration - °
16.] Kevin Hall, Valley Climate Yes
1‘7 Yolanda Park Catholic Charities N |
| Diocese of Stockton o
18.| Joel Espino, The Greenlining Institute No
19.| Matthew Baker, PGL ‘No |
20.| Esther Postiglione, California Walks No
21. 'Chanell Fletcher, Climate Plan

No‘
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~ JOINT CALIFORNIA AIR RESOURCES BOARD AND CALIFORNIA TRANSPORTATION

" COMMISSION COORDINATION MEETING

Witness Position: S = Support; N = Neutral" O =0

22.| Bill Magavern, Coaliﬁon for Clean Air

Governments

No -
23, Ic_;g:mll;r:amoushran Carlfornra Bicycle No
24.| Bruce Gnesenbeck‘SACOG No
o5, GrecraA Elenes, Leadershlp Counsel ‘ :No ‘
, ,forJustrce&Accountabrhty
26. 'Ryan Kenny, Clean Energy | " No
27. Rose Park Stanislaus Councrl of '

No“
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Tab 4

Revised
MINUTES

California Transportation Commission

Joint Meeting with the California Air Resources Board

Wednesday, June 27, 2018
California Environmental Protection Agency
Coastal Hearing Room, 2nd Floor
1001 | Street
Sacramento, California 95814

Assembly Bill 179 (Cervantes, Chapter 737, Statutes 2017) directs the California Transportation
Commission and the California Air Resources Board to meet at least twice a year to coordinate
implementation of transportation programs and policies. The purpose of the first joint meeting is to kick
off this coordination by discussing shared interests and policies to achieving climate, air quality, and
equity goals.

For a detailed review of this meeting please view the archived video recording at:
http://cal-span.org/unipage/?site=cal-span&owner=CARB&date=2018-06-27

As previously agreed, the presiding officer for this meeting was the Chair of the Air Resources Board,
except for those items pertaining exclusively to the California Transportation Commission Chair’s
oversight, such as the roll call of California Transportation Commission members.

1) Roll Call

California Transportation Commission — A quorum is present, as determined and announced by the
California Transportation Commission Chair.

Chair Fran Inman Present Commissioner Carl Guardino Present
Commissioner Bob Alvarado Present Commissioner Christine Kehoe Present
Commissioner Yvonne Burke Present Commission Jim Madaffer Present
Commissioner Lucetta Dunn Present Commissioner Joe Tavaglione Present
Commissioner Jim Earp Present Commissioner Paul Van Konynenburg Present
Commissioner Jim Ghielmetti Present
Assembly member Jim Frazier, Present Senator Jim Beall, Ex-Officio Absent
Ex-Officio

Present: 12
TOTAL Absent: 1



http://cal-span.org/unipage/?site=cal-span&owner=CARB&date=2018-06-27

Prepared by the California Transportation Commission

California Air Resources Board — A quorum is present, as announced by California Air Resources Board
Clerk Reynolds.

Chair Mary Nichols Present Vice-Chair Sandra Berg Present
Member Hector De La Torre Present* Member Barbara Riordan Present
Member John Eisenhut Present Supervisor Phil Serna Present
Member Dean Florez Absent Member Dr. Alex Sherriffs Present
Supervisor John Gioia Present Member Professor Dan Sperling Present
Member Judy Mitchell Present Supervisor Ron Roberts Absent
Physician Member John Balmes Absent
Assembly member Eduardo Garcia, | Absent Senator Ricardo Lara, Ex-Officio Absent
Ex-Officio

Present: 9
TOTAL Absent: 6

* - Arrived after Roll Call

2) AB 179 Bill Overview, Purpose, and Desired Meeting Outcomes

California Transportation Commission Commissioners and California Air Resources Board Members
heard an overview of AB 179, the purpose of the bill, and the main outcomes anticipated from joint
meetings and continued collaboration.

Presentations for this item were provided by:
Mary Nichols — Chair, California Air Resources Board
Fran Inman — Chair, California Transportation Commission
Assemblymember Sabrina Cervantes — AB 179 Author
Secretary of Transportation — Brian Annis

3) California Air Resources Board and California Transportation Commission Overview and Priorities

California Transportation Commission Commissioners and California Air Resources Board Members
heard presentations on the mission, program priorities, and areas identified for coordination and
collaboration, by each organization.

Presentations for this item were provided by:
Richard Corey — Executive Officer, California Air Resources Board
Susan Bransen — Executive Director, California Transportation Commission

Comments on this item: California Transportation Commission Chair Fran Inman

4) Interface between Air Quality, Climate Change, and Transportation

California Transportation Commission Commissioners and California Air Resources Board Members
heard presentations on the Scoping Plan and State transportation planning and programming.

Presentations for this item were provided by:
Ashley Georgiou — Air Pollution Specialist, California Air Resources Board
Mitchell Weiss — Chief Deputy Director, California Transportation Commission



Prepared by the California Transportation Commission

5) California Air Resources Board and California Transportation Commission Members and
Commissioners Discussion

California Transportation Commission Commissioners and California Air Resources Board Members
provided comments and asked questions related to the staff presentations, discussed topics of
mutual interest in transportation programs and policies, and discussed key topics of focus for the
next joint meeting.

Comments and questions for this item were provided by:
Mary Nichols — Chair, California Air Resources Board
Fran Inman — Chair, California Transportation Commission
Professor Dan Sperling — Member, California Air Resources Board
Judy Mitchell - Member, California Air Resources Board
Lucy Dunn — Commissioner, California Transportation Commission
Assemblymember Jim Frazier — Ex-Officio, California Transportation Commission
Supervisor Phil Serna — Member, California Air Resources Board
Senator Dean Florez — Member, California Air Resources Board
Supervisor John Gioia — Member, California Air Resources Board
Jim Madaffer — Commissioner, California Transportation Commission
Bob Alvarado — Commissioner, California Transportation Commission
Yvonne Burke — Commissioner, California Transportation Commission
Christine Kehoe — Commissioner, California Transportation Commission
Dr. Alexander Sherriffs — Member, California Air Resources Board
Paul Van Konynenburg — Commissioner, California Transportation Commission
Jim Ghielmetti — Commissioner, California Transportation Commission
Hector De La Torre — Member, California Air Resources Board

6) Public Comment
See the attached list

7) Adjourn

Prior to adjournment, California Air Resources Board Chair Nichols and California Transportation
Commission Chair Inman stated their intention for the Chairs, Vice Chairs and Executive
Directors of each organization to meet for purposes of proposing next steps for future joint
meetings.

Susan Bransen, Executive Director

Date



Tab 5

Memorandum

To: CHAIR AND COMMISSIONERS COMMISSION Meeting: ~ August 15-16, 2018

Reference No.: 1.5
Action

Published Date: August 3, 2018

From: SUSAN BRANSEN Prepared By: Douglas Remedios
Executive Director Associate Governmental
Program Analyst

subject: COMMISSIONERS’ MEETINGS FOR COMPENSATION

ISSUE:

Should the California Transportation Commission (Commission) approve the following
Commissioners’ meetings for compensation as provided below?

1)  Meetings for Compensation for May 2018 (Attachment A)
2) Meetings for Compensation for June 2018 (Attachment B)
3)  Amended Meetings for Compensation for April 2018 (Attachment C)

RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends that the Commission approve the Commissioners’ meetings for
compensation as provided above.

BACKGROUND:

Per Government Code Section 14509, each member of the California Transportation
Commission (Commission) shall receive compensation of one hundred dollars ($100) per
day, but not to exceed eight hundred dollars ($800) for any Commission business
authorized by the Commission during any month, plus the necessary expenses incurred by
the member in the performance of the member’s duties when a majority of the Commission
approves the compensation by a recorded vote. The need for up to eight days per diem per
month is unique to the Commission in that its members must evaluate projects and issues
throughout the state in order to carry out its responsibilities.

Attachments:
Attachment A: Meetings for Compensation for May 2018
Attachment B: Meetings for Compensation for June 2018
Attachment C: Amended Meetings for Compensation for April 2018

STATE OF CALIFORNIA CALIFORNIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION



CHAIR AND COMMISSIONERS Reference No.: 1.5

August 3, 2018
Page 2 of 8

ATTACHMENT A

MEETINGS FOR COMPENSATION
May 2018

Reqular Commission Meeting Activities:

May 16 - Commission meeting in San Diego (Commissioner Dunn was absent. All other
Commissioners attended all or part of the meeting)
May 17 - Commission meeting in San Diego (Commissioner Dunn was absent. All other
Commissioners attended all or part of the meeting)

Additional Meetings:

Bob Alvarado

May 14 — Teleconference with Commission Staff Re: Agenda Briefing. Oakland
May 16 — Attended the Commission Retreat. San Diego

Yvonne Burke

No Additional Meetings Reported at this Time.

Lucetta Dunn

May 1 — Meeting with Tom Tietz and Charles Stuart Re: SB 1 and Pavement Innovation.
Irvine

May 2 — Attended a Tour of Metrolink. Tustin

May 3 — Attended the Southern California Association of Governments General Assembly.
Indian Wells

May 9 — Teleconference with Commission Staff Re: Project Delivery Committee. Irvine
May 11 — Meeting with Orange County Transportation Authority Re: May Commission
Meeting. Irvine

May 11 — Meeting with Josh Newman and Ernesto Medrano Re: SB 1. Costa Mesa

May 24 — Attended the California Transportation Foundation Event. Irvine

Jim Earp

May 7 — Meeting with Amarjeet Benipal Re: Caltrans District 3 Projects. Rocklin

May 9 — Teleconference with Commission Staff Re: Project Delivery Committee. Roseville
May 14 —Teleconference with Commission Staff Re: Agenda Briefing. Roseville

May 16 — Attended the Commission Retreat. San Diego

STATE OF CALIFORNIA CALIFORNIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION
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August 3, 2018
Page 3 of 8

James Ghielmetti

May 14 — Teleconference with Commission Staff Re: Agenda Briefing. Pleasanton

May 15 — Meeting with Grace Crunican Re: Congested Corridors Grant. Pleasanton
May 16 — Attended the Commission Retreat. San Diego

May 23 — Attended the Commission Legislator Briefing. Sacramento

May 31 — Meeting with Congressman Mark DeSaulnier Re: Regional Measure. Danville

Carl Guardino

May 3 — Teleconference with Grace Crunican Re: Solutions for Congested Corridors
Funding. San Jose

May 9 — Meeting with Mayor Liccardo, John Tortora and Nuria Fernandez Re: BART
Segment 2. San Jose

May 10 — Teleconference with Susan Bransen Re: SB 1 Staff Recommendations. San Jose
May 11 — Teleconference with Assembly Member Kevin McCarty Re: Interstate 50
Improvements. San Jose

May 15 — Teleconference with George Dondero Re: Santa Cruz SB 1 Funding Requests.
San Jose

May 14 — Teleconference with Commission Staff Re: Agenda Briefing. San Jose

May 16 — Attended the Commission Retreat. San Diego

May 22 — Meeting with the Los Gatos Chamber of Commerce Re: State Route 17
Improvements. Los Gatos

Fran Inman

May 1 — Meeting with Caltrans District 12 Staff Re: Interstate 5 Project Resolution of
Necessity. Santa Ana

May 2 — Speaker at the Southern California Association of Governments Annual Meeting.
La Quinta

May 9 — Teleconference with Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority
Staff Re: SB 1 Programs on the May Commission Agenda. City of Industry

May 14 — Teleconference with Commission Staff Re: Chair Briefing. City of Industry
May 16 — Attended the Commission Retreat. San Diego

May 18 — Speaker at the Mobility 21 SB 1 Press Conference. Los Angeles

May 23 — Attended the Commission Legislator Briefing. Sacramento

May 30 — Attended the California Freight Advisory Committee Meeting. Long Beach
May 31 — Attended the Metrolink Positive Train Control Demonstration. Los Angeles.

Christine Kehoe

May 1 — Meeting with San Diego Association of Government Re: SB 1 Allocations. San
Diego

May 14 - May 14 — Teleconference with Commission Staff Re: Agenda Briefing. San
Diego
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May 15 — Attended the Tour of Interstate 5 North County Project. San Diego
May 16 — Attended the Commission Retreat. San Diego

Jim Madaffer

May 1 — Meeting with San Diego Association of Government Re: SB 1 Allocations. San
Diego

May 14 - May 14 — Teleconference with Commission Staff Re: Agenda Briefing. San
Diego

May 15 — Attended the Tour of Interstate 5 North County Project. San Diego

May 16 — Attended the Commission Retreat. San Diego

Joseph Tavaglione

May 9 — Teleconference with Commission Staff Re: Project Delivery Committee.
Riverside

May 14 — Teleconference with Commission Staff Re: Agenda Briefing. Riverside
May 16 — Attended the Commission Retreat. San Diego

May 18 — Attended the Mobility 21 SB 1 Press Conference. Los Angeles

May 23 — Attended the Commission Legislators Briefing. Sacramento

Paul Van Konynenburg

e May 7 — Teleconference with Adnan Maiah Re: Interstate 5 Easement. Modesto

e May 9 — Attended the San Joaquin Valley Policy Conference. Modesto

e May 10 — Speaker at the San Joaquin Valley Policy Conference. Modesto

e May 11 — Attended the San Joaquin Valley Policy Conference. Modesto

e May 14 — Teleconference with Commission Staff Re: Agenda Briefing. Modesto

e May 16 — Attended the Commission Retreat. San Diego

e May 23 — Attended the Commission Legislators Briefing. Sacramento

e May 24 — Attended the San Joaquin Council of Governments Board Meeting. Stockton
e May 29 — Teleconference with John Eisenhut Re: Joint Commission and California Air

Resources Board Meeting. Modesto
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ATTACHMENT B

MEETINGS FOR COMPENSATION
June 2018

Reqular Commission Meeting Activities:

e June 27 — Joint California Transportation Commission and California Air Resources Board
Meeting. (All Commissioners attended all or part of the meeting)

e June 27 - Commission meeting in Sacramento (All Commissioners attended all or part of the
meeting)

e June 28 - Commission meeting in Sacramento (Commissioner Madaffer was absent. All
other Commissioners attended all or part of the meeting)

Additional Meetings:

Bob Alvarado

e June 25 — Teleconference with Commission Staff Re: Agenda Briefing. Oakland
Yvonne Burke

e No Additional Meetings Reported at this Time.

Lucetta Dunn

e June 4 — Teleconference with Susan Bransen Re: Commission Matters. Irvine

e June 5 — Teleconference with Commission Staff Re: SB 1 Baseline Agreement Process.
Irvine

e June 7 — Webinar with Southern California Association of Governments Re: Regional
Transportation Plan and Sustainable Communities Strategy. Irvine

e June 7 — Meeting with Susan Bransen, Fran Inman and Stephen Ritchie Re: UC Irvine
Transportation Studies. Irvine

e June 11 — Teleconference with Susan Bransen Re: Commission Matters. Irvine

e June 12 — Speaker at Santa Ana Chamber of Commerce Re: SB 1 Repeal. Costa Mesa

e June 13 — Meeting with Stan Oftelie Re: Transportation, Transportation Corridor Agency,
and San Clemente Issues. Irvine.

e June 14 — Attended a Presentation at Southern California Association of Governments Re:
New Approaches to Reducing Driving. Irvine

e June 15 — Attended Mobility 21 Board Meeting. Los Angeles

e June 18 — Teleconference with Susan Bransen Re: Commission Matters. Irvine

e June 19 — Teleconference with Commission Staff Re: Project Delivery Committee. Irvine
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e June 25 — Teleconference with Orange County Transportation Authority. Re: June
Commission Meeting Briefing. Irvine

e June 25 — Teleconference with Commission Staff Re: Agenda Briefing. Irvine

e June 25 — Teleconference with Commission Staff Re: California Air Resources Board Joint
Meeting Briefing. Irvine

Jim Earp
e No Additional Meetings Reported at this Time.
James Ghielmetti

e June 14 — Meeting with Supervisor John Gioia Re: Joint Commission and California Air
Resources Board Meeting. Berkeley

e June 19 — Meeting with Commission Staff Re: Project Delivery Committee. Sacramento

e June 19 — Meeting with Commission Staff Re: Toll Bridge Program Oversight Committee
Meeting Briefing. Sacramento

e June 25 — Teleconference with Commission Staff Re: California Air Resources Board Joint
Meeting Briefing. Pleasanton

e June 25 — Meeting with Commission Staff, Caltrans Staff, and El Dorado County Officials
Re: Camino Safety Project. Sacramento

e June 27 — Meeting with Active Transportation Advocates Re: On-Going Discussions.
Sacramento

Carl Guardino

e No Additional Meetings Reported at this Time.
Fran Inman

o June I — Speaker at Interstate 110/405 Interchange Project Groundbreaking Event.
Torrance

o June 6 — Teleconference with Mary Nichols Re: Joint Commission and California Air
Resources Board Meeting. City of Industry

o June 7 — Meeting with Susan Bransen, Lucy Dunn and Stephen Ritchie Re: UC Irvine
Transportation Studies. Irvine

o June 8 — Attended the GoBiz Meeting on Freight Competitiveness. Irvine

e June 11 — Attended the Monterey Salinas Transit Maintenance Facility Opening. Monterey

o June 12 — Meeting with Randall Lewis and John Bulinski Re: Regional Transportation
Issues. Claremont

o June 15 — Attended the GoBiz Freight Symposium. Sacramento

o June 18 — Teleconference with Commission Staff Re: Joint Commission and California Air
Resources Board Meeting. City of Industry

o June 25 — Teleconference with Commission Staff Re: Chair Briefing. City of Industry
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June 29 — Attended the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority Van
Nuys Groundbreaking Event. Los Angeles

Christine Kehoe

No Additional Meetings Reported at this Time

Jim Madaffer

June 7 — Speaker at the Southern California Association of Governments Joint Policy
Committee Meeting. Los Angeles

June 8 — Speaker at the Transportation Authority of Marin Innovation Workshop. San
Rafael

June 25 — Meeting with San Diego Association of Governments Re: Commission Meeting
Briefing. San Diego

June 25 — Teleconference with Commission Staff Re: Agenda Briefing. San Diego

Joseph Tavaglione

June 12 — Meeting with Ray Wolf Re: Transportation Projects. Riverside

June 19 — Teleconference with Commission Staff Re: Project Delivery Committee.
Riverside

June 19 — Teleconference with Commission Staff Re: Toll Bridge Program Oversight
Committee Meeting Briefing. Riverside

June 25 — Teleconference with Commission Staff Re: Agenda Briefing. Riverside

June 25 — Meeting with Riverside County Transportation Commission, San Diego
Association of Governments and Caltrans Staff Re: Commission Meeting Agenda. Riverside

Paul Van Konynenburg

June 5 — Teleconference with Commission Staff and Stakeholders Re: Local Partnership
Program Guidelines. Modesto
June 8 — Meeting with Dennis Agar Re: Westley Rest Area Site Visit. Westley

June 18 — Teleconference with Commission Staff Re: Climate Advocates Call Briefing.
Modesto

June 19 — Teleconference with Climate Advocates. Modesto
June 22 — Presenter at the San Joaquin Valley Policy Council Meeting. Fresno
June 25 — Meeting with Commission Staff Re: Agenda Briefing. Sacramento

June 29 — Teleconference with Susan Bransen Re: Commission Meeting Issues De-brief.
Modesto
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ATTACHMENT C

AMENDED MEETINGS FOR COMPENSATION
APRIL 2018

Additional Meetings:

Carl Guardino

April 3 — Teleconference with Suzanne Smith Re: Marin-Sonoma Narrow Project. San Jose
April 4 — Teleconference with Secretary Annis and Mayor Liccardo Re: Cap-and-Trade
Funding for BART to Silicon Valley. San Jose

April 6 — Teleconference with John Ferrera Re: Solutions for Congested Corridors
Funding. San Jose

April 11 — Attended the Sonoma, Lake and Mendocino Counties Town Hall Meeting. Santa
Rosa

April 12 — Attended the Sonoma, Lake and Mendocino Counties Town Hall Meeting. Santa
Rosa

April 14 — Speaker at the Annual Progress Seminar Re: SB 1 Funding. Monterey

April 17 — Teleconference with James Corless Re: Solutions for Congested Corridors
Funding. San Jose

April 19 — Teleconference with Assembly Member Tim Grayson Re: SB 1 Funding. San
Jose

April 24 — Teleconference with Commission Staff Re: SB 1 Staff Recommendations. San
Jose

Joseph Tavaglione

April 11 — Attended the Sonoma, Lake and Mendocino Counties Town Hall Meeting. Santa
Rosa

April 12 — Attended the Sonoma, Lake and Mendocino Counties Town Hall Meeting. Santa
Rosa

April 24 — Teleconference with Commission Staff Re: SB 1 Staff Recommendations.
Riverside

April 25 — Attended the Caltrans Fallen Workers Memorial. Sacramento
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EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR’S REPORT

A VERBAL PRESENTATION ON THIS ITEM
WILL BE MADE AT THE CALIFORNIA
TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION MEETING.
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COMMISSION REPORTS

A VERBAL PRESENTATION ON THISITEM
WILL BE MADE AT THE CALIFORNIA
TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION MEETING.
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From:

Subject:

State of California California State Transportation Agency
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION T ab 1 4

Memorandum

CHAIR AND COMMISSIONERS CTC Meeting: August 15-16, 2018
CALIFORNIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION
Reference No.: 4.3
Information Item

STEVEN KECK Prepared by: Tim Gubbins, Director
Chief Financial Officer District 5

INNOVATIONS IN TRANSPORTATION — REOPENING OF HIGHWAY 1 AT RAGGED
POINT IN BIG SUR (MUD CREEK SLIDE)

SUMMARY:

A presentation will be given to the California Transportation Commission (Commission) by Mr.
Tim Gubbins, District 5 Director, from the California Department of Transportation
(Department) on the reopening of Highway 1 in Big Sur (also known as the Mud Creek Slide) in
Monterey County. This presentation will be focused on the innovative activities used for design
and construction of this project.

BACKGROUND:

On May 20, 2017, a massive landslide occurred on Highway 1 near Big Sur in Monterey County
that transferred over 5 million cubic yards of material (dirt, rocks and other debris) into the
Pacific Ocean. This landslide covered a quarter mile stretch of Highway 1, burying and
destroying the roadway. Using innovative methods of construction, safety monitoring, analysis
and design, the Department set out to realign the highway to restore access along Highway 1 and
address concerns from possible future landslides.

This presentation will outline some of the challenges that the project team faced and how
innovation and teamwork were utilized to deliver this critical project in 14 months. Reopening
the roadway on scenic Highway 1 provided relief to the traveling public, the local community,
residents and businesses affected by the landslide and subsequent road closure.

Attachment

“Provide a safe, sustainable, integrated and efficient transportation system
to enhance California’s economy and livability”



Mud Creek Landslide Emergency Project

Project Description: Construct a realigned highway over the
main body of landslide to restore access along Highway 1 along
the Big Sur Coast. The new roadway will be buttressed with a
series of embankments, berms, rocks, netting, culverts and other
stabilizing material.

Total cost of $54,000,000 and reopened in 14 months (May ‘17-July ‘18)

Landslide Event

The Mud Creek project location had been
experiencing smaller landslides since the
early winter of 2017. There were a series of 5
separate landslides that combined to make up
the Mud Creek Landslide Complex. John
Madonna Construction was brought on under
Emergency Contract for this project in
January 2017. On May 20th, 2017 a massive
landslide occurred with over 5 million cubic
yards of material transferring downslope into
the Pacific Ocean. This event created 15
acres of new California land and 2400 feet of
new shoreline.

Emergency Response

The response by Caltrans and John Madonna

Construction was swift and focused on

keeping personnel safe while working on site.

Innovative techniques to understand the complexity of the landslide, monitor movement, and ensure worker safety
were deployed including ground radar, aerial lidar, GPS measurements, automated surveying equipment,
extensometers, and slope inclinometers. Armed with this technology, a plan to reopen the highway could be
developed.

Project Design Philosophy

The plan to reopen the highway was guided in part by the 2004 Big Sur Coast Highway Management Plan. This
document was prepared by Caltrans with guidance from a 19-member steering committee including participation
from local stakeholders. Part of this plan was an overview of geology and landslides on the Big Sur Coast and it
provided guidelines and techniques for how to manage and respond to these events. From this, a realignment
alternative rose to the top because it was the most efficient, cost effective and ecologically mindful alternative
available to reopen the highway. To do this however, protective features needed to be built including:

Rock Revetment

On the new shoreline, a rock revetment over 2000 feet long and 40 feet tall was built to prevent erosion and
secured the main body of the slide. Without the revetment, the soil from the landslide would have been eroded
away leaving nowhere to place the realigned highway. The revetment also reduced the amount of sediment
entering critical black abalone habitat found up and down the Big Sur Coast.

Engineered Embankments, Berms and Catchments

Built in lifts to ensure proper compaction and reinforced with geosynthetic fabric in steeper locations, the 160 to
260-foot tall embankments supported the realigned highway. Located above the highway, the berms, hilficker
retaining walls and strategic catchments were constructed to handle anticipated debris from the dynamic,
continued, and thoroughly monitored movement of the landslide. These work together to move and protect the
highway away from the more active portions of the project site.

Culverts, Netting, and Other Protective Features

As the site matures, it is anticipated that debris will come down from the hillside. Culverts to handle runoff were
installed, netting to reduce the energy of falling debris, and other protective features will allow for a defensible
space for the highway and our maintenance forces.

Fact Sheet - Updated: 7-16-2018



This project is a major achievement in reopening this world famous Scenic Highway after the severe storms of
2017. In 14 months, the highway went from being buried under 250 feet of soil to being fully reopened thanks to
the creativity and ingenuity of our engineers, geologists, planners, and contracting partners.

Date: May 2017 Photo courtesy of John Madonna Construction

Date: July 2018 Photo courtesy of John Madonna Construction

Fact Sheet - Updated: 7-16-2018



Tab 15

Memorandum

To: CHAIR AND COMMISSIONERS CTC Meeting: August 15-1 6, 2018

Reference No.: 4.1
Action

Published Date: August 3, 2018
Prepared By:  Jacqueline Campion
Deputy Director
From: SUSAN BRANSEN

Executive Director

subject: STATE AND FEDERAL LEGISLATIVE MATTERS

ISSUE.:

Should the California Transportation Commission (Commission):

1) Accept the staff report on the proposed legislation identified and monitored by staff as
presented in Attachment A?

2) Adopt a position of support for Assembly Bill (AB) 2006 (Eggman)?

3) Approve the draft letter of support presented in Attachment B for transmittal to Assembly
Member Eggman?

RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends that the Commission:

1) Accept the staff report and provide direction on legislation of interest in Attachment A.
2) Adopt a position of support for AB 2006 (Eggman).
3) Approve the letter in Attachment B for transmittal to Assembly Member Eggman.

BACKGROUND:

The Legislature reconvened on August 6 after their summer recess, and they have until
August 31, 2018 to pass bills before the adjournment of session. The Governor will then have until
September 30 to sign or veto bills that were passed by the August 31 deadline.

A list of bills monitored by staff is presented in Attachment A and is divided into two sections:

1) An update on high-priority bills that directly impact the Commission’s work, and
2) Other bills that may not have a direct impact on the Commission, but may present areas of
interest, concern, or opportunities.
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Please note that bills previously tracked that failed passage or missed any legislative deadlines
were removed from this list.

AB 2006 (Eggman) would expand an existing pilot program administered by the Air Resources
Board, in consultation with the Energy Commission and local air quality management districts.
This existing program provides funding for advanced technology vehicle vanpool programs for
agricultural workers in the San Joaquin Valley. This bill would require this program to allocate a
minimum of 25 percent of the moneys appropriated for agricultural vanpool programs to services
for disadvantaged and low-income communities in California, as defined.

This bill is consistent with the goals of the Administration and existing directives to reduce
greenhouse gas emissions and air pollutants. By supporting rideshare programs as well as zero
emission vehicle technology (ZEVs) and near-ZEVs, this bill simultaneously addresses the
problems of air pollution and greenhouse gas emissions from the transportation sector and expands
access to these programs for workers that commute to remote areas of the state and may not have
access to transit or other alternative transportation. Staff recommends that the Commission adopt
a formal position of support for this bill because it would further the state’s efforts in reducing
both congestion on roadways and vehicle emissions.

Update on Bills on which the Commission has taken a formal position:
Within the attached list of monitored legislation are a number of bills on which the Commission
has adopted a formal position. An update on these bills is presented below:

AB 1756 (Brough) Transportation funding.

Status: Failed passage.

This bill would have repealed the Road Repair and Accountability Act of 2017. Because this bill
would have derailed crucial efforts to repair California’s aging infrastructure, the Commission
adopted a formal position of oppose at its January meeting.

AB 1901 (Obernolte) California Environmental Quality Act: exemption: roadway projects.
Status: Failed passage.

This bill would have extended an existing California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
exemption to January 1, 2023, for projects that would repair, maintain, or make minor alterations
to an existing roadway, provided that the project is carried out by a city or county with a population
of less than 100,000 persons. This bill was consistent with a legislative recommendation in the
Commission’s 2017 Annual Report. The Commission adopted a formal position of support at its
January meeting.

AB 1905 (Grayson) Environmental quality: judicial review: transportation projects.

Status: Failed passage.

This bill would have prohibited a court from staying or enjoining a transportation project that
would reduce total vehicle miles traveled, that is included in a sustainable communities strategy,
and for which an environmental impact report has been certified, unless the court makes specified
findings. This bill would have partially advanced one of the Commission’s legislative
recommendations in its 2017 Annual Report. The Commission adopted a formal position of
support at its January meeting.
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AB 2418 (Mullin) Transportation: emerging transportation technologies: California Smart
Cities Challenge Grant Program.

Status: Failed passage.

This bill would have established the California Smart Cities Challenge Grant Program to
competitively allocate grants for emerging transportation technology projects. This bill would have
required the Commission to form a California Smart Cities Challenge Workgroup, and to develop
guidelines for the program in consultation with the workgroup. This bill was consistent with a
recommendation in the Commission’s 2017 Annual Report. The Commission adopted a position
of support in concept at its March meeting.

SB 1029 (McGuire) North Coast Railroad Authority: right-of-way: Great Redwood Trail
Agency: Sonoma-Marin Area Rail Transit District.

Status: Assembly Appropriations Committee.

This bill would require the North Coast Railroad Authority (NCRA) to transfer its assets and
obligations to successor entities, as specified. The bill would abolish the NCRA after those
transfers are made. This bill is consistent with a recommendation in the Commission’s 2017
Annual Report. The Commission adopted a position of support in concept at its March meeting.

SB 1328 (Beall) Mileage-based road usage fee.

Status: Assembly Appropriations Committee.

This bill would extend the operation of the Road Usage Charge Technical Advisory Committee
provisions to January 1, 2023, and would require the technical advisory committee to continue
assessing the potential for mileage-based revenue collection for California’s roads and highways
as an alternative to the gas tax system. This bill is consistent with a recommendation in the
Commission’s 2017 Annual Report. The Commission adopted a formal position of support at its
March meeting.

SCR 90 (Roth) Joseph Tavaglione Interchange.

Status: Passed by the Senate,; ordered to the Assembly.

This bill would designate the interchange where State Highway Routes 60 and 91 meet Interstate
215 in Riverside County as the Joseph Tavaglione Interchange. The Commission adopted a formal
position of support at its March meeting.

Other bills of interest:

The following bills are presented for information. These bills may not meet the Commission’s
criteria of addressing a statewide issue; however, these bills may advance the Commission’s policy
recommendations on a local level or otherwise be of interest:

AB 2548 (Friedman) Commute benefit policies: Los Angeles County Metropolitan
Transportation Authority: South Coast Air Quality Management District.

Status: Passed by the Senate, pending Assembly concurrence with Senate amendments.

This bill would authorize the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority, in
coordination with the South Coast Air Quality Management District, to jointly adopt a commute
benefit ordinance. This bill would partially support the Commission’s recommendation for the
Legislature to expand statutory authority for regions to adopt and implement a regional commuter
benefits ordinance similar to a successful program in the Bay Area to increase ridesharing, reduce
greenhouse gas emissions, and advance statewide climate goals. While this bill does not meet the
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Commission’s criteria of addressing a statewide issue, this bill conceptually addresses, on a local
level, the intent of a legacy recommendation from the Commission’s Annual Report by promoting
effective partnerships within transportation agencies.

AB 2734 (Frazier) California Transportation Commission.

Status: Assembly Appropriations Committee.

This bill would exclude the California Transportation Commission from the Transportation
Agency, establish it as a separate entity in state government, and require it to act in an independent
oversight role.

FEDERAL LEGISLATIVE UPDATE

On July 23, 2018, House Transportation and Infrastructure Committee Chairman Bill Shuster
(R-PA) introduced a draft of an infrastructure plan that would be funded in part by an increase in
fuel taxes. Intended to “further the national conversation about the current state of America’s
infrastructure and highlight some of the major roadblocks to funding and improving our
transportation network,” Chairman Shuster’s plan calls for significant federal investment in
infrastructure projects and grant programs at least through 2021, as well as a plan to shore up the
Highway Trust Fund.

Among other things, the plan calls for:

e The creation of a Highway Trust Fund Commission that would make recommendations
about the long-term solvency of the Highway Trust Fund and any legislation needed to
enact the recommendations;

e The establishment of a national, volunteer-based pilot demonstration program to explore
whether a per-mile (road-usage charge) user fee can replace the existing federal gas tax;

e The increase of the federal gas tax by 15 cents per gallon and the federal diesel gas tax by
20 cents per gallon over a period of three calendar years, after which time the taxes would
be indexed to inflation;

e The extension of the Fixing America's Surface Transportation Act (the FAST Act) for one
additional year, through fiscal year 2021, with all programs funded at fiscal year 2020 rates;

e Permanent statutory authorization of the Transportation Investment Generating Economic
Recovery (TIGER) / Better Utilizing Investments to Leverage Development (BUILD)
program, as the National Infrastructure Investments Program, and authorization of up to
$3 billion of federal general fund appropriations annually.

0 The annual appropriation would include a 30 percent set-aside for rural projects
and another set-aside for incentive grants that “would be given to eligible applicants
that have leased an infrastructure asset to the private sector and have certified that
the proceeds from the lease will be used to make other infrastructure
improvements.”

STATE OF CALIFORNIA CALIFORNIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION



Reference No.: 4.1
August 15-16, 2018
Page 5 of 5

0 Would also increase the minimum grant size to $25 million (in recent rounds of
funding, the minimum size has been $5 million — and in the most recent round, the
maximum award size was $25 million).

0 There is also a $500 million annual set-aside that would allow Congress to assign
dollars, as opposed to the U.S. Department of Transportation (USDOT).

e Two significant changes to the Infrastructure for Rebuilding America program:
1) Increased decision-making transparency on the part of USDOT: the Secretary
must send Congress project application evaluations.
2) USDOT shall reserve $200 million in contract authority over three years
(2019-2021) for unsuccessful prior-year applicants “for allocation by an Act of
Congress;”

e Various accelerated project delivery reforms, including coordination among designated
agencies in the decision-making and permitting processes, application of categorical
exclusions from the environmental review process, and a pilot program to study the use of
innovative practices for environmental reviews.

Attachments:

Attachment A — List of bills the Commission is monitoring this session
Attachment B — Draft letter to Assembly Member Eggman and text of AB 2006
Attachment C — Representative Shuster’s Infrastructure Proposal Vision Statement
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ATTACHMENT A
List of bills Commission staff is tracking
Friday, August 03, 2018

AB 118 (Committee on Budget) Transportation.
Current Text: Amended: 6/26/2017 htm! pdf

| Desk || Policy || Fiscal || Floor || Desk || Policy | Fiscal Floor Conf.
| 1st House | 2nd House || Conc.

Summary: This budget trailer bill would establish the Advance Mitigation Account within the State Transportation
Account, and would specify that funding shall be set aside from the SHOPP, but not from the STIP. This bill would
specify that these funds could be used to purchase, or fund the purchase of, credits from mitigation banks,
conservation banks, or in-lieu fee programs approved by one or more regulatory agencies to provide appropriate
mitigation of the anticipated potential impacts of planned transportation improvements.

Enrolled |Vetoed Chaptered

AB 636 (Irwin D) Local streets and roads: expenditure reports.

Current Text: Amended: 6/4/2018 html pdf

| Desk || Policy || Fiscal || Floor || Desk || Policy || Fiscal || Floor | Conf.
| 1st House | 2nd House || Conc.

Enrolled Vetoed Chaptered

Summary: Current law, with limited exceptions, requires each city and county to submit to the Controller a
complete report of expenditures for street and road purposes by October 1 of each year relative to the preceding
fiscal year ending on June 30. This bill would require the report to be submitted to the Controller by December 1 of
each year relative to the preceding fiscal year ending on June 30.

AB 1395 (Chu D) State highways: Department of Transportation: litter cleanup and abatement: report.
Current Text: Amended: 6/18/2018 html pdf

| Desk || Policy || Fiscal || Floor || Desk || Policy || Fiscal | Floor Conf.
| 1st House | 2nd House | Conc.

Summary: Would require each district within the Department of Transportation for its highway litter cleanup and
abatement programs to assign the highest priority to segments along the state highway system that receive the
highest volume of complaints and with the greatest incidence of litter and to prioritize funding appropriated for
highway litter maintenance in order to implement this priority. The bill would also require the department, on or
before January 1, 2020, to conduct an assessment of the problem of litter on state highways and to make a
specified report to the Legislature on its findings.

Enrolled Vetoed Chaptered

AB 2006 (Eggman D) Charge Ahead California Initiative: agricultural worker vanpool programs.
Current Text: Amended: 6/21/2018 html pdf

| Desk || Policy || Fiscal || Floor || Desk || Policy || Fiscal | Floor Conf.
| 1st House | 2nd House || Conc.

Enrolled Vetoed Chaptered

Summary: Would require the State Air Resources Board, in consultation with the State Energy Resources
Conservation and Development Commission, air pollution control and air quality management districts, and the
public, to require existing agricultural vanpool programs to serve disadvantaged communities and low-income
communities, as defined, and to allocate a minimum of 25% of the moneys appropriated for agricultural vanpool
programs to those programs servicing low-income communities.

AB 2145 (Reyes D) Vehicular air pollution.
Current Text: Amended: 5/17/2018 html pdf

| Desk || Policy || Fiscal || Floor || Desk || Policy || Fiscal | Floor Conf.
| 1st House | 2nd House || Conc.

Enrolled Vetoed Chaptered

Summary: Would add as eligible projects for the California Clean Truck, Bus, and Off-Road Vehicle and Equipment
Technology Program those projects that support grid integration and integrated storage solutions and charging
management demonstration and analytics. The bill would additionally require the energy commission, as part of
the guidance developed for the program, to advise the State Air Resources Board on to how to allocate moneys for
vehicle charging infrastructure consistent with the energy commission’s investment plan strategies on charging
infrastructure that is part of the California Alternative and Renewable Fuel, Vehicle Technology, Clean Air, and
Carbon Reduction Act of 2007. The bill instead would require the guidance to promote projects that assist the state
in reaching its climate goals beyond 2030.
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ATTACHMENT A
AB 2272 (Mayes R) State highways: relinquishment.
Current Text: Amended: 4/2/2018 himl pdf
| Desk || Policy || Fiscal || Floor || Desk || Policy || Fiscal | Floor Conf.
| 1st House | 2nd House || Conc.

Enrolled Vetoed Chaptered

Summary: Would authorize the California Transportation Commission to relinquish to the City of Palm Springs any
portion, or the entirety, of Route 111 within its city limits, upon terms and conditions the commission finds to be in
the best interests of the state, if the department and the city enter into an agreement providing for that
relinquishment.

AB 2447 (Reyes D) California Environmental Quality Act: land use: environmental justice.
Current Text: Amended: 7/2/2018 html pdf

| Desk || Policy || Fiscal || Floor || Desk || Policy || Fiscal | Floor Conf.
| 1st House | 2nd House || Conc.

Enrolled Vetoed Chaptered

Summary: Would, except as provided, require a lead agency that is preparing an EIR or a negative declaration to
provide certain notices required by CEQA to owners and occupants of property located withinl1/2 mile of any parcel
or parcels, and to any schools located within one mile of any parcel or parcels, on which is located a project
involving a subject land use, as defined, for projects for which environmental review commences on or after July 1,
2019. The bill would require the lead agency to call at least one scoping meeting for those projects, as provided.

AB 2473 (Bonta D) State Highway Route 185: relinquishment: City of San Leandro.
Current Text: Amended: 3/22/2018 html pdf

| Desk || Policy || Fiscal || Floor || Desk || Policy || Fiscal | Floor Conf.
| 1st House | 2nd House || Conc.

Enrolled Vetoed Chaptered

Summary: Would authorize the commission to relinquish all or a portion of Route 185 in the City of San Leandro
to that city, as specified.

AB 2543 (Eggman D) State agencies: infrastructure project budget and schedule: Internet Web site
information.

Current Text: Amended: 3/13/2018 himl pdf

| Desk || Policy || Fiscal || Floor || Desk || Policy || Fiscal || Floor | Conf.
| 1st House | 2nd House || Conc.

Enrolled Vetoed Chaptered

Summary: Would require each state agency or department authorized to undertake any infrastructure project
costing $100,000,000 or more to publicly post on its Internet Web site any change in the cost or schedule of the
project that would result in the project exceeding its established budget by 10 percent or more or being delayed by
12 months or longer. The bill would require that the posted information describe how much the project is expected
to exceed its established budget or delay its construction schedule.

AB 2548 (Eriedman D) Commute benefit policies: Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation

Authority.
Current Text: Amended: 6/25/2018 htm! pdf
| Desk || Policy || Fiscal || Floor || Desk || Policy || Fiscal || Floor | Conf.

Enrolled Vetoed Chaptered

| 1st House | 2nd House || Conc.

Summary: Current law declares that the fostering, continuance, and development of public transportation systems
are a matter of statewide concern. Current law creates the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation
Authority, with various powers and duties with respect to transportation planning, programming, construction, and
operations. This bill would authorize the authority to adopt, and revise as necessary, a commute benefit ordinance
that requires covered employers operating within the authority’s area with a specified number of employees to offer
certain employees commute benefits, as specified, except that the bill would prohibit the ordinance from affecting
employers covered by certain South Coast Air Quality Management District rules or regulations.
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ATTACHMENT A

AB 2614 (Carrillo D) Outdoor experiences: community access program: grant program.
Current Text: Amended: 7/3/2018 html pdf

| Desk || Policy || Fiscal || Floor || Desk || Policy || Fiscal | Floor Conf.
| 1st House | 2nd House || Conc.

Summary: Would require the Natural Resources Agency to develop and implement a community access program
focused on engagement programs, technical assistance, or facilities that maximize safe and equitable physical
admittance, especially for low-income and disadvantaged communities, to natural or cultural resources,
community education programs, or recreational amenities. The bill would authorize the agency to develop a grant
program for innovative transportation projects that provide disadvantaged and low-income youth with access to
outdoor experiences, as specified.

Enrolled Vetoed Chaptered

AB 2615 (Carrillo D) State highway system: parks and recreation: accessibility for bicycles and
pedestrians.
Current Text: Amended: 3/21/2018 htm! pdf

| Desk || Policy || Fiscal || Floor || Desk || Policy || Fiscal | Floor Conf.
| 1st House | 2nd House | Conc.

Summary: Would, to the extent possible, and where feasible, require the Department of Transportation to partner
with appropriate public agencies, including, but not limited to, the Department of Parks and Recreation, any
federal department or agency, and any regional or local public entity, to develop strategies and plans to maximize
safe and convenient access for bicycles and pedestrians to federal, state, regional, and local parks adjacent to or
connected to the state highway system.

Enrolled Vetoed Chaptered

AB 2629 (Eggman D) Department of Transportation: airspace under state highways: leases.
Current Text: Amended: 6/28/2018 html pdf

| Desk || Policy || Fiscal || Floor || Desk || Policy || Fiscal | Floor Conf.
| 1st House | 2nd House | conc.

Summary: This bill would allow the Department of Transportation to lease airspace under the interchange of Route
4 and Route 5 in San Joaquin County and on the northeast corner of Route 101 and De La Vina Street in the County
of Santa Barbara, to a city, county, or other political subdivision or another state agency for emergency shelter or
feeding program purposes, as specified.

Enrolled Vetoed Chaptered

AB 2734 (Erazier D) California Transportation Commission.
Current Text: Introduced: 2/15/2018 htmi pdf
| Desk || Policy || Fiscal || Floor || Desk || Policy || Fiscal | Floor Conf.
| 1st House | 2nd House || Conc.
Summary: Would exclude the California Transportation Commission from the Transportation Agency, establish it as

an entity in state government, and require it to act in an independent oversight role. The bill would also make
conforming changes.

Enrolled Vetoed Chaptered

AB 2782 (Eriedman D) California Environmental Quality Act.
Current Text: Amended: 4/30/2018 html pdf

| Desk || Policy || Fiscal || Floor || Desk || Policy || Fiscal | Floor Conf.
| 1st House i 2nd House || Conc

Summary: The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires a lead agency, as defined, to prepare, or
cause to be prepared, and certify the completion of, an environmental impact report on a project that it proposes
to carry out or approve that may have a significant effect on the environment or to adopt a negative declaration if
it finds that the project will not have that effect. This bill would authorize lead agencies, in describing and
evaluating projects, to consider the specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other benefits of, and the
negative impacts of denying, the project.

Enrolled Vetoed Chaptered
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ATTACHMENT A

AB 2851 (Grayson D) Regional transportation plans: traffic signal optimization plans.

Current Text: Amended: 5/25/2018 html pdf

| Desk || Policy || Fiscal || Floor || Desk || Policy || Fiscal | Floor Conf.
| 1st House | 2nd House || Conc.
Summary: Would authorize each city located within the jurisdiction of MTC to develop and implement a traffic
signal optimization plan intended to reduce greenhouse gases and particulate emissions, and reduce travel times,
and the number of stops and fuel use. The bill would also require the Department of Transportation to coordinate

with each city that develops a traffic signal optimization plan pursuant to these provisions to ensure that any traffic
signals owned or operated by the department are adjusted and maintained in accordance with the plan.

Enrolled Vetoed Chaptered

AB 2865 (Chiu D) High-occupancy toll lanes: Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority: Bay Area
Infrastructure Financing Authority.
Current Text: Amended: 6/20/2018 html pdf
| Desk || Policy || Fiscal || Floor || Desk || Policy || Fiscal | Floor Conf.
| 1st House | 2nd House || Conc.

Enrolled Vetoed Chaptered

Summary: Would authorize the San Francisco County Transportation Authority to authorize VTA or the Bay Area
Infrastructure Financing Authority to develop and operate a value pricing high-occupancy toll lane program on
State Highway Route 101 and a specified portion of State Highway Route 280 in the City and County of San
Francisco in coordination with the San Francisco County Transportation Authority, as prescribed.

AB 3246 (Committee on Transportation) Transportation: omnibus bill.
Current Text: Amended: 6/11/2018 html pdf

| Desk || Policy || Fiscal || Floor || Desk || Policy || Fiscal || Floor | Conf.
| 1st House | 2nd House || Conc.

Enrolled Vetoed Chaptered

Summary: This bill would make a number of technical corrections and updates, as well as shift the program
adoption date for the Active Transportation Program from April 1 to July 1 in order to align this program schedule
with other Commission programs and accommodate the additional funding cycle made possible by SB 1.

SB 989 (Wieckowski D) State highways: relinquishment.
Current Text: Introduced: 2/5/2018 html pdf
| Desk || Policy || Fiscal || Floor || Desk || Policy || Fiscal | Floor Conf.
| 1st House I 2nd House || Conc.
Summary: Would authorize the California Transportation Commission to relinquish to the City of Fremont a

specified portion of Route 84 within its city limits, upon terms and conditions the commission finds to be in the best
interests of the state, if the department and the city enter into an agreement providing for that relinquishment.

Enrolled Vetoed Chaptered

SB 1014 (Skinner D) California Clean Miles Standard and Incentive Program: zero-emission vehicles.
Current Text: Amended: 7/5/2018 html pdf
| Desk || Policy || Fiscal || Floor || Desk || Policy || Fiscal | Floor Conf.
| 1st House | 2nd House || Conc.
Summary: This bill would require, by January 1, 2020, the California Air Resources Board to establish a baseline
for emissions of greenhouse gases for vehicles used on the online-enabled applications or platforms by
transportation network companies on a per-passenger-mile basis. The bill would also require, by January 1, 2021,

the Air Resources Board to establish annual targets and goals starting in 2023 for the reduction under that baseline
for emissions of greenhouse gases per passenger mile driven on behalf of a transportation network company.

Enrolled Vetoed Chaptered

SB 1029 (McGuire D) North Coast Railroad Authority: right-of-way: Great Redwood Trail Agency:
Sonoma-Marin Area Rail Transit District.
Current Text: Amended: 6/20/2018 html pdf

| Desk || Policy || Fiscal || Floor || Desk || Policy || Fiscal | Floor Conf.
| 1st House | 2nd House || Conc.

Summary: This bill would require the North Coast Railroad Authority, before April 1, 2019, to transfer its rights,
privileges, and responsibilities, excluding any pre-existing liability related to debt, litigation, or contractual
obligations, relating to both its right-of-way south of a point in the City of Willits and the railroad assets the
authority owns to the Sonoma-Marin Area Rail Transit District, and to transfer its rights, privileges, and
responsibilities, excluding any preexisting liability related to debt, litigation, or contractual obligations, relating to
its right-of-way north of that point in the City of Willits to the Department of Transportation. The bill would
abolish the authority after those transfers are made.

Enrolled Vetoed Chaptered
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ATTACHMENT A
SB 1262 (Beall D) Construction Manager/General Contractor project delivery method: Department of
Transportation.
Current Text: Amended: 6/21/2018 htm! pdf
| Desk || Policy || Fiscal || Floor || Desk || Policy || Fiscal | Floor Conf.
| 1st House | 2nd House || Conc.

Enrolled Vetoed Chaptered

Summary: This bill would remove the cap on the number of projects for which the Department of Transportation
may engage in a Construction Manager/General Contractor project delivery method for the construction of a
highway, bridge, or tunnel. This bill would also eliminate the minimum construction costs limitation, and specify
that Caltrans must use department employees or consultants to perform project design and engineering services on
at least 2/3 of the projects delivered by the department utilizing the Construction Manager/General Contractor
method.

SB 1328 (Beall D) Mileage-based road usage fee.
Current Text: Amended: 6/4/2018 htm! pdf
| Desk || Policy || Fiscal || Floor || Desk || Policy || Fiscal | Floor Conf.
| 1st House i 2nd House || Conc.
Summary: This bill would extend the operation of the Road Usage Charge Technical Advisory Committee
provisions from January 1, 2019, until January 1, 2023. This bill would require the Technical Advisory Committee
to continue to assess the potential for mileage-based revenue collection for California's roads and highways as an
alternative to the gas tax system.

Enrolled Vetoed Chaptered

SCR 90 (Roth D) Joseph Tavaglione Interchange.
Current Text: Amended: 1/29/2018 html pdf
| Desk || Policy || Fiscal || Floor || Desk | Policy Fiscal Floor Conf.
| 1st House I 2nd House || Conc.

Enrolled Vetoed Chaptered

Summary: This measure would designate the interchange where State Highway Routes 60 and 91 meet Interstate
215 in the County of Riverside as the Joseph Tavaglione Interchange. The measure would request the Department
of Transportation to determine the cost of appropriate signs showing this special designation and, upon receiving
donations from nonstate sources covering that cost, to erect those signs.
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August 15, 2018

The Honorable Susan Talamantes Eggman
Member of the State Assembly

State Capitol, Room 4117

Sacramento, CA 95814

Re: Support for Assembly Bill 2006: Charge Ahead California Initiative: agricultural worker
vanpool programs.

Dear Assembly Member Eggman:

As part of its statutory charge, the California Transportation Commission (Commission) advises
the Administration and the Legislature in formulating and evaluating state policies and plans for
California’s transportation programs.

The Commission adopted a position of support for Assembly Bill 2006 at its August 15 meeting.
This bill would require the State Air Resources Board, in consultation with the State Energy
Resources Conservation and Development Commission, air pollution control and air quality
management districts, and the public to require existing agricultural vanpool programs to serve
disadvantaged communities and low-income communities, as defined, and to allocate a minimum
of 25 percent of the moneys appropriated for agricultural vanpool programs to those that serve
low-income communities.
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The Commission commends your leadership in supporting the rideshare programs established in
the Charge Ahead California Initiative, as well as the use of zero emission vehicle technology
(ZEVs) and near-ZEVs, while simultaneously addressing the problems of air pollution and
greenhouse gas emissions from the transportation sector. The Commission believes that this bill
could potentially expand access to these programs for workers that commute to remote areas of
the state and may not have access to transit or other alternative transportation, and would further
the efforts of reducing both congestion on roadways and potential vehicle emissions.

The Commissioners and staff are available to provide any information that may assist you in
moving this legislation forward. Should you have any questions or concerns, please do not
hesitate to contact Executive Director Susan Bransen at (916) 654-4245 or via email at
Susan.Bransen(@catc.ca.gov.

Sincerely,

FRAN INMAN
Chair


mailto:Susan.Bransen@catc.ca.gov
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AB-2006 Charge Ahead California Initiative: agricultural worker vanpool programs. (2017-2018)

SECTION 1. Section 44258.4 of the Health and Safety Code is amended to read:

44258.4. (a) Any moneys utilized pursuant to this chapter from the Greenhouse Gas Reduction Fund, created
pursuant to Section 16428.8 of the Government Code, shall be consistent with the appropriations processes and
criteria established by the Greenhouse Gas Reduction Fund Investment Plan and Communities Revitalization Act
(Chapter 4.1 (commencing with Section 39710) of Part 2).

(b) The Charge Ahead California Initiative is hereby established and shall be administered by the state board.
The goals of this initiative are to place in service at least 1,000,000 zero-emission and near-zero-emission
vehicles by January 1, 2023, to establish a self-sustaining California market for zero-emission and near-zero-
emission vehicles in which zero-emission and near-zero-emission vehicles are a viable mainstream option for
individual vehicle purchasers, businesses, and public fleets, to increase access for disadvantaged, low-income,
and moderate-income communities and consumers to zero-emission and near-zero-emission vehicles, and to
increase the placement of those vehicles in those communities and with those consumers to enhance the air
quality, lower greenhouse gases, and promote overall benefits for those communities and consumers.

(c) The state board, in consultation with the State Energy Resources Conservation and Development
Commission, districts, and the public, shall do all of the following:

(1) (A) Include, commencing with the funding plan for the 2016-17 fiscal year of the Air Quality Improvement
Program (Article 3 (commencing with Section 44274) of Chapter 8.9), a funding plan that includes the immediate
fiscal year and a forecast of estimated funding needs for the subsequent two fiscal years commensurate with
meeting the goals of this chapter. Funding needs may be described as a range that identifies the projected high
and low funding levels needed for the two-year forecast period to contribute to technology advancement, market
readiness, and consumer acceptance of zero- and near-zero-emission vehicle technologies. The funding plan
shall include a market and technology assessment for each funded zero- and near-zero-emission vehicle
technology to inform the appropriate funding level, incentive type, and incentive amount. The forecast shall
include an assessment of when a self-sustaining market is expected and how existing incentives may be modified
to recognize expected changes in future market conditions.

(B) Projects included in the forecast may include, but are not limited to, any of the following:
(i) The Clean Vehicle Rebate Project, established pursuant to Section 44274.

(ii) Light-duty zero-emission and near-zero-emission vehicle deployment projects eligible under the Alternative
and Renewable Fuel and Vehicle Technology Program, established pursuant to Article 2 (commencing with
Section 44272) of Chapter 8.9.

(iii) Programs adopted pursuant to paragraph (4).
(2) Update the plan required pursuant to paragraph (1) at least every three years through January 1, 2023.

(3) No later than June 30, 2015, adopt revisions to the criteria and other requirements for the Clean Vehicle
Rebate Project, established pursuant to Section 44274, to ensure the following:

(A) Rebate levels can be phased down in increments based on cumulative sales levels as determined by the state
board.

(B) Eligibility is limited based on income.

(C) Consideration of the conversion to prequalification and point-of-sale rebates or other methods to increase
participation rates.




ATTACHMENT B
(4) (A) Establish programs that further increase access to and direct benefits for disadvantaged, low-income, and
moderate-income communities and consumers from electric transportation, including, but not limited to, any of
the following:

(i) Financing mechanisms, including, but not limited to, a loan or loan-loss reserve credit enhancement program
to increase consumer access to zero-emission and near-zero-emission vehicle financing and leasing options th t
can help lower expenditures on transportation and prequalification or point-of-sale rebates or other methods to
increase participation rates among low- and moderate-income consumers.

(ii) Car sharing programs that serve disadvantaged communities and utilize zero-emission and near-zero-
emission vehicles.

(iii) Deployment of charging infrastructure in multiunit dwellings in disadvantaged communities to remove
barriers to zero-emission and near-zero-emission vehicle adoption by those who do not live in detached homes.
This clause does not preclude the Public Utilities Commission from acting within the scope of its jurisdiction.

(iv) Additional incentives for zero-emission, near-zero-emission, or high-efficiency replacement vehicles or
mobility option available to participants in the enhanced fleet modernization program, established pursuant to
Article 11 (commencing with Section 44124) of Chapter 5.

(B) Programs implemented pursuant to this paragraph shall provide adequate outreach to disadvantaged, low-
income, and moderate-income communities and consumers, including partnering with community-based
organizations.

(5) (A) Require agricultural vanpool programs, including, but not limited to, the agricultural worker vanpools
pilot project implemented by the state board pursuant to this chapter, to serve disadvantaged communities and
low-income communities, as defined in Section 39719, and allocate a minimum of 25 percent of the moneys
appropriated by the Legislature for agricultural vanpool programs to those programs servicing low-income
communities.

(B) For the purposes of this paragraph, hybrid vehicle technology shall remain an eligible vehicle technology until
the state board determines that a more cost-effective and cleaner alternative becomes commercially available.
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A 21" CENTURY INFRASTRUCTURE

Chairman Shuster’s Vision Statement: Infrastructure Discussion Draft

Introduction:

This discussion draft is intended to further the national conversation about the current state of
America’s infrastructure and highlight some of the major roadblocks to funding and improving
our transportation network. The American people continue to wait for action on infrastructure
by their federal elected leaders, and this proposal outlines one potential legislative path forward.

This discussion draft reflects input from Members of Congress from both sides of the aisle, as
well as the broad stakeholder community.

However, it does not attempt to solve every issue facing our infrastructure, nor does it pretend
to provide all of the answers. Instead, it serves as a framework and a new starting point for
Congress to begin to seriously address, in a fiscally responsible and bipartisan manner, how we
are going to provide the Nation with the 21st century infrastructure it needs and deserves.

We all know that infrastructure is the backbone of our economy, our national defense, and our
identity. If we can't move people and goods efficiently throughout the country and into the
broader world, then our economy suffers. Every good and service relies one way or another

on our infrastructure system. We need modern, efficient infrastructure to remain globally
competitive in an ever-shrinking world.

Our constituents know how awful their roads and bridges have become. The current population
is 328 million people, and we're rapidly heading to 400 million. Commuting to work, going

to the doctor’s office, and getting the kids to activities are taking Americans longer due to
worsening road conditions and congestion. They expect Congress to act to improve our
infrastructure.

Yet, when Washington does attempt to address the issue, the bureaucratic red tape causes
significant, costly delays. Complicated projects can take years and years to get through the
overly burdensome permitting process.

The Highway Trust Fund (HTF) is in serious trouble. The Congressional Budget Office estimates
that it will go insolvent, yet again, as soon as the fall of 2020 and will see a cumulative shortfall of
more than $160 billion by the fall of 2028.

@TRANSPORT TRANSPORT.HOUSE.GOV
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My proposal will address these issues in the following ways.

Reforming the Highway Trust Fund (HTF):

This proposal reforms and addresses the short-term and long-term solvency of the HTF, and
ultimately eliminates the federal gas and diesel taxes. By ensuring its short-term solvency, we
can thoughtfully look at the future needs of the HTF and produce a solution that fully supports
appropriate investment in our Nation's vital transportation infrastructure.

The proposal creates a Highway Trust Fund Commission of experts to study how best to
achieve the long-term solvency of the HTF and recommend to Congress a 21st century
solution. The results of the Commission will take the form of a legislative recommendation
that will be presented to Congress for a simple up-or-down vote. However, the Commission
cannot propose to continue or adjust the gas and diesel taxes. An innovative solution must be
proposed.

The proposal also establishes a national, voluntary pilot program to test the viability of replacing
current HTF user fees with a per-mile user fee. This pilot program will help address a variety

of policy issues associated with a per-mile user fee and provide Congress with important
information.

This proposal also recognizes that a number of surface transportation system users do not
currently pay into the system, even though they benefit from it. The proposal lays out a
simple principle: if you are using the system in some manner, then you should help pay for it.
Capturing all users of the system is a fair requirement which will benefit everyone.

This represents one responsible solution for ensuring the solvency of the HTF.

Strengthening Investment:

This proposal increases federal investment in our Nation's infrastructure. It provides for direct
federal investment in a broad array of transportation projects, including projects that use new
innovations and technologies to transform the way we move goods and people. It provides
states with an additional year of certainty to plan and carry out critical highway and public
transportation projects by extending the FAST Act through fiscal year 2021. It also reauthorizes
and improves a number of successful water infrastructure and economic development
programs. Finally, it ensures that user fees paid into the Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund are
fully spent to improve access to our ports.

@TRANSPORT TRANSPORT.HOUSE.GOV
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Utilizing Innovative Financing:

A number of provisions designed to remove barriers to private investment and encourage the
private sector to participate in the effort to rebuild our Nation's infrastructure are included in this
proposal. It authorizes incentive grants to encourage public entities to lease their infrastructure
to the private sector and then use both the funding from the lease and incentive grant to
improve other public infrastructure. It also helps the federal government tackle its crumbing
real property inventory by leveraging private sector dollars and expertise in the construction

and rehabilitation of federal buildings, including military family housing for Coast Guard service
members.

Accelerating Project Delivery:

Furthermore, this proposal continues to reform the environmental review and permitting
process to accelerate delivery of critical transportation projects, while protecting the
environment. It ensures that the Department of Transportation can carry out the reforms

and two-year permitting deadlines called for under the Administration’s One Federal Decision
Executive Order. It also authorizes the use of innovate practices and makes other administrative
reforms at the Department to expedite the environmental review and permitting process for
transportation projects. Finally, it reduces unreasonable delays in the water quality certification
process under section 401 of the Clean Water Act.

This discussion draft includes other provisions as well. | hope this document prompts a more
serious discussion about how, together, we can work to responsibly address our Nation's
infrastructure needs.

@TRANSPORT TRANSPORT.HOUSE.GOV
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Memorandum

CHAIR AND COMMISSIONERS CTC Meeting: August 15-16, 2018
CALIFORNIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION
Reference No.: 4.2
Information Item

STEVEN KECK Prepared by: Ron Sheppard, Chief (Acting)
Chief Financial Officer Division of Budgets

BUDGET AND ALLOCATION CAPACITY UPDATE

SUMMARY:

Outlined below is an update for the California Transportation Commission (Commission) concerning
topics related to transportation funding in the State of California (State). This information is
intended to supplement portions of the verbal presentation on this item.

BACKGROUND:

As an update to the draft capacity presented at the June 2018 Commission meeting, final capacity will
be presented and discussed. The total exceeds the prior year by $1.7 billion due to a full year of
Senate Bill 1 funding. Notable changes include a large carryover capacity for the Transit and Intercity
Rail Capital Program, the Local Partnership Program, Solutions for Congested Corridors Program and
the Trade Corridors Enhancement Program due to recent program adoptions. A more detailed
breakout of funds will be available as part of the “Budget and Allocation Capacity” presentation.

2018-19 Capital Capacity Summary
($ in millions)

SHOPP STIP AERO LPP SCCP TCEP ATP TIRCP BONDS TOTAL

Final
Capacity $3,149  $501 $5 $355 $486 $729  $276 $1,0833  $195 $6,779

Note: Amounts maynot sum to totals due to independent rounding.

! Proposition 1B bond amounts for STIP and SHOPP are included in each program total respectively.
2 Aeronautics capacity is contingent upon the transfer of Local Airport Loan Account funds.

PROJECT SAVINGS REPORT (G-12):

Through June 30, 2018, the California Department of Transportation (Department) has processed
changes to capital construction budgets for both the State Transportation Improvement Program
(STIP) and the State Highway Operation and Protection Program (SHOPP). The SHOPP experienced a
decrease of approximately $162 million of the programmed amounts. This is the result of increases to
164 projects and decreases to 206 projects. The STIP experienced an increase of approximately

$12.9 million as a result of increases to seven projects.

Savings is added to, or subtracted from, current year capacityin order to make funding immediately
available for advancements and project cost increases. These amounts appear under “Authorized
Changes,” in the Capital Allocation vs. Capacity Summaryabove.

“Provide a safe, sustainable, integrated and efficient transportation system
to enhance California’s economy and livability”
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To: CHAIR AND COMMISSIONERS CTC Meeting: August 15-1 6, 2018

Reference No.: 4.6
Action

Published Date: August 10, 2018

From: SUSAN BRANSEN Prepared By: Garth HOpkil’lS
Executive Director Deputy Director

subject: COMMENTS ON INFORMAL DRAFT GUIDELINES FOR CALTRANS’ ADVANCE
MITIGATION PROGRAM

ISSUE.:

Should the California Transportation Commission (Commission) approve the attached letter for
transmittal to the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) in response to the Caltrans
Informal Draft Advance Mitigation Program Guidelines?

RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends that the Commission approve transmittal of the attached letter prepared in
response to the Informal Draft Advance Mitigation Program Guidelines.

BACKGROUND:

Advance mitigation provides the potential to obtain quality replacement habitat, achieve
economies of scale by mitigating the environmental impact of multiple transportation projects,
and shorten project delivery timelines resulting in both cost and time savings. The current
practice in California is to identify and apply environmental mitigation measures on a project-by-
project basis. The Advance Mitigation Program was created by the Legislature to:

e Enhance communication between Caltrans and stakeholders to protect natural resources
through project mitigation

e To meet or exceed applicable environmental requirements

e To accelerate project delivery

e To mitigate, to the maximum extent required by law, the environmental impacts from
transportation infrastructure projects

Caltrans has prepared Informal Draft Guidelines for the Advance Mitigation Program authorized
by Senate Bill (SB) 1 in 2017. According to the draft guidelines, $30 million per year for four
years ($120 million total) will be deposited into the Advance Mitigation Account. Funding for
the account is derived from the State Highway Operation and Protection Program (SHOPP) and

STATE OF CALIFORNIA CALIFORNIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION
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the State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) and is intended to be self-sustaining and
revolving.

As written, the informal draft guidelines require completion of key aspects before the Advance
Mitigation Program can be implemented. The attached letter contains recommendations for
Caltrans to consider for implementation of the program.

Attachments:

- Attachment A: Commission Draft Comments to the Caltrans Informal Draft Advance
Mitigation Program Guidelines

STATE OF CALIFORNIA CALIFORNIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION
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August 15, 2018

Laurie Berman

Director

California Department of Transportation
1120 N Street

Sacramento, CA 95814

RE: Comments on Advance Mitigation Program Informal Draft Guidelines
Dear Director Berman:

The California Transportation Commission (Commission) considered the Informal Draft
Guidelines for the Advance Mitigation Program prepared by the California Department of
Transportation (Caltrans) at the Commission’s August 2018 meeting. The Commission was
pleased that funding for advance mitigation was authorized with the passage of Senate Bill (SB)
1 in 2017. According to SB 1, $30 million will be deposited annually over the next four years
into the Advance Mitigation Account. Funding for the account is derived from the State
Highway Operation and Protection Program (SHOPP) and the State Transportation Improvement
Program (STIP) and is intended to be self-sustaining and revolving. Although funds from this
account can only be used for SHOPP or STIP transportation improvements, funding may be
transferred to another agency for an advance mitigation project.

The Commission has previously supported the advance mitigation concept as it is expected to
provide substantial benefits to the current practice in California of identifying and applying
environmental mitigation measures on a project-by-project basis. The Advance Mitigation
Program was created by the Legislature to enhance communication between Caltrans and
stakeholders to protect natural resources through project mitigation; to meet or exceed applicable
environmental requirements; to accelerate project delivery, and to mitigate the environmental



Laurie Berman

RE: Comments on Advance Mitigation Program Informal Draft Guidelines
August 15, 2018

Page 2

impacts from transportation infrastructure development. Advance mitigation provides the
potential to obtain quality replacement habitat, achieve economies of scale by mitigating the
environmental impact of multiple transportation projects, and shorten project delivery timelines
resulting in both cost and time savings.

Overall, given the importance of this program, the Commission is concerned that the program is
not yet implemented and the guidelines are incomplete. It is important that the level of guidance
necessary for Caltrans staff, resource agencies, and other stakeholders to successfully implement
the Advance Mitigation Program is timely and comprehensively established. As a result, the
Commission has the following comments for your consideration:

1. To expedite implementation of the Advance Mitigation Program, a demonstration in select
regions of the state where potential regional mitigation sites have already been identified
should be considered. A focused demonstration program in specific geographic regions
would allow Caltrans to partner with regional agencies with advance mitigation program
plans already in place. Participation by regional transportation agencies will assist in
accomplishing the overall goals of the Advance Mitigation Program. This would allow
Caltrans staff to gain experience with implementing a new process prior to conducting a
statewide needs assessment.

2. To ensure accountability of both SHOPP and STIP funds, the Commission expects that
Advance Mitigation Program funds will be included in future Fund Estimates for both of
those funding programs.

3. The program milestones should be refined to accelerate tasks wherever possible. This
refinement should provide more detail on the steps and timeframes necessary for program
implementation. According to the draft guidelines, actual scoping of advance mitigation
projects will not begin until the winter of 2019; and the estimated timeline for expenditure of
program funding is not specified. Accelerating the implementation of the overall program
and expenditure of the funds should be a priority.

4. The guidelines should identify procedures for requesting the use and purchase of mitigation
banking for upcoming transportation projects. Methods should also be identified to track and
measure the following: acceleration of project delivery; efficient allocation and programming
of funds; identification of projects eligible to use mitigation credits, and assurance that
programmed projects reimburse the Advance Mitigation Account. The guidelines should
also include a requirement and methodology to ensure the transactions are recorded for
transparent accounting and reporting to the Commission and the Legislature.

5. Section 4.0 of the draft guidelines states: “Specific procedures for programming, resourcing
and delivery schedule development, as well as procedures for AMP [ Advance Mitigation
Program] projects, are being prepared.” Given the importance of programming and delivery
schedule development, the Commission is concerned these procedures are not identified in
the draft guidelines. For example, the guidelines should specify how SHOPP and STIP
projects will be impacted by advance mitigation; certainty of the process for permitting
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agencies to value, issue, and apply mitigation credits for individual advance mitigation
transportation projects; when the Resource Agencies that issue permits for specific
transportation projects can be assured that mitigation is taking place; and the Caltrans
divisions assigned to oversee the planning and programming of advance mitigation funds.

6. Federal, state, and regional resource agencies have a significant role in any advance
mitigation efforts. The program will not achieve desired goals without the firm agreement of
those agencies. The draft guidelines identify that Caltrans renewed a Memorandum of
Understanding (MOU) in 2016 with a number of resource agency partners. This MOU was
signed prior to SB 1 funding to implement the program. The guidelines should articulate the
role, function, and requirements of the MOU as part of the Advance Mitigation Program.

7. The Advance Mitigation Account is intended to be self-sustaining and revolving. The
guidelines should specify how programmed projects will use funds designated for mitigation
to purchase credits. The document should also identify how and when credits are available
for a project in a specific area; any up-front costs of purchasing credits, and if those credits
are the most cost-effective approach to mitigate the transportation project.

8. The guidelines should provide a list with links to informational advance mitigation
documents prepared by other entities.

9. The guidelines should specify that Caltrans will provide an annual update to the Commission
on the expenditure of Advance Mitigation Account funds and an overview of progress made
during the prior 12-month period. Caltrans may need to determine if a program update would
be more beneficial at either the October or December 2018 Commission meetings. In future
annual reporting by Caltrans beginning in 2019, the Commission would prefer regular
reporting by fiscal year; with reports to the Commission at the August Commission meetings.

In summary, the Commission recommends that Caltrans reassess how guidelines for the Advance
Mitigation Program should be structured to address key timelines for program implementation,
and ensure that useful guidance is provided to practitioners responsible for carrying out this
program. Consideration should also be given to the importance of convening a stakeholder group
to help provide direction and identify steps to accelerate the timeline for use of Advance
Mitigation Account funds.

Please contact Garth Hopkins, the Commission’s Deputy Director for Transportation Planning at
(916) 653-3148 if you have any questions.

Sincerely,

FRAN INMAN
Chair
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c: Commissioners
Susan Bransen, Executive Director
Karla Sutliff, Deputy Director, Project Delivery, Caltrans
Philip Stolarski, Chief, Division of Environmental Analysis, Caltrans
Amy Bailey, Office Chief, Advance Mitigation, Caltrans
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ROAD CHARGE TECHNICAL ADVISORY
COMMITTEE UPDATE

INFORMATION ON THIS ITEM WILL BE
PROVIDED PRIOR TO THE AUGUST 15-16, 2018
CALIFORNIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION MEETING
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Memorandum

To: CHAIR AND COMMISSIONERS CTC Meeting: August 15-1 6, 2018

Reference No.: 4.4
Information

Published Date: August 3, 2018

From: SUSAN BRANSEN Prepared By: Robert Nelson
Executive Director Deputy Director

subject: ROAD REPAIR AND ACCOUNTABILITY ACT OF 2017 - (SENATE BILL 1)
IMPLEMENTATION UPDATE

SUMMARY:

The California Transportation Commission (Commission) has programmed over $9 billion
in Senate Bill (SB) 1 funding for transportation projects that will improve safety, mobility,
environmental sustainability, economic vitality, and quality of life in California. The
Commission held over 40 public workshops to solicit input from federal and state agencies
including the California Air Resources Board, environmental and social equity advocacy
groups, Native American Tribes, Metropolitan Planning Organizations, Regional
Transportation Planning Agencies, and other local agencies and interested stakeholders.
The attached SB 1 Implementation Update reflects the current status of programs that fall
under the Commission’s purview.

At this Commission meeting, the following action items will be considered:

e Amendment to the 2018 Local Partnership Formulaic Program

e Adoption of the 2018-19 Local Streets and Roads Subsequent Report of Eligible
Cities and Counties

e Presentation of the Draft 2019 Reporting Guidelines for the Local Streets and
Roads Program

e Adoption of the 2019 Local Streets and Roads Program Reporting Guidelines

e Adoption of SB 1 Baseline Agreements for various programs

e Adoption of the 2017 Active Transportation Program Augmentation — California
Conservation Corps and Certified Local Community Conservation Corps Program

e Adoption of the 2019 Active Transportation Program Guidelines Metropolitan
Planning Organizations Component

Important SB 1 activities to note:

e Commission staff provided training to over 100 Active Transportation Program
application reviewers.

e Active Transportation Program project applications were due by July 31, 2018.

STATE OF CALIFORNIA CALIFORNIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION
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Commission staff held workshops to solicit feedback on the draft 2019 Reporting
Guidelines for the Local Streets and Roads Program and to provide training to cities
and counties on Local Streets and Roads Program reporting. Staff anticipates
holding additional Reporting Tool trainings in August and September.

Commission staff held two workshops to develop guidelines for Comprehensive
Multimodal Corridor Plans. The workshops were held in Sacramento (July 16,
2018) and in Los Angeles (July 20, 2018) with the goal of gathering stakeholder
feedback. Initial draft guidelines were released for public review the week of
August 6, 2018, with comments due the week of August 27, 2018. Staff anticipates
issuing the final draft guidelines and holding the next round of stakeholder
workshops in September. Final guidelines are anticipated to be presented to the
Commission for consideration of adoption at the December 2018 Commission
meeting.

Commission staff notified 2019 Active Transportation Program applicants that if
they experienced a delay submitting applications directly attributed to a recent fire
emergency, the Commission would grant applicants up to a 15 day extension
(August 15, 2018) to submit applications.

BACKGROUND:

The Road Repair and Accountability Act of 2017, SB 1 (Chapter 5, Statutes of 2017),
provides the first significant, stable, and on-going increase in state transportation funding
in more than two decades. In providing this funding, the Legislature has provided
additional funding to and increased the Commission’s role in a number of existing
programs, and created new programs for the Commission to oversee.

Attachment B is a list of SB 1 programs and guidelines adopted by the Commission.

Attachments:

- Attachment A: SB 1 Implementation Update
- Attachment B: SB 1 Adopted Programs and Guidelines

STATE OF CALIFORNIA CALIFORNIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION
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ROAD REPAIR AND ACCOUNTABILITY ACT OF 2017 (SENATE BILL 1)

IMPLEMENTATION UPDATE

Senate Bill 1 (Beall, Chapter 5, Statutes of 2017), the Road Repair and Accountability Act of 2017, provides the first
significant, stable, and ongoing increase in state transportation funding in more than two decades. By enacting this bill,
the Legislature has provided additional funding for transportation infrastructure, increased accountability for how
transportation funds are spent, enhanced the role of the California Transportation Commission (Commission) in a number
of existing programs, and created new transportation funding programs under the oversight of the Commission.

PROGRAMS UNDER COMMISSION OVERSIGHT

Active Transportation Program

Solutions for Congested Corridors Program

The Active Transportation Program funds projects that
encourage biking and walking and improve safety and
mobility for non-motorists.

e Augmented 2017 Program — $100 million per
year
0 $192 million to 121 new projects for a
two-year augmentation through 2018-19
0 Advanced 52 projects to 2017-18 and 2018-19
0 Program Adopted - January 2018

e 2019 Active Transportation Program
0 Approximately $446 million
0 Four-year program through 2022-23
0 Applications were due July 31, 2018
0 Statewide and small urban and rural Program
Adoption — January 2019
0 MPO Program Adoption —June 2019

The Congested Corridors Program funds projects designed to
reduce congestion in highly-traveled and highly-congested
corridors through performance improvements that balance
transportation improvements, community impacts, and
environmental benefits.

e 5250 million per year
0 Program Adopted — May 2018
0 $1 billion to 9 projects valued at more than
$3.5 billion
0 Four-year program through 2020-21

e Comprehensive Multimodal Corridor Plan Guidelines
0 Guideline Development — July to September 2018
0 Draft Guidelines — August 2018
0 Final Draft Guidelines — September 2018
0 Guideline Adoption — December 2018

Local Streets & Roads

Trade Corridor Enhancement Program

The Local Streets & Roads Program provides funds,
apportioned by the State Controller, to cities and
counties for basic road maintenance, rehabilitation,
and critical safety projects on the local streets.

e 2017-18 Program — $376 million
0 Approved : 58 counties and 479 cities
O 4,096 Local Streets and Roads Projects

e 2018-19 Program — $1.1 billion
0 Initial List of Eligible Cities and Counties Adopted
—June 2018
0 57 counties and 450 cities
O 2,228 Local Streets and Roads Projects

0 Subsequent eligibility submissions — August 2018
0 1 countyand 27 cities
O 62 Local Streets and Roads Projects

The Trade Corridor Enhancement Program funds
infrastructure improvements on federally designated Trade
Corridors of National and Regional Significance, on the
Primary Freight Network, as identified in the California
Freight Mobility Plan, and along other corridors that have a
high volume of freight movement as determined by the
Commission.

e Approximately $300 million per year
0 Program Adopted — May 2018
0 S$1.4 billion* to 28 projects valued at more than
$4 billion
0 Three-year program through 2019-20

*Includes Federal FAST Act Funding

California Transportation Commission
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Local Partnership Program

State Highway Operation And Protection Program (SHOPP)

The Local Partnership Program provides funding to
counties, cities, districts, and regional transportation
agencies in which voters have approved fees or taxes
solely dedicated to transportation improvements or
that have enacted fees solely dedicated to
transportation. The Commission approved
implementation of the Local Partnership Program as a
50 percent competitive program, 50 percent formulaic
program.

Formulaic Program
e 5100 million per year
O Program Adopted — January 2018
0 $194.7 million to 67 projects valued at
$6.18 billion
0 First cycle — two-year program through 2018-19

Competitive Program
e 5100 million per year
O Program Adopted — May 2018
0 $308.8 million to 27 projects valued at more
than $1.7 billion
0 Three-year program through 2019-20

The SHOPP is a four-year program of projects adopted by the
Commission after holding at least two public hearings and a
finding of consistency with the Transportation Asset
Management Plan. Funding for SHOPP projects is a
combination of federal and state funds, including the Road
Maintenance and Rehabilitation Account created by Senate
Bill 1. Projects included in the program are limited to capital
improvements related to the maintenance, safety,
operation, and rehabilitation of the state highway system
that do not add new capacity to the system.

e Approximately $1.6 billion per year
0 Public Hearings — February & March 2018
0 Program Adopted — $18 billion*, March 2018
0 Four-year program through 2021-22

*Total state and federal funding

State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP)

Accountability

The STIP is the biennial five-year plan adopted by the
Commission for state highway improvements,
intercity rail, and regional highway and transit
improvements. State law requires the Commission to
update the STIP biennially, in even-numbered years,
with each new STIP adding two new years to prior
programming commitments.

e 2018 Program Adopted — $3.58 billion, March 2018
e $2.3 billion in new projects
e  Five-year program through 2022-23

Senate Bill 1 states that “it is the intent of the Legislature
that Caltrans and local governments are held accountable
for the efficient investment of public funds to maintain the
public highways, streets, and roads, and are accountable to
the people through performance goals that are tracked and
reported.”

e Transportation Asset Management Plan Guidelines —
Adopted June 29, 2017

e Asset Class Performance Benchmarks — Adopted
March 2018

e Senate Bill 1 Accountability and Transparency Guidelines —
Adopted March 2018

e C(Caltrans Efficiency Measures Report — Due
September 30, 2018

e Report on Caltrans’ effectiveness in reducing deferred
maintenance and improving conditions on the state
highway system — Due December 2018

California Transportation Commission
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ROAD REPAIR AND ACCOUNTABILITY ACT OF 2017 (SENATE BILL 1)

ADOPTED PROGRAMS AND GUIDELINES
ADOPTED GUIDELINES

PROGRAM

ADOPTED

2017 Active Transportation Program Augmentation Guidelines

June 28, 2017

Interim State Highway Operation and Protection Program Guidelines

June 28, 2017

Transportation Asset Management Plan Guidelines

June 29, 2017

2017 Local Streets and Roads Funding Reporting Guidelines

August 16, 2017

2018 State Transportation Improvement Program Guidelines

August 16, 2017

2018 Local Partnership Program Guidelines

October 18, 2017

2018 Trade Corridor Enhancement Program Guidelines

October 18, 2017

2018 Solutions for Congested Corridors Program Guidelines

December 6, 2017

2017 Active Transportation Program Augmentation Guidelines — California
Conservation Corps

March 21, 2018

Senate Bill 1 Accountability and Transparency Guidelines

March 21, 2018

2019 Active Transportation Program Guidelines May 16, 2018
2019 Active Transportation Program Guidelines — Metropolitan Planning Organization — May 16, 2018
Metropolitan Transportation Commission
ADOPTED PROGRAMS
PROGRAM ADOPTED

2017 Active Transportation Program Augmentation — Statewide and Small Urban &
Rural Components

October 18, 2017

2017 Active Transportation Program Augmentation — Metropolitan Planning
Organization Component

December 5, 2017

2017 Local Streets and Roads Funding List of Eligible Cities and Counties

December 6, 2017

2017 Local Partnership Formulaic Program Shares

December 6, 2017

Sustainable Communities and Adaptation Planning Grants Project Allocations

December 6, 2017

2018 Local Partnership Formulaic Program

January 31, 2018

2018 State Transportation Improvement Program

March 22, 2018

2018 State Highway Operation and Protection Program

March 21, 2018

2018 Trade Corridor Enhancement Program

May 16, 2018

2018 Solutions for Congested Corridors Program May 16, 2018
2018 Local Partnership Competitive Program May 16, 2018
2019 Active Transportation Program Fund Estimate May 16, 2018

2017 Active Transportation Program Augmentation — California Conservation Corps.

June 27, 2018

2018 Local Streets and Roads Funding List of Eligible Cities and Counties

June 27, 2018

2018 Local Partnership Formulaic Program Shares

June 27, 2018

California Transportation Commission Page 1of1

Updated August 3, 2018
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Memorandum

To: CHAIR AND COMMISSIONERS CTC Meeting: August 15-1 6, 2018

Reference No.: 4.7
Action

Published Date: August 3, 2018
From: SUSAN BRANSEN Prepared By: Christine Gordon

Executive Director Assistant Deputy Director

subject: AMENDMENT TO THE 2018 LOCAL PARTNERSHIP FORMULAIC PROGRAM
RESOLUTION G-18-36, AMENDING RESOLUTION G-18-29

ISSUE:

Should the California Transportation Commission (Commission) amend the 2018 Local
Partnership Formulaic Program to include one new project and amend programmed funding for
two projects in Fiscal Year 2018-19?

RECOMMENDATION:

Commission staff recommends that the Commission approve the amendment to the 2018 Local
Partnership Formulaic Program.

BACKGROUND:

Enabling Legislation

Senate Bill 1 (Chapter 5, Statutes of 2017), which created the Local Partnership Program, was
signed by the Governor on April 28, 2017. Assembly Bill 115 (Chapter 20, Statutes of 2017),
signed by the Governor on June 27, 2017, clarified Senate Bill 1 language regarding local and
regional transportation agency eligibility and expanded the types of projects eligible for the
program. The objective of the Local Partnership Formulaic Program is to reward counties, cities,
districts, and regional transportation agencies in which voters have approved fees or taxes solely
dedicated to transportation improvements.

Local Partnership Formulaic Program

The 2018 Local Partnership Formulaic Program is funded from $100 million annually in state
funds authorized by Senate Bill 1 that are appropriated from the Road Maintenance and
Rehabilitation Account for Fiscal Years 2017-18 and 2018-19. The 2018 Local Partnership
Formulaic Program only awards funding to those agencies with Commission-adopted shares and
committed local matching funds.

STATE OF CALIFORNIA CALIFORNIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION
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On December 6, 2017, the Commission adopted the 2018 Local Partnership Formulaic Program
Funding Share Distribution for Fiscal Years 2017-18 and 2018-19, which included shares for 40
agencies. On January 31, 2018, the Commission adopted the 2018 Local Partnership Formulaic
Program. Among the 40 agencies eligible for the program, 32 agencies received programmed funds
for 57 projects.

The adopted program totals $194.7 million over Fiscal Years 2017-18 and 2018-19. The remaining
$5.3 million can be programmed through the duration of the current formulaic cycle (June 2019).
Agencies with distributed shares left un-programmed must submit eligible project proposals to the
Commission in order to receive their distribution share of funding. If these project funding requests
are in accordance with the Local Partnership Program Guidelines, the Commission will adopt an
agency’s programming request through an amendment to the initial program of projects.

The following amendments to the program of projects meet the Local Partnership Program
Guidelines:

e The Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority requests to deprogram
formulaic shares of $8.2 million from the Green Line Extension (Redondo Beach-Torrance)
and replace this project with a new project, the Transit Access Pass Bus Farebox & Rail Station
Validator Upgrades, for the formulaic programming shares of $8.2 million in Fiscal Year 2018-
19; and

e The San Diego County Regional Transportation Commission requests to deprogram formulaic
shares of $9.47 million from the Batiquitos Lagoon Doubletrack/Bridge project to be made
available for future eligible project nominations.

This amendment to the current program of projects would result in a new total of 33 agencies
programmed with $185.3 million for fiscal years 2017-18 and 2018-19, for a total of 68 projects.
The remaining $14.7 million can be programmed through the duration of the current formulaic
cycle (June 2019).

Attachments:

- Attachment A: Resolution G-18-36, Amending Resolution G-18-29
- Attachment B: Changes to Adopted 2018 Local Partnership Formulaic Program
- Attachment C: Amended 2018 Local Partnership Formulaic Program

STATE OF CALIFORNIA CALIFORNIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION
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Attachment A

CALIFORNIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION
Adoption of Amendment to the 2018 Local Partnership Formulaic Program
August 15-16, 2018

RESOLUTION G-18-36
Amending Resolution G-18-29

WHEREAS, on April 28, 2017, the Governor signed Senate Bill (SB) 1 (Beall, Chapter 5,
Statutes of 2017), enacted as the Road Repair and Accountability Act of 2017, creating the
Local Partnership Program to provide funding to jurisdictions that have sought and
received voter approved taxes and enacted fees for road maintenance and rehabilitation and
other transportation improvement projects; and

WHEREAS, On June 27, 2017, the Governor signed Assembly Bill (AB) 115 (Ting,
Chapter 20, Statutes of 2017) which clarified language in SB 1 regarding local and regional
transportation agency eligibility and expanded the types of projects eligible for program
funding; and

WHEREAS, the Commission adopted the 2018 Local Partnership Program Guidelines on
October 18, 2017; and

WHEREAS, the Commission adopted the 2018 Local Partnership Formulaic Program
distribution of shares on December 6, 2017; and

WHEREAS, the Commission adopted the 2018 Local Partnership Formulaic Program on
January 31, 2018; and

WHEREAS, the program of projects programmed $194.7 million over Fiscal Years
2017-18 and 2018-19. The remaining balance of $5.3 million is available for the 2018
Local Partnership Formulaic Program for programming to eligible agencies through the
duration of the current formulaic cycle (June 2019); and

WHEREAS, agencies with distributed shares left un-programmed must submit
eligible project proposals to the Commission in order to receive their distribution share of
funding; and

WHEREAS, if subsequent project funding requests are made in accordance with the Local
Partnership Program Guidelines, the Commission will adopt an agency’s programming
through an amendment to the initial program of projects; and

WHEREAS, the following amendments to the program of projects meet the Local
Partnership Program Guidelines; and
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WHEREAS, the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority requests to
deprogram formulaic shares of $8.2 million from the Green Line Extension (Redondo
Beach-Torrance) and replace this project with a new project, the Transit Access Pass Bus
Farebox & Rail Station Validator Upgrades, for the formulaic programming shares of $8.2
million in Fiscal Year 2018-19; and

WHEREAS, the San Diego County Regional Transportation Commission requests to
deprogram formulaic shares of $9.47 million from the Batiquitos Lagoon
Doubletrack/Bridge project to be made available for future eligible project nominations;
and

WHEREAS, the aforementioned projects have been determined to be eligible for Local
Partnership Formulaic Program funding.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the California Transportation
Commission approves the amendment to the 2018 Local Partnership Formulaic Program,
as reflected in the Attachment; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that, with this amendment, the Local Partnership
Formulaic Program includes 33 agencies programmed with $185.3 million for Fiscal Years
2017-18 and 2018-19, for a total of 68 projects. The remaining $14.7 million can be
programmed through the duration of the current formulaic cycle (June 2019); and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Commission staff is authorized to make minor
technical changes as needed to the program of projects; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Commission directs staff to post the amended
2018 Local Partnership Formulaic Program of Projects on the Commission’s website.



Resolution G-18-36, Amending Resoultion G-18-29 (Attachment) Attachment B
Changes to Adopted 2018 Local Partnership Formulaic Program
($1,000s)
. . ) Implementina| ~ Year Proposed Total LPP Unprarmd
County Applicant Agency Project Title Agency| 2017-18 | 2018-19 || Proposed | Shares | Balance
. R Dumbarton Bridge Operational Improvements BATA $8,200
Vi
arous Bay Area Toll Authority SFOBB/West Oakland Regional Bicycle/Pedestrian Link Connection MTC/BATA/CT $2,000 |  $10,200 | $10,236 $36
et Customer Service Center Rehab X $50 $765
Al da/Contra Cost: Al da-Contra Costa Ti it District ACT it
lameda/Contra Costa| ameda-Contra Costa Transit Distric Purchase 50 Hybrid Buses ransi $253 51,068 51,068 $0
San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District BART Escalator Replacement (Downtown SF Stations) BART $1,880 $1,880 $1,880 $0
Contra Costa Orinda Miner Road Rehab Orinda|  $200 $200 $200 $0
Alameda Alameda County Transportation Commission 7th Street Grade Separation East Segment (7SGSE) ACTC $907 | $7,073 $7,980 $7,980 $0
1-680/SR 4 Interchange Phase 3 Project CCTA $4,799
Contra Costa Contra Costa Transportation Authority El Cerrito Pavement Project El Cerrito $200
Martinez Pavement Project Martinez $200 $5,199 $5,199 $0
Fresno Fresno County Transportation Authority Willow Avenue Street Improvements Clovis| $4,544 $4,544 $4,544 $0
Lake Clearlake Burns Valley School/Civic Center - Bicycle/Pedestrian Enhancements Clearlake $200 $200 $200 $0
Orange Avenue and 6th Street Pavement Rehabilitation Chowchilla $142
. : 2017-18 3R and ADA Improvements Madera $217
Mad Madera County T rtation Authorit
adera adera Gounty Transportation Authority 2018-19 3R and ADA Improvements Madera $180
Road 30 Curb & Gutter, Sidewalk, Shoulder Paving & Rehabilitation Madera County $175 $714 $714 $0
Marin-Sonoma Narrows (Design Contract A4) Caltrans| $250
Marin Transportation Authority Marin County Marin-Sonoma Narrows (Design Contract B1) Caltrans $250
Francisco Blvd West Multi-Use Pathway (2nd St to Andersen Dr) San Rafael $502 $1,002 $1,002 $0
Fort Bragg 2019 Street Rehabilitation Project Fort Bragg $200 $200 $200 $0
Mendocino Point Arena Port Road Rehabilitation & Overlay Project Point Arena $200 $200 $200 $0
Willits Asphalt Maintenance Program Willits| $100 $100 $200 $100
Fort Ord Regional Trail and Greenway $500 $600
Transportation Agency for Monterey County Route 156 Safety Improvements-Blackie Road Extension TAMC $250
Monterey Regional Wayfinding Program $163 $1,513 $1,513 $0
Monterey-Salinas Transit District Monterey Bus Rapid Transit Phase I MST $505 $505 $505 $0
Nevada Truckee Annual Slurry Seal Project Truckee $200 $200 $200 $0
Buses for Circulator Service Expansion RT $1,287
Roadway Rehabilitation, Street Light & Street Sian Replacement Citrus Heights| $299
Upgraded Curb Ramps Pavement Sealing Elk Grove $323
Sacramento Sacramento Transportation Authority Pavement Sealing Elk Grove $30 $261
Road Widening w/ Bike Lanes Folsom $300
Sunrise Blvd Roadwav Rehabilitation Rancho $289
Roadway Rehabilitation Sacramento| $1,748
Complete Streets Rehabilitation Sacramento Co. $268 | $2,106 $6,911 $6,911 $0
San Joaquin San Joaquin County Transportation Authority Route 99/120 Connector Caltrans; $3,408 $3,408 $3,408 $0
Stanislaus Stanislaus County Transportation Authority Route 99/Fulkerth Road Interchange Improvements Turlock $2,501 $2,501 $2,501 $0
; . " : Parkmerced/Twin Peaks/Glen Park Residential Pavement Renovation $2,106
San F San F County T rtation Authorit; SFPW ’
an Francisco an Francisco Lounty Transportation Authority Alemany Boulevard Pavement Renovation $2,083 $4,189 $4,189 $0
Santa Clara Santa Clara County Valley Transportation Authority Capitol Expressway LRT Extension (Eastridge-Alum Rock) SCCVTA| $9,442 $0 $9,442 $9,442 $0
N . SR 92/US 101 Interchange Improvements $207
San Mat
an Mateo San Mateo County Transportation Authority US 101 Managed Lanes SMCTA $1.550 $1,757 $1.757 50
. . - 2018 Full Depth Recycle & Overlay Santa Cruz Co. $476
Santa Cruz County R« | Ti rtation C
Santa Cruz anta Lruz Lounty Regional Transportation COMMISSION | y/ohicle Replacement SC Metro $155 $631 $631 50
Santa Cruz Metropolitan Transit District Vehicle Replacement SC Metro $631 $631 $631 $0
Sonoma Sonoma County Transportation Authority Santa Rosa OBAG2 Bike and Pedestrian Project Santa Rosa $100 $473 $0
Route 101 Marin/Sonoma Narrows C-2 proiect Caltrans| $579 $1.152 $1.152 $0
Sonoma/Marin Sonoma Marin Area Rail Transit District SMART Rail Maintenance Equipment Expansion SMART| $1,553 $1,553 $1,553 $0
West Santa Ana Branch Transit Corridor (WSAB) $23,941
Transit Access Pass Bus Farebox & Rail Station Validator Upgrades $8,201
Los Angeles Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority | Green Line Extension (Redondo Beach-Torrance) LACMTA $11,544
= jon-{Redond N ) $49,745
Willowbrook/Rosa Parks Station Mezzanine Improvements $14,808 $58,494 $58,494 $0
Orange Orange County Transportation Authority I-5 Improvements, Rt 73-Oso Parkway (Segment 1) Caltrans $18,242 $18,242 $18,242 $0
Replace Route 71/91 Interchange (NB Rt 71 to EB Rt 91) RCTC| $2,000
Riverside Riverside County Transportation Commission Pachappa Underpass (Rt 91 HOV Remnant Work, Raise UPRR) RCTC $4,272
Temescal Canyon Road Gap Closure (widen to 4 lanes) Riverside Co. $7,300 $13,572 $13,620 $48
i i i - 1-10 Corridor Contract 1 (Exoress Lanes - D/B 2b) $6.169
San B d
an Bernardino San Bernardino County Transportation Authority Redlands Passenaer Rail (SB Transit Center - Redlands Universitv) SBCTA $6.169 $12,338 $12,338 $0
LOSSAN SD Subdivision Doubletrack (CP Eastbrook - CP Shell) $2,000
LOSSAN Batiquitos Lagoon Doubletrack/Bridge (MP234.5-MP235.5) $1,250 | $9470
San Diego San Diego County Regional Transportation Commission LOSSAN San Dieguito Lagoon Doubletrack/Bridge/Platform (242.2-243.9) SANDAG| $3,500
LOSSAN SD Subdivision Sorrento to Miramar Ph2 (MP251.2-MP253) $1,720 $9,470 $9,470
LOSSAN SD Subdivision Signal Respacing/Optimization $1,000 $18;940 $18,940 $0
Rt 101. Santa Monica Rd/Via Real Intersection Imorovements Caltrans| $754 $450
. Santa Claus Lane Class | Bikeway, California Coastal Trail Gap Closure Carpinteria $410
Santa Barbara Santa Barbara County Local Transportation Authority North Padaro Lane Coastal Access Improvements SB County; $30 $180
Summerland Area Coastal Access Improvements SB County $150 $600 $2,574 $2,574 $0
Tulare Tulare County Transportation Authority Rt 198/Akers St I/C (Improve Akers/Noble+Akers/Mineral King intersect) Visalia $259 | $2,435 $2,694 $2,694 $0
Total Adopted for Formulaic Program $194.734 || $194,918 $184
$185.264  $194.918 $9.654

i : Implementing| 2018 LPP Formulaic Shares
Applicant Agency No Project Proposed Agency| 2017-18 | 2018-19 Total
mperial County Local Transportation Authority $538 5! $1,076
erced County Transportation Authority $630 6. $1,253
lapa Valley Transportation Authority - Effective 7/18 - 3! $323
levada City 100 100 $200
San Mateo County Transit District 884 873 $1,757
C/CAG of San Mateo County 135 135 $270
Yuba County $100 $100 $200
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Resolution G-18-36, Amending Resoultion G-18-29 (Attachment)

Amended 2018 Local Partnership Formulaic Program
($1,000s)

Attachment C

. . Ny Implementina| ~ Year Proposed Total LPP Unprarmd
County Applicant Agency Project Title Agency| 2017-18 | 2018-19 || Proposed | Shares | Balance
N R Dumbarton Bridge Operational Improvements BATA $8,200
Vi
arous Bay Area Toll Authority SFOBB/West Oakland Regional Bicycle/Pedestrian Link Connection MTC/BATA/CT $2,000 |  $10,200 |  $10,236 $36
et Customer Service Center Rehab X $50 $765
Al da/Contra Cost: Al da-Contra Costa Ti it District ACT it
lameda/Contra Costa| ameda-Contra Costa Transit Distric Purchase 59 Hybrid Buses ransi $253 51,068 51,068 $0
San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District BART Escalator Replacement (Downtown SF Stations) BART $1,880 $1,880 $1,880 $0
Contra Costa Orinda Miner Road Rehab Orinda|  $200 $200 $200 $0
Alameda Alameda County Transportation Commission 7th Street Grade Separation East Segment (7SGSE) ACTC $907 | $7,073 $7,980 $7,980 $0
1-680/SR 4 Interchange Phase 3 Project CCTA $4,799
Contra Costa Contra Costa Transportation Authority El Cerrito Pavement Project El Cerrito $200
Martinez Pavement Project Martinez $200 $5,199 $5,199 $0
Fresno Fresno County Transportation Authority Willow Avenue Street Improvements Clovis| $4,544 $4,544 $4,544 $0
Lake Clearlake Burns Valley School/Civic Center - Bicycle/Pedestrian Enhancements Clearlake $200 $200 $200 $0
Orange Avenue and 6th Street Pavement Rehabilitation Chowchilla $142
. : 2017-18 3R and ADA Improvements Madera $217
Mad
adera Madera County Transportation Authority 2018-19 3R and ADA Improvements Madera $180
Road 30 Curb & Gutter, Sidewalk, Shoulder Paving & Rehabilitation Madera County $175 $714 $714 $0
Marin-Sonoma Narrows (Design Contract A4) Caltrans| $250
Marin Transportation Authority Marin County Marin-Sonoma Narrows (Design Contract B1) Caltrans $250
Francisco Blvd West Multi-Use Pathway (2nd St to Andersen Dr) San Rafael $502 $1,002 $1,002 $0
Fort Bragg 2019 Street Rehabilitation Project Fort Bragg $200 $200 $200 $0
Mendocino Point Arena Port Road Rehabilitation & Overlay Project Point Arena $200 $200 $200 $0
Willits Asphalt Maintenance Program Willits| $100 $100 $200 $100
Fort Ord Regional Trail and Greenway $500 $600
Transportation Agency for Monterey County Route 156 Safety Improvements-Blackie Road Extension TAMC $250
Monterey Regional Wayfinding Program $163 $1,513 $1,513 $0
Monterey-Salinas Transit District Monterey Bus Rapid Transit Phase I MST $505 $505 $505 $0
Nevada Truckee Annual Slurry Seal Project Truckee $200 $200 $200 $0
Buses for Circulator Service Expansion RT $1,287
Roadway Rehabilitation, Street Light & Street Sian Replacement Citrus Heights| $299
Upgraded Curb Ramps Pavement Sealing Elk Grove $323
Sacramento Sacramento Transportation Authority Pavement Sealing Elk Grove $30 $261
Road Widening w/ Bike Lanes Folsom $300
Sunrise Blvd Roadwav Rehabilitation Rancho $289
Roadway Rehabilitation Sacramento| $1,748
Complete Streets Rehabilitation Sacramento Co. $268 | $2,106 $6,911 $6,911 $0
San Joaquin San Joaquin County Transportation Authority Route 99/120 Connector Caltrans; $3,408 $3,408 $3,408 $0
Stanislaus Stanislaus County Transportation Authority Route 99/Fulkerth Road Interchange Improvements Turlock $2,501 $2,501 $2,501 $0
; . " : Parkmerced/Twin Peaks/Glen Park Residential Pavement Renovation $2,106
San F San F County T rtation Authorit; SFPW ’
an Francisco an Francisco Lounty Transportation Authority Alemany Boulevard Pavement Renovation $2,083 $4,189 $4,189 $0
Santa Clara Santa Clara County Valley Transportation Authority Capitol Expressway LRT Extension (Eastridge-Alum Rock) SCCVTA| $9,442 $0 $9,442 $9,442 $0
N . SR 92/US 101 Interchange Improvements $207
San Mat
an Mateo San Mateo County Transportation Authority US 101 Managed Lanes SMCTA $1.550 $1,757 $1.757 50
. . - 2018 Full Depth Recycle & Overlay Santa Cruz Co. $476
Santa Cruz County R | Ti rtation C
Santa Cruz anta Lruz Lounty Regional Transportation LOMMISSION | y/ohicle Replacement SC Metro $155 $631 $631 50
Santa Cruz Metropolitan Transit District Vehicle Replacement SC Metro $631 $631 $631 $0
Sonoma Sonoma County Transportation Authority Santa Rosa OBAG2 Bike and Pedestrian Project Santa Rosa $100 $473 $0
Route 101 Marin/Sonoma Narrows C-2 proiect Caltrans| $579 $1.152 $1.152 $0
Sonoma/Marin Sonoma Marin Area Rail Transit District SMART Rail Maintenance Equipment Expansion SMART| $1,553 $1,553 $1,553 $0
West Santa Ana Branch Transit Corridor (WSAB) $23,941
Los Angeles Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority Transit Access Pass Bus Farebox & Rail Station Validator Upgrades LACMTA $8,201
Green Line Extension (Redondo Beach-Torrance) $11,544
Willowbrook/Rosa Parks Station Mezzanine Improvements $14,808 $58,494 $58,494 $0
Orange Orange County Transportation Authority I-5 Improvements, Rt 73-Oso Parkway (Segment 1) Caltrans $18,242 $18,242 $18,242 $0
Replace Route 71/91 Interchange (NB Rt 71 to EB Rt 91) RCTC| $2,000
Riverside Riverside County Transportation Commission Pachappa Underpass (Rt 91 HOV Remnant Work, Raise UPRR) RCTC $4,272
Temescal Canyon Road Gap Closure (widen to 4 lanes) Riverside Co. $7,300 $13,572 $13,620 $48
i i i i 1-10 Corridor Contract 1 (Exoress Lanes - D/B 2b) $6.169
San B di San B dino County T rtation Authorit SBCTA
an Bernardino an Bernardino Lounty Transportation Authortty Redlands Passenaer Rail (SB Transit Center - Redlands Universitv) $6.169 $12,338 $12,338 $0
LOSSAN SD Subdivision Doubletrack (CP Eastbrook - CP Shell) $2,000
LOSSAN Batiquitos Lagoon Doubletrack/Bridge (MP234.5-MP235.5) $1,250
San Diego San Diego County Regional Transportation Commission LOSSAN San Dieguito Lagoon Doubletrack/Bridge/Platform (242.2-243.9) SANDAG| $3,500
LOSSAN SD Subdivision Sorrento to Miramar Ph2 (MP251.2-MP253) $1,720
LOSSAN SD Subdivision Signal Respacing/Optimization $1,000 $9,470 $18,940 $9,470
Rt 101. Santa Monica Rd/Via Real Intersection Imorovements Caltrans| $754 $450
. Santa Claus Lane Class | Bikeway, California Coastal Trail Gap Closure Carpinteria $410
Santa Barbara Santa Barbara County Local Transportation Authority North Padaro Lane Coastal Access Improvements SB County; $30 $180
Summerland Area Coastal Access Improvements SB County $150 $600 $2,574 $2,574 $0
Tulare Tulare County Transportation Authority Rt 198/Akers St I/C (Improve Akers/Noble+Akers/Mineral King intersect) Visalia $259 | $2,435 $2,694 $2,694 $0
Total Adopted for Formulaic Program $185,264 $194,918 $9,654

i . Implementing| 2018 LPP Formulaic Shares
Applicant Agency No Project Proposed Agency| 2017-18 | 2018-19 Total
mperial County Local Transportation Authority $538 5! $1,076
erced County Transportation Authority $630 6. $1,253
lapa Valley Transportation Authority - Effective 7/18 - 3! $323
levada City 100 100 $200
San Mateo County Transit District 884 873 $1,757
C/CAG of San Mateo County 135 135 $270
Yuba County $100 $100 $200
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Memorandum

To: CHAIR AND COMMISSIONERS CTC Meeting:  August 15-16, 2018

Reference No.: 4.8
Action

Published Date: August 3, 2018

From: SUSAN BRANSEN Prepared By: Alicia Sequeira Smith
Executive Director Assistant Deputy Director

subject: ADOPTION OF THE FISCAL YEAR 2018-19 ROAD MAINTENANCE AND
REHABILITATION ACCOUNT LOCAL STREETS AND ROADS FUNDING
SUBSEQUENT REPORT OF ELIGIBLE CITIES AND COUNTIES
RESOLUTION G-18-37

ISSUE.:

Should the California Transportation Commission (Commission) adopt the report of additional
cities and counties that are eligible to receive Fiscal Year 2018-19 Road Maintenance and
Rehabilitation Account Local Streets and Roads Funding?

RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends that the Commission adopt the Fiscal Year 2018-19 Road Maintenance and
Rehabilitation Account Local Streets and Roads Funding Subsequent Report of Eligible Cities and
Counties as provided in Attachment B, and direct staff to transmit the list of additional eligible
jurisdictions to the State Controller.

BACKGROUND:

On April 28, 2017, the Governor signed Senate Bill (SB) 1 (Beall, Chapter 5, Statutes of 2017). A
percentage of the Road Maintenance and Rehabilitation Account funding created by SB 1 is
apportioned by formula to eligible cities and counties pursuant to Streets and Highways Code
Section 2032(h) for basic road maintenance, rehabilitation, and critical safety projects on the local
streets and roads system.

Statutory Requirements and Reporting Guidelines

Pursuant to Streets and Highways Code Section 2034, the Commission adopted the Initial Report
of Eligible Cities and Counties for Fiscal Year 2018-19 Road Maintenance and Rehabilitation
Account Local Streets and Roads Funding on June 27, 2018. The initial report, reflecting the
eligibility of 507 cities and counties, was transmitted to the State Controller’s Office (Controller)
on June 28, 2018, prior to the close of the State Fiscal Year.

Commission staff worked closely with the 32 cities and counties, regional agencies and
metropolitan planning organizations, the California State Association of Counties, and the League
of California Cities in an effort to collect the remaining proposed project list submittals in order to
meet the funding eligibility requirements.

STATE OF CALIFORNIA CALIFORNIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION
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In accordance with Streets and Highways Code Section 2034(a)(4), the Controller will retain the
Fiscal Year 2018-19 apportionments for those 32 jurisdictions for a period of 90 days from when
the Commission transmitted the initial report of eligibility.

Any of the 32 jurisdictions not included in the subsequent eligibility report will forfeit their Fiscal
Year 2018-19 apportionment. Those funds will be reapportioned (per Streets and Highways Code
Section 2034 [a][C]) to those cities and counties listed in the adopted eligibility reports transmitted
to the Controller.

Of the 32 cities and counties that were not included in the initial eligibility report adopted at the
June meeting, 30 cities and 1 county have since submitted for eligibility and are included for
adoption in Attachment B. The City of Fort Jones in Siskiyou County is the only city that has yet
to meet the requirements for eligibility. Commission staft will continue to work with the City in
an effort to establish eligibility prior to Commission action.

Upon Commission adoption, Attachment B will serve as the official Subsequent Report of Eligible
Cities and Counties to receive Fiscal Year 2018-19 program funding, and will be transmitted to
the Controller in accordance with Streets and Highways Code Section 2034(a)(2). The Controller,
upon receipt of the subsequent report, will apportion and reapportion funds as applicable to all
eligible jurisdictions.

Accountability and Transparency

The Commission is committed to fostering program accountability and transparency through the
receipt of proposed project lists and program expenditure reports and by providing aggregated
statewide information regarding the use of program funds to the public and the legislature. In an
effort to ensure jurisdictions were adequately informed of all program requirements including the
subsequent eligibility project list submittal deadline of August 1, 2018, Commission staff held five
workshops from July 24-27, 2018. The webinars included a comprehensive review and discussion
of the Draft 2019 Local Streets and Roads Funding Program Reporting Guidelines and the annual
reporting requirements of the program funding.

Commission staff will host training sessions on the new online Annual Project Expenditure
Reporting process once user testing is complete in late August 2018. The complete and timely
project expenditure reports submitted to the Commission will be aggregated for inclusion in the
Commission’s 2018 Annual Report to the California Legislature.

Attachments:

Attachment A — Commission Resolution G-18-37
Attachment B — Subsequent Report of Cities and Counties Eligible to Receive FY 2018-19 Road
Maintenance and Rehabilitation Account Local Streets and Roads Funding

STATE OF CALIFORNIA CALIFORNIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION
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CALIFORNIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION

ADOPTION OF THE FISCAL YEAR 2018-19 ROAD MAINTENANCE AND
REHABILITATION ACCOUNT LOCAL STREETS AND ROADS FUNDING
SUBSEQUENT REPORT OF ELIGIBLE CITIES AND COUNTY
Resolution G-18-37

WHEREAS, on April 28,2017, the Governor signed Senate Bill (SB) 1 (Beall, Chapter 5, Statutes
of 2017), known as the Road Repair and Accountability Act of 2017 to address basic road
maintenance, rehabilitation, and critical safety needs on both the state highway and local streets
and road system; and

WHEREAS, beginning November 1, 2017, portions of new funding from increases to certain fuel
excise and sales taxes and vehicle registration fees were deposited into the Road Maintenance and
Rehabilitation Account, and a percentage of this new funding has been apportioned monthly by
formula by the State Controller pursuant to paragraph (2) of subdivision (h) of Section 2032 of the
Streets and Highways Code to eligible cities and counties for basic road maintenance,
rehabilitation, and critical safety projects on local streets and roads; and

WHEREAS, Streets and Highways Code Section 2034(a)(1) requires that prior to receiving an
apportionment of Road Maintenance and Rehabilitation Account funds pursuant to paragraph (2)
of subdivision (h) of Section 2032 from the State Controller in a fiscal year, an eligible city or
county shall submit to the California Transportation Commission (Commission) a list of projects
proposed to be funded with these funds pursuant to an adopted resolution; and

WHEREAS, Streets and Highways Code Section 2034(a)(2) requires that the Commission report
to the State Controller the cities and counties that have submitted a list of projects as described in
this subdivision and that are therefore eligible to receive an apportionment of funds under the
program for the applicable fiscal year. The State Controller, upon receipt of the report, shall
apportion funds to eligible cities and counties; and

WHEREAS, Streets and Highways Code Section 2034(a)(1) specifies that the project list shall
not limit the flexibility of an eligible city or county to fund projects in accordance with local needs
and priorities, so long as the projects are consistent with Streets and Highways Code Section
2030(b); and

WHEREAS, the Commission, in consultation with cities, counties, and their representatives as
well as the State Controller’s Office and other stakeholders, amended the 2018 Local Streets and
Roads Funding Program Annual Reporting Guidelines at the March 21, 2018 Commission Meeting
establishing a revised program schedule and online tool for project list submittal and project
expenditure reporting; and
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WHEREAS, Commission staff collected Fiscal Year 2018-19 proposed project list submittals and

support documentation from cities and counties required by Streets and Highways Code Section
2034(a)(1); and

WHEREAS, Commission staff reviewed submittals for completeness, not to select or authorize
the projects listed; and

WHEREAS, on June 27, 2018, the Commission adopted the Initial Report of Eligible Cities and
Counties based on the staff compiled list consisting of 481 cities and 57 counties that provided
complete proposed project list submittals and were therefore eligible to receive Fiscal Year 2018-
19 formula apportionments of Road Maintenance and Rehabilitation Account Local Streets and
Roads Funding, and;

WHEREAS, since adoption of the initial report on June 27, 2018, Commission staff worked with
31 cities and 1 county to collect their complete proposed project list submittals. Thirty cities and
1 county, as reflected in the attached, are therefore also eligible to receive Fiscal Year 2018-19
monthly program apportionments; and

WHEREAS, per Streets and Highways Code Section 2034(a)(1) Commission staff has compiled
a list of those cities and counties that sent the Commission their complete proposed project list
submittals by August 1, 2018, as reflected in the attached Subsequent Report of Eligible Cities and
Counties; and

WHEREAS, that attachment is intended to serve as the subsequent report of eligible cities and
counties as required by Streets and Highways Code Section 2034(a)(2).

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Commission adopts the attached Fiscal Year
2018-19 Road Maintenance and Rehabilitation Account Local Streets and Roads Funding
Subsequent Report of Eligible Cities and Counties; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that Commission staff is authorized to make minor technical
changes as needed to the report; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Commission directs staff to transmit the report to the
State Controller as required by Streets and Highways Code Section 2034(a)(2).
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CALIFORNIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION
FISCAL YEAR 2018-19 ROAD MAINTENANCE AND REHABILITATION ACCOUNT
LOCAL STREETS AND ROADS FUNDING

SUBSEQUENT REPORT OF ELIGIBLE CITIES AND COUNTIES

Resolution G-18-37 (Attachment)

Pursuant to Streets and Highways Code Section 2034, the following cities and counties are deemed
eligible based on the subsequent eligibility timeline for Fiscal Year 2018-19 funding:

ELIGIBLE CITIES
City County Projects | City County Projects
Amador City Amador 2 San Marino Los Angeles 4
Richmond Contra Costa 1 Santa Monica Los Angeles 2
Westmorland Imperial 2 Dos Palos Merced 1
Delano Kern 2 Villa Park Orange 1
Susanville Lassen 1 Isleton Sacramento 7
Avalon Los Angeles 1 San Juan Bautista San Benito 1
Beverly Hills Los Angeles 1 Grand Terrace San Bernardino 2
Commerce Los Angeles 1 Yucaipa San Bernardino 3
El Segundo Los Angeles 1 Upland San Bernardino 5
Huntington Park Los Angeles 1 Coronado San Diego 1
Inglewood Los Angeles 4 Del Mar San Diego 1
Montebello Los Angeles 3 Atascadero San Luis Obispo 1
Pomona Los Angeles 7 Loyalton Sierra 2
Rancho Palos Verdes | Los Angeles 1 Etna Siskiyou 2
San Gabriel Los Angeles 1 Montague Siskiyou 1
ELIGIBLE COUNTIES
County Projects
San Benito County 4
SUMMARY OF ALL ELIGIBLE CITIES AND COUNTIES
Total Fiscal Year 2018-19 Eligibility (Initial and Subsequent Eligibility)
Total
Proposed Total Cities Proposed
Cities Eligible Projects Counties Eligible Proposed Projects and Counties Projects
480 1475 58 820 538 2295

A list of proposed projects submitted by all eligible cities and counties, per Streets and Highways Code Section 2304, is
available on the Commission’s website at: www.catc.ca.gov/programs/sb1/Isrp/.
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Memorandum

To: CHAIR AND COMMISSIONERS CTC Meeting: August 15-1 6, 2018

Reference No.: 4.9
Information

Published Date: August 3, 2018
From: SUSAN BRANSEN Prepared By: Alicia Sequeira Smith

Executive Director Assistant Deputy Director

subject: HEARING ON THE 2019 LOCAL STREETS AND ROADS FUNDING PROGRAM
REPORTING GUIDELINES

SUMMARY:

On April 28, 2017, the Governor signed Senate Bill (SB) 1 (Beall, Chapter 5, Statutes of 2017).
SB 1 established the Road Maintenance and Rehabilitation Account which apportions funds by
formula to eligible cities and counties for basic road maintenance, rehabilitation, and critical safety
projects on the local streets and roads system.

The draft 2019 Local Streets and Roads Funding Program Reporting Guidelines were developed
in cooperation with regional transportation planning agencies, metropolitan planning
organizations, city and county stakeholders, and the State Controller’s Office. The Commission
staff presented the proposed guideline amendments to stakeholders over the course of five
webinars held from July 24 — 27, 2018.

This public hearing is to take final comments on the draft 2019 Local Streets and Roads Funding
Program Reporting Guidelines prior to Commission adoption under Book Item 4.10.

BACKGROUND:

Pursuant to statute, the program purpose is to provide additional funding for basic road
maintenance, rehabilitation, and critical safety projects on the local streets and roads system.

The Commission’s role in this program is primarily to prepare and update programmatic
guidelines, administer reporting requirements, and compile and share project information with the
Legislature and the public as well as report eligible agencies to the State Controller.

STATE OF CALIFORNIA CALIFORNIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION
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Memorandum

To: CHAIR AND COMMISSIONERS CTC Meeting:  August 15-16, 2018

Reference No.:  4.10
Action

Published Date: August 3, 2018

From: SUSAN BRANSEN Prepared By: Alicia Sequeira Smith
Executive Director Assistant Deputy Director

subject: ADOPTION OF THE 2019 LOCAL STREETS AND ROADS FUNDING PROGRAM
REPORTING GUIDELINES RESOLUTION G-18-38

ISSUE.:

Should the California Transportation Commission (Commission) adopt the Draft 2019 Local
Streets and Roads Funding Program Reporting Guidelines presented in Attachment B?

RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends that the Commission adopt the 2019 Local Streets and Roads Funding Program
Reporting Guidelines provided in Attachment B, and direct staff to post the guidelines onto the
program website.

BACKGROUND:

On April 28, 2017, the Governor signed Senate Bill (SB) 1 (Beall, Chapter 5, Statutes of 2017). A
percentage of the new Road Maintenance and Rehabilitation Account funding created by SB 1 is
apportioned by formula to eligible cities and counties pursuant to Streets and Highways Code
Section 2032(h) for basic road maintenance, rehabilitation, and critical safety projects on the local
streets and roads system.

Statutory Requirements and Reporting Guidelines

The Local Streets and Roads Funding Program Guidelines were first adopted by the Commission
on August 16, 2017. Subsequently, guideline amendments were adopted on October 18, 2017 and
March 21, 2018, to incorporate statutory and technical updates.

Commission staff has prepared statutory and technical updates in the Draft 2019 guidelines to
provide the following:

e Reflect a recent amendment to Streets and Highways Code Section 2034(c), which allows a
jurisdiction to advance a project that is eligible under the program prior to receiving an
apportionment of funds from the State Controller over one or more years. This change provides
an opportunity for a jurisdiction to pay for eligible project activities up front with other fund
sources, and later reimburse those expenditures when they receive the Local Streets and Roads
Program apportionment from the State Controller.

STATE OF CALIFORNIA CALIFORNIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION
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e Update the annual program schedule chart to reflect August 1 as the subsequent project list
submittal deadline to the Commission.

e Clarify the adopted resolution and project list detail to allow for a more accurate representation
of the projects anticipated to be funded with Road Maintenance and Rehabilitation Account
funds each year. Specifically, to provide more transparency to the public, the guidelines were
clarified to address the following:

0 The resolution adopted by jurisdictions will reflect not only newly proposed projects
but also those projects previously proposed that will continue into the next fiscal year
or that are scheduled to commence in the next fiscal year.

0 Project components will be included in the project descriptions.

e C(Clarify the basis of accounting in which the cities and counties are required to report their
Annual Program Fiscal Year Apportionments received and Annual Expenditure Activity.

e Appendices A and B were removed from the Draft 2019 guidelines creating the standalone
reference document, “Online Reporting Tool Guidelines”, for the Local Streets and Roads
Funding Program. This reference document must be followed for the program reporting
requirements and is available on the Commission’s Local Streets and Roads Funding Program
website at: http://catc.ca.gov/programs/sb1/Isrp/.

The online tool for Annual Project Expenditure Reporting will be available for cities and counties
to use upon adoption of these program reporting guidelines.

On July 13, 2018, Commission staff circulated the proposed guidelines for stakeholder review and
comment. Staff held five online workshops from July 24-27, 2018, to develop the Draft 2019 Local
Streets and Roads Funding Program Reporting Guidelines and the Annual Project Expenditure
Report criteria. In total, 360 jurisdictions were represented in the webinars. Furthermore, a specific
webinar session was held for the Regional Transportation Planning Agencies and Metropolitan
Planning Organizations.

Attachments:
Attachment A — Commission Resolution G-18-38
Attachment B — Draft 2019 Local Streets and Roads Funding Program Reporting Guidelines

STATE OF CALIFORNIA CALIFORNIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION
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CALIFORNIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION

ADOPTION OF THE 2019 LOCAL STREETS AND ROADS FUNDING
PROGRAM REPORTING GUIDELINES
Resolution G-18-38

WHEREAS, on April 28, 2017, the Governor signed Senate Bill (SB) 1 (Beall, Chapter 5, Statutes
of 2017), known as the Road Repair and Accountability Act of 2017 to address basic road
maintenance, rehabilitation, and critical safety needs on both the state highway and local streets
and road system; and

WHEREAS, beginning November 1, 2017, new funding from increases to certain fuel excise and
sales taxes and vehicle registration fees were deposited into the Road Maintenance and
Rehabilitation Account, and a percentage of this new funding has been apportioned monthly by
formula by the State Controller pursuant to paragraph (2) of subdivision (h) of Section 2032 of the
Streets and Highways Code to eligible cities and counties for basic road maintenance,
rehabilitation, and critical safety projects on local streets and roads; and

WHEREAS, Streets and Highways Code Section 2034(a)(1) requires that prior to receiving an
apportionment of Road Maintenance and Rehabilitation Account funds pursuant to paragraph (2)
of subdivision (h) of Section 2032 from the Controller in a fiscal year, an eligible city or county
shall submit to the California Transportation Commission (Commission) a list of projects proposed
to be funded with these funds pursuant to an adopted resolution; and

WHEREAS, Streets and Highways Code Section 2034(a)(2) requires that the Commission report
to the Controller the cities and counties that have submitted a list of projects as described in this
subdivision and that are therefore eligible to receive an apportionment of funds under the program
for the applicable fiscal year. The Controller, upon receipt of the report, shall apportion funds to
eligible cities and counties; and

WHEREAS, Streets and Highways Code Section 2034(a)(1) specifies that the project list shall
not limit the flexibility of an eligible city or county to fund projects in accordance with local needs

and priorities, so long as the projects are consistent with Streets and Highways Code Section
2030(b); and

WHEREAS, the Commission, in consultation with cities, counties, and their representatives as
well as the State Controller’s Office and other stakeholders, developed the Draft 2019 Local Streets
and Roads Funding Program Reporting Guidelines and released for public comment on July 13,
2018; and

WHEREAS, Commission staff conducted five online workshops to discuss the proposed
guideline amendments and encouraged cities, counties, as well as program stakeholders to provide
comments and questions; and
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WHEREAS, Commission staff worked collaboratively with representatives from the cities and
counties, State Controller’s Office, and regional partners to address and incorporate comments
into the Draft 2019 Local Streets and Roads Funding Program Reporting Guidelines where
feasible.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Commission adopts the attached 2019 Local
Streets and Roads Funding Program Reporting Guidelines; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the purpose of these guidelines is to 1.) Outline the general
policies and procedures for cities and counties to carryout out the annual Local Streets and Roads
Funding Program reporting requirements and for the Commission's annual transmittal of a list of
eligible cities and counties to the State Controller pursuant to Streets and Highways Code Section
2034, and 2.) Outline the responsibility of the Commission to receive project expenditure
information each year from cities and counties and provide statewide information regarding the
use of the Road Maintenance and Rehabilitation Account funds available through the Local Streets
and Roads Funding Program to the public and the Legislature to promote transparency,
accountability, and meet the legislative intent of SB 1; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that Commission staff is authorized to make minor technical
changes as needed to the guidelines; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Commission directs staff to post these guidelines to the
Commission’s website.
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l. Introduction

1. Background and Purpose of Reporting Guidelines

On April 28, 2017 the Governor signed Senate Bill (SB) 1 (Beall, Chapter 5, Statutes of 2017),
which is known as the Road Repair and Accountability Act of 2017. To address basic road
maintenance, rehabilitation and critical safety needs on both the state highway and local streets
and road system, SB 1: increases per gallon fuel excise taxes; increases diesel fuel sales taxes
and vehicle registration fees; and provides for inflationary adjustments to tax rates in future years.

As of November 1, 2017, the State Controller began depositing various portions of these funds
into Road Maintenance and Rehabilitation Account (RMRA); a percentage of these funds are to
be —A-percentage-of RMRA- apportioned by formula to eligible cities and counties pursuant to
Streets and Highways Code (SHC) Section 2032(h) intended for basic road maintenance,
rehabilitation, and critical safety projects on the local streets and roads system. For a detailed
breakdown of RMRA funding sources and the disbursement of funding please see Sections 5 and
6 of these guidelines.

SB 1 emphasizes the importance of accountability and transparency in the delivery of California’s
transportation programs. Therefore, in order to be eligible for RMRA funding, statute requires
cities and counties provide basic annual RMRA project reporting to the California Transportation
Commission (Commission).

These guidelines describe the general policies and procedures for carrying out the annual RMRA
project reporting requirements for cities and counties and other statutory objectives as outlined in
Section 2 below. The guidelines were developed in consultation with state, regional, and local
government entities, and other transportation stakeholders.

The Commission may amend these guidelines after first giving notice of the proposed
amendments. In order to provide clear and timely guidance, it is the Commission’s policy that a
reasonable effort be made to amend the guidelines prior to the due date for project lists. erthe
The Commission may extend the deadline for project list submission in order to facilitate
compliance with the amended guidelines.

2. Funding Program Objectives and Statutory Requirements

Streets and Highways Code (SHC) Section 2032.5(a) articulates the general intent of the
legislation that recipients of RMRA funding be held accountable for the efficient investment of
public funds to maintain local streets and roads and are accountable to the people through
performance goals that are tracked and reported.

Pursuant to SHC Section 2030(a), the objective of the Local Streets and Roads Funding Program
is to address deferred maintenance on the local streets and roads system through the
prioritization and delivery of basic road maintenance and rehabilitation projects as well as critical
safety projects.

Cities and counties receiving RMRA funds must comply with all relevant federal and state laws,
regulations, policies, and procedures. The main requirements for the funding program are codified
in SHC Sections 2032.5, 2034, 2036, 2037, and 2038 and include the following:
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It is the intent of the Legislature that the Department of Transportation and local
governments are held accountable for the efficient investment of public funds to
maintain the public highways, streets, and roads, and are accountable to the people
through performance goals that are tracked and reported [SHC 2032.5(a)].

Prior to receiving an apportionment of RMRA funds from the State Controller in a fiscal
year, a city or county must submit to the Commission a list of projects proposed to be
funded with these funds. All projects proposed to receive funding must be adopted by
resolution by the applicable city council or county board of supervisors at a regular
public meeting_each fiscal year [SHC 2034(a)(1)].

The list of projects must include a description and the location of each proposed
project, a proposed schedule for the project’s completion, and the estimated useful life
of the improvement [SHC 2034(a)(1)]. Further guidance regarding the scope, content,
and submittal process for project lists prepared by cities and counties is provided in
Sections 9-10.

The project list does not limit the flexibility of an eligible city or county to fund projects
in accordance with local needs and priorities so long as the projects are consistent
with RMRA priorities as outlined in SHC 2030(b) [SHC 2034(a)(1)].

The Commission will submit an initial report to the State Controller that indicates the
cities and counties that have submitted a list of projects as described in SHC
2034(a)(1) and that are therefore eligible to receive an apportionment of RMRA funds
for the applicable fiscal year [SHC 2034 (a)(2)].

The State Controller, upon receipt of an initial report from the Commission, shall
apportion RMRA funds to eligible cities and counties pursuant to SHC 2032(h) [SHC
2034(a)(3)]-

The State Controller will retain the monthly share of RMRA funds for cities and
counties not included in the Commission’s initial report that would otherwise be
apportioned and distributed to those cities and counties [SHC 2034(a)(4)(A)].
Pursuant to SHC 2034(a)(4)(B), the monthly share of RMRA funds for each of these
cities and counties will be retained by the State Controller for 90 days.

Upon receipt of a list of projects from a city or county after the Commission has
submitted its initial report to the State Controller, the Commission will submit a
subsequent report to the State Controller that specifies all newly eligible cities and
counties [SHC 2034(a)(2)].

After 90 days, the State Controller will apportion to all newly eligible cities and counties
the RMRA funds that were retained but not previously apportioned and distributed
pursuant to SHC 2304(a)(4)(B).

Any RMRA funds held by the State Controller for a city or county that still remains
ineligible after 90 days will be reapportioned to all other eligible cities and counties
[SHC 2034(a)(4)(C)].

e For each fiscal year in which RMRA funds are received and expended, cities and
counties must submit documentation to the Commission that details the expenditure
of all RMRA funds, including a description and location of each completed project, the
amount of funds expended on the project, the completion date, and the estimated

useful life of the improvement [SHC 2034(b)]. Further guidance regarding the scope,
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content, and submittal process for program expenditure reports is provided in Sections
12-13.

e Prior to receiving an apportionment of funds under the program an eligible city or
county may expend other funds on eligible projects and may reimburse the source of
those other funds when it receives its apportionment from the State Controller over
one or more years [SHC 2034(c)].

e A city or county receiving an apportionment of RMRA funds is required to sustain a
maintenance of effort (MOE) by spending at least the annual average of its general
fund expenditures during the 2009-10, 2010-11, and 2011-12 fiscal years for street,
road, and highway purposes from the city’s or county’s general fund [SHC 2036].
Monitoring and enforcement of the maintenance of effort requirement for RMRA funds
will be carried out by the State Controller and is addressed in more detail in Section
15.

e A city or county may spend its apportionment of RMRA funds on transportation
priorities other than priorities outlined in SHC 2030(b) if the city or county’s average
Pavement Condition Index (PCI) meets or exceeds 80 [SHC 2037].

e By July 1, 2023, cities and counties receiving RMRA funds must follow guidelines
developed by the California Workforce Development Board (Board) that address
participation and investment in, or partnership with, new or existing pre-apprenticeship
training programs [SHC 2038]. Further information regarding the forthcoming Board
Guidelines and future Board-sponsored grant opportunities is available in Section 16.

3. Funding Program Roles and Responsibilities

Below is a general outline of the roles and responsibilities of recipient cities/counties, the
Commission, the State Controller, and the California Workforce Development Board, in carrying
out the funding program’s statutory requirements, as well as activities the Commission will
undertake to meet the legislative intent of SB 1:

Recipient Cities/Counties:

¢ Develop and submit a list of projects to the Commission each fiscal year.

¢ Develop and submit a project expenditure report to the Commission each fiscal year.

o Comply with all requirements including reporting requirements for RMRA funding.
Commission:

¢ Provide technical assistance to cities and counties in the preparation of project lists and
reports.

e Receive_and review project lists from cities and counties each fiscal year_to ensure
compliance with the statutorily required elements of a project list submittal is met.
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Provide a comprehensive list to the State Controller each fiscal year of cities and counties
eligible to receive RMRA apportionments.

Receive program expenditure reports from cities and counties each fiscal year and provide
aggregated statewide information regarding use of RMRA funds to the Legislature and the
public (e.g. the Commission’s Annual Report to the Legislature and a SB 1 Accountability
Website).

State Controller:

Receive list of cities and counties eligible for RMRA apportionments each fiscal year from
the Commission.

Apportion RMRA funds to cities and counties.

Oversee Maintenance of Effort and other requirements for RMRA funds including reporting
required pursuant to SHC 2151.

California Workforce Development Board:

Pursuant to SHC 2038, establish a pre-apprenticeship development and training grant
program beginning January 1, 2019 that local public agencies receiving RMRA funds are
eligible to apply for or partner with other entities to apply for.

Pursuant to SHC 2038, develop guidelines for public agencies receiving RMRA funds to
participate, invest in, or partner with, new or existing pre-apprenticeship training programs.
Local public agencies receiving RMRA funds must follow the guidelines by no later than
July 1, 2023.

4. Funding Program Schedule

The following schedule lists the major milestones for the Local Streets and Roads Funding
Program Annual Reporting.

Project Lists due to Commission May 1%t each year
Commission Adopts Initial List of Eligible Cities and June Commission Meeting each
Counties year
Commission Submits Initial List to State Controller No later than June 30" each year
Subsequent Eligibility Project Lists due to Commission August 1% each year (if needed)
Commission Adopts Subsequent List of Eligible Cities August Commission Meeting each
and Counties year (if needed)

st
Commission Submits Subsequent List to State Controller z\ilfonlszre?)an August 31% each year
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Annual Reporting of Fiscal Year Expenditures due to

C N October 1%t each year
ommission

December Commission Meeting

Informational_Funding Program Update to Commission each year

ll. Funding
5. Source

The State of California imposes per-gallon excise taxes on gasoline and diesel fuel, sales taxes
on diesel fuel, and registration taxes on motor vehicles and dedicates these revenues to
transportation purposes. Portions of these revenues flow to cities and counties through the
Highway Users Tax Account (HUTA) and the newly established RMRA created by SB 1.

The Local Streets and Roads Funding is supported by RMRA funding which includes portions of
revenues pursuant to SHC 2031 from the following sources:

¢ An additional 12 cent per gallon increase to the gasoline excise tax effective November 1,
2017.

e An additional 20 cent per gallon increase to the diesel fuel excise tax effective November
1, 2017.

¢ An additional vehicle registration tax called the “Transportation Improvement Fee” with
rates based on the value of the motor vehicle effective January 1, 2018.

¢ An additional $100 vehicle registration tax on zero emissions (ZEV) vehicles of model year
2020 or later effective July 1, 2020.

¢ Annual rate increases to these taxes beginning on July 1, 2020 (July 1, 2021 for the ZEV
fee) and every July 1%t thereafter equal to the change in the California Consumer Price
Index (CPI).

SHC 2032(h)(2) specifies that 50 percent of the balance of revenues deposited into the RMRA,
after certain funding is set aside for various programs, will be continuously appropriated for
apportionment to cities and counties by the State Controller pursuant to the formula in SHC
Section 2103(a)(3)(C)(i) and (ii).

6. Estimation and Disbursement of Funds

While neither, the Commission nor the State Controller's Office prepare formal estimates of
RMRA funds, the Department of Finance (DOF) estimates the total amount of funding that will be
deposited into the RMRA annually. The California State Association of Counties and the League
of California Cities use this information from DOF to develop city and county level estimates of
RMRA funds which are available here:

California State Association of Counties
http://www.counties.org/sb-1-road-repair-and-accountability-act-2017

League of California Cities
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http://www.californiacityfinance.com/

Each fiscal year, upon receipt of a list of cities and counties that are eligible to receive an
apportionment of RMRA funds pursuant to SHC 2032(h)(2) from the Commission, the State
Controller is required to apportion RMRA funds to eligible cities and counties consistent with the
formula outlined in SHC Section 2103(a)(3)(C)(i) and (ii). It is expected that the State Controller
will continuously apportion RMRA funds on a monthly basis to eligible cities and counties using a
process and system similar to that of HUTA apportionments. RMRA funding is continuously
apportioned and is not provided on a reimbursement basis.

The Commission does not approve the projects listed or provide authorization to proceed with
RMRA funded projects. The Commission receives project lists, determines they are complete and
meet basic statutory requirements outlined in SHC 2034 and then approves and submits a
statewide list to the State Controller of cities and counties that are eligible to begin receiving
monthly RMRA funding apportionments.

lll. Eligibility and Funding Program Priorities

7. Eligible Recipients

Eligible recipients of RMRA funding apportionments include cities and counties that have
prepared and submitted a project list to the Commission each fiscal year pursuant to SHC Section
2034(a)(1) and that have been included in a list of eligible entities submitted by the Commission
to the State Controller pursuant to SHC Section 2034(a)(2).

Recipients of RMRA apportionments must comply with all relevant federal and state laws,
regulations, policies, and procedures.

8. Funding Program Priorities and Example Projects

Pursuant to SHC Section 2030(a), RMRA funds made available for the Local Streets and Roads
Funding Program shall be prioritized for expenditure on basic road maintenance and rehabilitation
projects, and on critical safety projects.

SHC Section 2030(b)(1) provides a number of example projects and uses for RMRA funding that
include, but are not limited to, the following:

¢ Road Maintenance and Rehabilitation
o Safety Projects
¢ Railroad Grade Separations

e Complete Streets Components (including active transportation purposes, pedestrian
and bicycle safety projects, transit facilities, and drainage and stormwater capture
projects in conjunction with any other allowable project)

e Traffic Control Devices
e Other (match funds for eligible project advancement)

e Pursuant to Article XIX Section 2(a) of the constitution: “The research, planning,
construction, improvement, maintenance, and operation of public streets and
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highways (and their related public facilities for nonmotorized traffic), including the
mitigation of their environmental effects, the payment for property taken or damaged
for such purposes, and the administrative costs necessarily incurred in the foregoing

purposes.”

SHC Section 2030(b)(2) states that funds made available by the program may also be used to
satisfy a match requirement in order to obtain state or federal funds for projects authorized by this
subdivision.

SHC Section 2030(c)-(f) specifies additional project elements that will be incorporated into RMRA-
funded projects by cities and counties to the extent possible and cost effective, and where feasible
(as deemed by cities and counties). These elements are:

e Technologies and material recycling techniques that lower greenhouse gas emissions
and reduce the cost of maintaining local streets and roads through material choice
and construction method.

e Systems and components in transportation infrastructure that recognize and
accommodate technologies including but not limited to ZEV fueling or charging and
infrastructure-vehicles communications for transitional or fully autonomous vehicles.

o Project features to better adapt the transportation asset to withstand the negative
effects of climate change and promote resiliency to impacts such as fires, floods, and
sea level rise (where appropriate given a project’s scope and risk level for asset

damage due to climate change).

e Complete Streets Elements (such as project features that improve the quality of
bicycle and pedestrian facilities and that improve safety for all users of transportation
facilities) are expected to be incorporated into RMRA funded projects to the extent
(as deemed by cities and counties) beneficial, cost-effective, and practicable in the
context of facility type, right-of-way, project scope, and quality of nearby facilities.

Pursuant to SHC Section 2037, a city or county may spend its apportionment of RMRA funds on
transportation priorities other than those outlined in SHC Section 2030 if the city’s or county’s
average Pavement Condition Index (PCI) meets or exceeds 80.

IV. Project List Submittal

9. Content and Format of Project List

Pursuant to SHC Section 2034(a)(1), prior to receiving an apportionment of RMRA funds from the
State Controller in a fiscal year_(funds collected from July 1 to June 30 and apportioned
September 1 to August 31)-, a city or county must submit to the Commission a list of projects
proposed to be funded with these funds pursuant to an adopted resolution by the city council or
county board of supervisors at a regular public meeting. Each year, a city or county must submit
to the Commission an adopted resolution and updated proposed project list in order to meet the
eligibility requirements for the upcoming fiscal year’s apportionment. A submittal with a resolution
adopted in a previous fiscal year will not be considered complete and deemed not compliant with
statute.
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Project lists must, at a minimum, include any new proposed projects for the upcoming fiscal year
and any projects from previous fiscal years that will continue to receive funding in the upcoming
fiscal year (i.e. multi-year funded projects).

Each city and county is strongly encouraged to provide a copy of their Proposed Project List_to
their applicable Regional Transportation Planning Agencies and Metropolitan Planning
Organizations, once reviewed and accepted by the Commission.

Listed below are the specific statutory criteria for the content of the project list along with additional
guidance provided to help ensure a consistent statewide format and to facilitate accountability
and transparency within the Local Streets and Roads Funding Program.

a.) lneluded-in-an-Adopted Resolution

All proposed projects must be adopted by resolution by the applicable city council or
county board of supervisors at a regular public meeting.

Documentation of Inclusion in an Adopted Resolution

A city or county must provide a public record which illustrates that projects proposed for
each fiscal year’s apportionment of RMRA funding through the Local Streets and Roads
Funding Program have been included in an current fiscal year’s adopted resolution by the
applicable city council or county board of supervisors at a regular public meeting. An
acceptable public record shall include a signed, executed copy of the city/county’s adopted
resolution including the relevant list of projects documenting approval at a regular public
meeting.

Submittal of an electronic copy of the relevant support documentation (i.e. resolution) is
required. Support documentation requirements are further discussed in Appendix-A:the
Online Reporting Tool Guidelines.

b.) List of Projects — Content

Pursuant to SHC 2034(a)(1), the project list must include a description and the location of
each proposed project, a proposed schedule for each project's completion, and the
estimated useful life of the improvement. The project list is intended to cover, at a
minimum, the applicable fiscal year. Cities and counties may include project information
for future fiscal years but are expected to update the project list as needed every fiscal
year prior to submittal to the Commission._Cities and counties must list projects that will
be funded with the apportioned funds for that fiscal year, including projects for which the
fiscal year funds are being reserved for future project funding.

Development and Content

The Commission recognizes the inherent diversity of road maintenance and rehabilitation
needs among the approximately 539 jurisdictions across the state that may utilize Local
Streets and Roads Program funding.

Given the emphasis SB 1 places on accountability and transparency in delivering
California’s transportation programs, cities and counties are encouraged to clearly
articulate how these funds are being utilized through the development of a project list.
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To promote statewide consistency in the content and format of project information
submitted to the Commission, and to facilitate transparency within the Local Streets and
Roads Funding Program, the following guidance is provided regarding the key
components of the project list. Please note that project lists included in a city or county
adopted resolution should, at a minimum, include the elements mandated by statute:
description, location, schedule for completion and useful life. Cities and counties should
include more detailed project information as described below in the project list submitted
to the Commission.

For further assistance, Appendix-A the Online Reporting Tool Guidelines have been
developed to outline project list content and format.

Project Description

The list must include a project description for each proposed project. The city/county is
encouraged to provide a brief non-technical description {up-to-5-sentences) written so that
the main objectives of the project can be clearly and easily understood by the public.

The description should clearly inform the public if the project listed is for construction, pre-
construction (i.e. _environmental, design, right of way, feasibility studies, needs
assessments, etc.), or procurement/operational needs as consistent with Article XIX
Section 2(a) of the constitution. The level of detail provided will vary depending upon the
nature of the project; however, it is highly encouraged that the project description contain
a minimum level of detail needed for the public to understand what is being done and why
it is a critical or high-priority need.

Project Location

The list must include a project location for each proposed project. The city/county is
encouraged to provide project location information that, at a minimum, would allow the
public to clearly understand where within the community the project is being undertaken.
For example, providing specific street names where improvements are being undertaken
and specifying project termini when possible would allow the public to clearly understand
where the project is to take place within the community. are-preferable-to-mere-general
[ ' S - ' : . If project-specific
geolocation data is available, it is highly encouraged to be included in the project list
submitted to the Commission.

If the listed project component is for procurement/operational needs or pre-construction
and a location of work has yet to be determined, city or county-wide is an acceptable
location description. If the proposed project is for construction and specific project
locations have not been finalized, city/county boundaries or identifiable neighborhoods
and communities is also _an _acceptable location description. In_such instances, it is
encouraged to provide a statement prior to listing the estimated or proposed locations that
“All locations listed are an estimate and have vyet to be finalized.”

Proposed Schedule for Completion

The list must include a completion schedule for each proposed project. The city/county is
encouraged to provide a high-levelgeneral timeline that provides a clear picture to the
public of when a project is reasonably expected to start and to be completed. The
proposed schedule for completion should clearly articulate if a project will take multiple
years to complete.
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Estimated Useful Life

The list must include an estimated useful life for each proposed project_in its entirety, not
by each segment/location to be improved. The city/county is encouraged to provide
information regarding the estimated useful life of the project that is clear, understandable,
and based on industry-standards for the project materials and design, where applicable.

Technology, Climate Change, and Complete Streets Considerations

SHC Section 2030(c)-(f) specifies additional project elements that will be incorporated into
RMRA-funded projects by cities and counties to the extent possible and cost effective,
and where feasible. These elements are:

e Technologies and material recycling techniques that lower greenhouse gas emissions
and reduce the cost of maintaining local streets and roads through material choice
and construction method.

e Systems and components in transportation infrastructure that recognize and
accommodate technologies including but not limited to ZEV fueling or charging and
infrastructure-vehicles communications for transitional or fully autonomous vehicles.

o Project features to better adapt the transportation asset to withstand the negative
effects of climate change and promote resiliency to impacts such as fires, floods, and
sea level rise (where appropriate given a project’'s scope and risk level for asset
damage due to climate change).

e Complete Streets Elements (such as project features that improve the quality of
bicycle and pedestrian facilities and that improve safety for all users of transportation
facilities) are expected to be incorporated into RMRA funded projects to the extent
(as deemed by cities and counties) beneficial, cost-effective, and practicable in the
context of facility type, right-of-way, project scope, and quality of nearby facilities.

Cities and counties are encouraged to consider all of the above for implementation, to the
extent possible, cost-effective, and feasible, in the design and development of projects for
RMRA funding.

To meet the intent of SHC 2032.5(a) as outlined in Section 2 of these Guidelines, in
addition to the statutory requirements outlined in Section 10, the standard forms
developed by the Commission will allow cities and counties to report on the inclusion of
these elements.

Other Statutory Considerations for Project Lists

Pursuant to SHC Section 2034(a)(1), the project list shall not limit the flexibility of an
eligible city or county to fund projects in accordance with local needs and priorities, so
long as the projects are consistent with SHC Section 2030(b). After submittal of the project
list to the Commission, in the event a city or county elects to make changes to the project
list pursuant to the statutory provision noted above, formal notification of the Commission
is not required. However, standard reporting forms will provide an opportunity for

10
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jurisdictions to annually communicate such changes to the Commission as part of the
Annual Expenditure Reporting regularreperting-process.

Pursuant to SHC Section 2037, a city or county may spend its apportionment of RMRA
funds on transportation priorities other than those outlined in SHC 2030(b) if the city or
county’s average Pavement Condition Index (PCI) meets or exceeds 80. This provision
however, does not eliminate the requirement for cities and counties to prepare and submit
a list of projects or the requirement to consider technology, climate change, and complete
streets elements to the extent possible, cost-effective and feasible, in the design and
development of projects for RMRA funding.

In the event a city or county will spend its apportionment of RMRA funds on transportation
priorities other than those outlined in Section 8 of these guidelines and pursuant to SHC
2037, cities and counties are encouraged to work with its respective Regional
Transportation Planning Agency or Metropolitan Planning Organization to ensure that
projects are included in the applicable Regional Transportation Plan.

Should a city or county choose to seek eligibility with the intent of reserving their fiscal
year apportionment of RMRA funds for a project to take place in a future fiscal year, an
adopted resolution and proposed project list submittal is still required.

c.) List of Projects — Standard Format and Online Submittal Tool

Please note that project lists included in a city or county adopted resolution should, at a
minimum, include the elements mandated by statute: description, location, schedule for
completion and useful life elements. Cities and counties should include more detailed
project information in the project list submitted to the Commission.

To promote statewide consistency of project information submitted to the Commission, a
standard project list format and online submittal tool has been developed and is further
explained in-Appendix-A the Online Reporting Tool Guidelines

. The tool will-beis available at http://www.catc.ca.gov/programs/sb1/Isrp/.

10.Process and Schedule for Project List Submittal

A city or county must submit a project list and support documentation to the Commission by May
14,2018 and-May 1% ef each subsegquentyear. to-the-Commission—All materials must be provided
electronically using the online submittal tool described in-Appendix-A_the Online Reporting Tool
Instructions. The online submittal tool-that—will-be—available_with instructions is available at
http://www.catc.ca.gov/programs/sb1/Isrp/.

11.Commission Submittal of Eligible Entities to the State Controller’s Office

Pursuant to SHC Section 2034(a), a city or county must submit a project list to the Commission
to be eligible for the receipt of RMRA funds, and the Commission must report to the State
Controller the jurisdictions that are eligible to receive funding. Upon receipt of project lists and
support documentation, Commission staff will review submittals to ensure they are complete.
Once a project list submittal has been received and deemed complete by staff, the city or county
will be added to a list of jurisdictions eligible to receive RMRA funding for that fiscal year as

required by SHC Section 2034(a)(2). All_proposed project lists and-suppert-documentation

11
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submitted by those cities and counties deemed eligible will be posted to the Commission’s
website.

The list of eligible cities and counties will be brought forward for Commission consideration at a
regularly scheduled meeting where staff will request Commission direction to transmit the list to
the State Controller. Upon direction of the Commission, staff will transmit the list to the State
Controller pursuant to SHC Sections 2034(a)(2) and 2034(a)(4)(B) and the cities and counties
included on the list will be deemed eligible to receive RMRA apportionments for that fiscal year
pursuant to SHC Section 2034 (a)(1). Upon receipt of the list from the Commission, the State
Controller is expected to apportion funds to the cities and counties included on the list pursuant
to SHC Sections 2034(a)(3) and 2032(h).

In the event a city or county does not provide a complete project list and-with the required
support documentation for Commission consideration and eligibility designation pursuant to_the
deadlines established by these guidelines, cities and counties are expected to work
cooperatively with Commission staff to provide any missing information as soon as possible,
prior to the established subsequent submittal deadline. Once_the completed information is
provided_in accordance with the subsequent submittal deadline; Commission action to establish
eligibility will be taken at the next earliest opportunity.

V. Annual Project Expenditure Reporting and Auditing

12.Scope of the Annual Completed-andin-Progress-Project Expenditure Report

Pursuant to SHC Section 2034(b), for each fiscal year in which an apportionment of RMRA funds
is received and upon expenditure of funds, cities and counties must submit documentation to the
Commission detailing the expenditure of those funds on completed and in-progress projects.
Information is to include: a description and location of each cempleted-project, the amount of
funds expended on the project, the completion date_or anticipated date of completion, and the
estimated useful life of the overall improvement_performed. The project expenditure reporting
process will allow for cities and counties to capture actual project outcomes for completed projects
that will be aggregated statewide. This is alse-the opportunity for cities and counties to report
project updates associated with that reporting year’s proposed projects including a project status,
project component, and any changes made throughout the year to those listed projects.

Listed below are the specific statutory criteria for the content of the cempleted-annual project
expenditure report along with additional guidance provided to help ensure a consistent statewide
format and to facilitate accountability and transparency within the Local Streets and Roads

Funding Program.
a.) Completed-and-In-Progress-Annual Project Expenditure Report — Content

Development and Content

Given the emphasis SB 1 places on accountability and transparency in delivering
California’s transportation programs, it is vitally important that cities and counties clearly
articulate the public benefit of these funds through the development of a project
expenditure report_submitted annually.

To promote statewide consistency in the content and format of the annual project
expenditure information submitted and to facilitate transparency and reporting within the

12
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Local Streets and Roads Funding Program, the following guidance is provided regarding

the key components of the cempleted-project expenditure report. Additionalhy-Appendix
B-has-been-developed-to_The Online Reporting Tool Guidelines provide an example of
project expenditure report content and format.

The project expenditure report must cover the full fiscal year and must include updates for
all_include—projects_that were proposed in the reporting year. Expenditure information
regarding the program funding is to be provided on all projects that have been deemed
complete construction-and are-fully-operational in-progress at the end of the fiscal year.
Completed construction projects are considered complete once they are fully operational
with no remaining construction to be performed.

The standard form will also request cities and counties to report_updates on any project
that was neither completed nor in-progress by the end of the reporting period (July 1 to
June 30). Updates to projects must include: a status, component identification, project
specific details previously reported on, and identify the removal from or addition of projects
to the list.

Funds Expended

For the purposes of the Annual Expenditure Report, the report must include the amount
of RMRA funds expended. This is defined as; the costs accrued as a result of activities
performed on each completed and in-progress project during the State Fiscal Year (July
1 —June 30). The RMRA expenditures reported shall be based on services obtained and
invoiced, work performed, or goods received within the reporting period.

Commission staff consulted with the State Controller's Office to ensure the reporting
period and accounting basis for the Local Streets and Roads Annual Expenditure Report
aligns with the Annual Streets and Roads report collected by the State Controller each
year. The State Controller identifies the reporting accounting basis as: "Street-related
activities recorded in a governmental fund type should be reported on the modified accrual
basis of accounting. Street-related activities recorded in a proprietary fund type should be
reported on the accrual basis of accounting. Whenever reference is made to the accrual
basis in these instructions, it is intended to include both full accrual and modified accrual
bases of accounting.”

Project Description

The report must include a project description for each completed and in-progress project.
The city/county is encouraged to provide a brief non-technical description (up to 5
sentences) written so that the main objectives of the project can be clearly and easily
understood by the public.

The level of detail provided will vary depending upon the nature of the project; however, it
is highly encouraged that the project description contains a minimum level of detail needed
for the public to understand what work was completed or will be completed in the future.

Completed projects will report project deliverables based on a selection of applicable
general outcomes with quantifiable metrics that will be aggregated statewide. This method
of outcome related data collection should minimize the level of detail needed in the
description field streamlining the overall reporting process.

13
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The Commission will aggregate all quantifiable data collected in the Annual Project
Expenditure Reports for inclusion in the Annual Report to the California Leqislature.

Project Location

The report must include a project location for each completed and in-progress project. The
city/county is required to provide project location information that, at a minimum, would
allow the public to clearly understand where within the community the project was or will
be constructed. For example, specific street names where improvements were undertaken
and project termini should be specified. If project-specific geolocation data is available, it
is highly encouraged to be included._For completed pre-construction components (i.e.
feasibility studies, maintenance program plan and asset management plan development,
etc.), or completed procurement/operational needs that would not have the ability to
provide specific location detail, “city/county-wide” is acceptable.

Actual and Estimated Project Completion Date

The report must include is-the date of completion or expected date of completion for those
projects utilizing RMRA funds. For the purposes of the project expenditure report, a
construction project is considered complete when it is operational/open to traffic_ by June
30. Construction contract close-out is not required_for the project to be reported as
complete.

Estimated Useful Life

The report must include an estimated useful life for each proposed project_in its entirety.
The city/county is encouraged to provide information regarding the estimated useful life of
the project that is clear, understandable, and based on industry-standards for the project
materials and design, where applicable.

Technology, Climate Change, and Complete Streets Considerations

SHC Section 2030(c)-(f) specifies additional project elements that will be incorporated into
RMRA-funded projects by cities and counties to the extent possible and cost effective,
and where feasible. These elements are:

e Technologies and material recycling techniques that lower greenhouse gas emissions
and reduce the cost of maintaining local streets and roads through material choice
and construction method.

e Systems and components in transportation infrastructure that recognize and
accommodate technologies including but not limited to ZEV fueling or charging and
infrastructure-vehicles communications for transitional or fully autonomous vehicles.

o Project features to better adapt the transportation asset to withstand the negative
effects of climate change and promote resiliency to impacts such as fires, floods, and
sea level rise (where appropriate given a project’'s scope and risk level for asset
damage due to climate change).

e Complete Streets Elements (such as project features that improve the quality of
bicycle and pedestrian facilities and that improve safety for all users of transportation
facilities) are expected to be incorporated into RMRA funded projects to the extent

14
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(as deemed by cities and counties) beneficial, cost-effective, and practicable in the
context of facility type, right-of-way, project scope, and quality of nearby facilities.

Cities and counties are encouraged to consider all of the above for implementation, to the
extent possible, cost-effective and feasible, in the design and development of projects for
RMRA funding. In the event that completed projects contain technology, climate change,
and complete streets considerations pursuant to SHC 2030(c)-(f). Standard reporting
forms developed by the Commission will allew request cities and counties to report on the
inclusion of these elements in RMRA-funded projects.

Other Statutory Considerations for Project Expenditure Reports

Pursuant to SHC Section 2037, a city or county may spend its apportionment of RMRA
funds on transportation priorities other than those outlined in SHC Section 2030(b) if the
city’s or county’s average Pavement Condition Index (PCIl) meets or exceeds 80. This
provision, however, does not eliminate the requirement for cities and counties to prepare
and submit a completed project expenditure report or the requirement to consider
technology, climate change, and complete streets elements to the extent possible, cost-
effective and feasible, in the design and development of projects for RMRA funding.

To clearly communicate how RMRA funding is effectively used, the project expenditure
report format will provide space for supplementary information to be provided regarding
the benefits of RMRA funded projects in addition to the project deliverables and outcomes
featured. Cities and counties should report any changes to proposed projects within the
reporting period (July 1 to June 30), including why a project(s) was not ultimately funded
or was replaced with another project(s).

b.) Project Expenditure Report — Standard Format

To promote statewide consistency of project information submitted to the Commission, a

standardized —completed-—and-in-progress—project_annual project expenditure reporting

format was developed and made available as of Summer 2018 as further explained in the
Online Reporting Tool Guidelines.

For the initial submittal of project expenditure reports due October 1, 2018, and for each
subsequent report thereafter, cities and counties will be required to use the standard
online format.

13.Process and Schedule for Project Expenditure Report Submittal

Completed Project Reports must be developed and submitted to the Commission according to
the statutory requirements of SHC Section 2034(b) as outlined above in Section 12.

A city or county must submit an Cempleted-and-r-Progress-Annual Project Expenditure Report
by October 1, 2018 and October 15! of each subsequent year to the Commission. The report must

be provided electronically using the standard format_provided through the online tool.

14.Commission Reporting of Project Information Received

In order to meet the requirements of SB 1 which include accountability and transparency in the
delivery of California’s transportation programs, it is vitally important that the Commission clearly
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communicate the public benefits achieved by RMRA funds. The Commission intends to articulate
these benefits by posting reported project information on the Commission’s website
(www.catc.ca.gov), providing project information to the California State Transportation Agency for
posting on the Rebuilding California — SB 1 website (www.rebuildingca.ca.gov), and through other
reporting mechanisms such as the Commission’s Annual Report to the Legislature.

Upon receipt of project expenditure reports, Commission staff will review submittals to ensure
they are complete. If any critical project information is missing (i.e. SHC 2034(b) requirements
such as project description, location, date of completion, expenditures, and useful life of
improvement) Commission staff will notify city/county staff to complete for resubmittal within 10

working days _of receipt.

All eompleted-project expenditure reports submitted by cities and counties will be posted to the
Commission’s website. The Commission will also analyze the cempleted-project expenditure
reports provided by cities and counties and aggregate the project information to provide both
statewide and city/county level summary information such as the number, type, outcomes, and
location of the RMRA funded projects. This information will also be provided on the Commission’s
website by December 1%t each year, and included in the Commission’s Annual Report to the
Legislature which is delivered to the Legislature by December 15™ each year.

In the event a city or county does not provide a project expenditure report by the deadline
requested (October 15t each year) to allow for Commission analysis and inclusion on the SB 1
accountability website and in the Annual Report to the Legislature, absence of the report will be
noted on the Commission’s website, in the Annual Report, and may-will be reported to the State
Controller.

15.State Controller Expenditure Reporting and Maintenance of Effort Monitoring

This section provides general information regarding the detailed expenditure reporting and
maintenance of effort requirements that cities and counties are responsible for demonstrating to
the State Controller’s Office. It is important to note that the Commission has no oversight or
authority regarding these provisions. Specific guidance should be sought from the State
Controller’s Office in these areas.

In addition to the RMRA cempleted-project expenditure reporting requirements outlined in SHC
Section 2034(b), SHC Section 2151 requires each city and county to file an annual report of
expenditures for street or road purposes with the State Controller’'s Office. SHC Section 2153
imposes a mandatory duty on the State Controller’s Office to ensure that the annual streets and
roads expenditure reports are adequate and accurate. Additional information regarding the
preparation of the annual streets and roads expenditure report is available online in the Guidelines
Relating to Gas Tax Expenditures for Cities and Counties issued in January 2018 and maintained
by the State Controller’s Office.

Expenditure authority for RMRA funding is governed by Article XIX of the California Constitution
as well as Chapter 2 (commencing with Section 2030) of Division 3 of the SHC.

RMRA funds received should be deposited as follows in order to avoid the commingling of those
funds with other local funds:
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a.) In the case of a city, into the city account that is designated for the receipt of state funds
allocated for local streets and roads.

b.) In the case of a county, into the county road fund.

c.) In the case of a city and county, into a local account that is designated for the receipt of
state funds allocated for local streets and roads.

RMRA funds are subject to audit by the State Controller pursuant to Government Code Section
12410 and SHC Section 2153. Pursuant to SHC 2036, a city or county receiving an
apportionment of RMRA funds is required to sustain a maintenance of effort (MOE) by spending
at least the annual average of its general fund expenditures during the 2009-10, 2010-11, and
2011-12 fiscal years for street, road, and highway purposes from the city’s or county’s general
fund, Monitoring and enforcement of the MOE requirement for RMRA funds will be carried out by
the State Controller.

MOE requirements are fully articulated in statute as follows:
Streets and Highways Code Section 2036

(a) cities and counties shall maintain their existing commitment of local funds for street, road, and
highway purposes in order to remain eligible for an allocation or apportionment of funds pursuant
to Section 2032.

(b) In order to receive an allocation or apportionment pursuant to Section 2032, the city or
county shall annually expend from its general fund for street, road, and highway purposes an
amount not less than the annual average of its expenditures from its general fund during the
2009-10, 2010-11, and 201112 fiscal years, as reported to the Controller pursuant to Section
2151. For purposes of this subdivision, in calculating a city’s or county’s annual general fund
expenditures and its average general fund expenditures for the 2009-10, 2010-11, and 2011-
12 fiscal years, any unrestricted funds that the city or county may expend at its discretion,
including vehicle in-lieu tax revenues and revenues from fines and forfeitures, expended for
street, road, and highway purposes shall be considered expenditures from the general fund.
One-time allocations that have been expended for street and highway purposes, but which may
not be available on an ongoing basis, including revenue provided under the Teeter Plan Bond
Law of 1994 (Chapter 6.6 (commencing with Section 54773) of Part 1 of Division 2 of Title 5 of
the Government Code), may not be considered when calculating a city’s or county’s annual
general fund expenditures.

(c) For any city incorporated after July 1, 2009, the Controller shall calculate an annual average
expenditure for the period between July 1, 2009, and December 31, 2015, inclusive, that the city
was incorporated.

(d) For purposes of subdivision (b), the Controller may request fiscal data from cities and
counties in addition to data provided pursuant to Section 2151, for the 2009-10, 2010-11, and
2011-12 fiscal years. Each city and county shall furnish the data to the Controller not later than
120 days after receiving the request. The Controller may withhold payment to cities and
counties that do not comply with the request for information or that provide incomplete data.

(e) The Controller may perform audits to ensure compliance with subdivision (b) when deemed
necessary. Any city or county that has not complied with subdivision (b) shall reimburse the
state for the funds it received during that fiscal year. Any funds returned as a result of a failure
to comply with subdivision (b) shall be reapportioned to the other counties and cities whose
expenditures are in compliance.
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(f) If a city or county fails to comply with the requirements of subdivision (b) in a particular fiscal
year, the city or county may expend during that fiscal year and the following fiscal year a total
amount that is not less than the total amount required to be expended for those fiscal years for
purposes of complying with subdivision (b).

16.Workforce Development Requirements and Project Signage

Pursuant to SHC Section 2038, by July 1, 2023, cities and counties receiving RMRA funds must
follow guidelines developed by the California Workforce Development Board that address
participation & investment in, or partnership with, new or existing pre-apprenticeship training
programs. Cities and Counties receiving RMRA funds will also be eligible to compete for funding
from the Board’s pre-apprenticeship development and training grant program that includes a focus
on outreach to women, minority participants, underrepresented subgroups, formerly incarcerated
individuals, and local residents to access training and employment opportunities. Upon California
Workforce Development Board adoption of guidelines and grant funding opportunities in this area,
the Commission will update the Local Streets and Roads Funding Program Reporting Guidelines
to incorporate this information by reference.

To demonstrate to the public that RMRA funds are being put to work, cities and counties should
consider including project funding information signage, where feasible and cost-effective, stating
that the project was made possible by SB 1 — The Road Repair and Accountability Act of 2017.
Project funding information signage specifications are available online at:
http://www.dot.ca.gov/trafficops/tcd/pfi.html.

Cities and Counties must follow the Online Reporting Tool Instructions available at
http://catc.ca.gov/programs/sb1/Isrp/.
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Memorandum

To: CHAIR AND COMMISSIONERS CTC Meeting: August 15-1 6, 2018

Reference No.: 4.12
Action

Published Date: August 3, 2018

From: SUSAN BRANSEN Prepared By: Anja Aulenbacher
Executive Director Assistant Deputy Director

subject: AMENDMENT TO THE 2017 ACTIVE TRANSPORTATION PROGRAM
AUGMENTATION — CALIFORNIA CONSERVATION CORPS AND CERTIFIED
LOCAL COMMUNITY CONSERVATION CORPS PROGRAM
RESOLUTION G-18-39, AMENDING RESOLUTION G-18-32

ISSUE:

Should the California Transportation Commission (Commission) amend the 2017 Active
Transportation Program Augmentation - California Conservation Corps and Certified Local
Community Conservation Corps Program to include three new projects, program $374,738 in
additional funding in fiscal years 2017-18 and 2018-19, and approve the Substitution List?

RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends that the Commission amend the 2017 Active Transportation Program
Augmentation - California Conservation Corps and Certified Local Community Conservation
Corps Program to include three new projects, program $374,738 in additional funding in fiscal
years 2017-18 and 2018-19, and approve the Substitution List.

BACKGROUND:

Senate Bill 99 (Chapter 359, Statutes of 2013) and Assembly Bill 101 (Chapter 354, Statutes of
2013) creating the Active Transportation Program was signed by the Governor on
September 26, 2013. Senate Bill 1, signed by the Governor on April 28, 2017, directs
$100 million annually from the Road Maintenance and Rehabilitation Account to the Active
Transportation Program beginning in Fiscal Year 2017-18. In addition, Assembly Bill 97
(Ting, Chapter 14, Statutes of 2017) directs $4 million of the $100 million annually for
Fiscal Year 2017-18 through Fiscal Year 2021-22 to the California Conservation Corps for active
transportation projects to be developed and implemented by the California Conservation Corps
and certified Local Community Conservation Corps. The availability of these funds is subject to
annual appropriation by the Legislature. Senate Bill 840 (Mitchell, Chapter 29, Statutes of 2018),
directs $4 million to the California Conservation Corps for active transportation projects for Fiscal
Year 2018-19.
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The program of projects adopted by the Commission at the June 2018 meeting included 34
projects recommended for funding for two years of programming for Fiscal Years 2017-18 and
2018-19. The California Conservation Corps has submitted three additional projects for adoption
into the program and one project on the substitution list. Staff recommendations are consistent
with the Active Transportation Program Augmentation - California Conservation Corps
competitive program selection criteria set forth in the 2017 Active Transportation Program
Augmentation Guidelines - California Conservation Corps and Local Community Conservation
Corps with the following stipulations:

e In the event a project is removed or savings are generated from the recommended projects
list, a project from a substitution list may be awarded as long as there is sufficient capacity to
allow a substitution.

e The California Conservation Corps shall report to the Commission when additional projects
are awarded.

e The Commission expects that the funds allocated will be expended on a timely basis.

With this recommendation, a total of $8,000,000 will be programmed for 37 projects.
Twenty-four projects totaling $5,233,325 (65 percent) will benefit disadvantaged communities
and nineteen projects totaling $4,377,772 (54 percent) will go to Certified Local Community
Conservation Corps.

The Commission’s adoption of the 2017 Active Transportation Program Augmentation -
California Conservation Corps and Certified Local Community Conservation Corps
Program is not authorization to begin work on a project. Contracts may not be awarded
and/or work cannot begin until an allocation is approved by the Commission.

The California Conservation Corps solicited applications from California Conservation Corps
Centers and Certified Local Conservation Corps and scored applications based on the criteria
described in the approved Guidelines. Categories included ability to further the goals of the Active
Transportation Program, project design and timeline, benefit to disadvantaged communities, and
ability to leverage other funds.

Each project recommended for funding has provided the California Transportation Commission
evidence of California Environmental Quality Act compliance. Projects identified on the
California Conservation Corps adopted substitution list are valid for consideration by the
Commission only until adoption of the subsequent Active Transportation Program - California
Conservation Corps Program.

Attachments:
Attachment A: Resolution G-18-39, Amending Resolution G-18-32

Attachment B: Proposed 2017 Active Transportation Program Augmentation — California
Conservation Corps and Certified Local Community Conservation Corps
Program of Additional Project Recommendations

Attachment C: Proposed Substitution List
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Attachment A

CALIFORNIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION

Amendment to the 2017 Active Transportation Program Augmentation — California
Conservation Corps and Certified Local Community Conservation Corps Program

1.1

1.2

1.3

1.4

L.5

1.6

1.7

1.8

1.9

August 15-16, 2018

RESOLUTION G-18-39
Amending Resolution G-18-32

WHEREAS, the Active Transportation Program was created by Senate Bill 99 (Chapter 359,
Statutes of 2013) to encourage increased use of active modes of transportation, such as biking
and walking; and

WHEREAS, Senate Bill 1, signed by the Governor on April 28, 2017, directs $100 million
annually from the Road Maintenance and Rehabilitation Account for the Active
Transportation Program beginning in the 2017-18 fiscal year; and

WHEREAS, Assembly Bill 97 directs $4 million of the $100 million annually, beginning in
the 2017-18 fiscal year for the next five years, to the California Conservation Corps for active
transportation projects to be developed and implemented by the California Conservation
Corps and certified Local Community Conservation Corps; and

WHEREAS, Senate Bill 840 (Mitchell, Chapter 29, Statutes of 2018), directs $4 million to
the California Conservation Corps for active transportation projects for Fiscal Year 2018-19;
and

WHEREAS, the California Conservation Corps is charged with evaluating proposals
submitted for this program and providing a list of proposals recommended for funding to the
California Transportation Commission (Commission); and

WHEREAS, the Commission is responsible for awarding grants to fund proposals which
are included on the list prepared by the California Conservation Corps; and

WHEREAS, on June 27, 2018, the Commission adopted the 2017 Active Transportation
Program Augmentation - California Conservation Corps and Certified Local Community
Conservation Corps Program of 34 projects totaling $7,625,262 (Resolution G-18-32); and

WHEREAS, the California Conservation Corps has prepared three additional Projects
Recommended for Funding totaling $374,738 and they have been reviewed by the
Commission; and

WHEREAS, the California Conservation Corps also prepared a Substitution list of projects
totaling $140,020 for one project in the event projects from the Projects Recommended for
Funding list are unable to proceed.



Page 2

2.1

2.2

23

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the Commission adopts three additional
projects into the 2017 Active Transportation Program Augmentation — California
Conservation Corps and Certified Local Community Conservation Corps program of
projects, as indicated in the Projects Recommended for Funding list of projects (attached);
and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that in the event a project is removed or savings are
generated from the Projects Recommended for Funding list, a project from the Substitution
list (attached) may be awarded as long as there is sufficient capacity. The Substitution list
will be valid only until adoption of the subsequent Active Transportation Program -
California Conservation Corps program; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that it is the intent of the Commission to allocate available
funds for these projects, and expects that the funds allocated will be expended on a timely
basis, and expects that the California Conservation Corps will follow all reporting
requirements as specified in the Active Transportation Program Guidelines.



2017 Active Transportation Program Augmentation
California Conservation Corps and Certified Local Community Conservation Corps Program

Resolution G-18-39

Attachment B

Project Title

Lead Applicant

Certified
Local Corps

Partnering Agency (Project
Sponsor)

Project Type

Project Description

County

Recommended
Amount

Total Project
Amount

CEQA D Filed

Benefits a
s

Community

Safe Routes
to School

FINAL SCORE
(45 Total Points
Possible - Please see
separate attachment
for descrintion of

North Monterey County Amphibian
Habitat Restoration - CCC Trail
Construction & Improvements Phase

CCC Monterey Bay Center

RCD of Santa Cruz County

Infrastructure

This project is located adjacent to the North Monterey County
high school and is part of a multi-phase project to protect and
enhance upland and wetland habitat and provide trail access

to the community. Project activities will include the
construction of 1200 linear feet of new trail and improvements
to 4100 linear feet of existing trail, including landscaping,
native planting, and interpretive sign installation. Trail system
will have three access points - two that connect community
trails and one connected to high school camous.

Santa Cruz

$92,000.00

$485,000.00

Notice of Determination -
Mitigated Negative
Declaration

SJCOE Redwood School Campus - Trail
Construction & Improvements

San Joaquin County Office of
Education dba Greater Valley
Conservation Corps

San Joaquin Office of
Education

Infrastructure

This project will establish an ADA accessible campus-wide
walking trail to address existing safety hazards for students
with limited mobility and encourage walking and other active
modes of transportation for non-motorized users. The ADA
accessible trails will provide all students, regardless of their
level of mobility, access to all campus areas and will link
existing pathways between classrooms and buildings to the
newly constructed pathways. The project will also reduce
Greenhouse Gasses (GHGs) through the planting of shade

San Joaquin

$150,000.00

$150,000.00

Notice of Exemption

39

San Dieguito River Trail Rehabilitation

Urban Corps of San Diego
County

San Dieguito River Park JPA

Infrastructure

The project will enhance public access to neighborhoods and
community green space and encourage active transportation
by refurbishing approximately 1.4 miles of multi-use trails in
partnership with the San Dieguito River Park JPA. Refurbishing
natural surfaces with decomposed granite, rebuilding
switchbacks, and installing erosion control measures and
wayfinding signage will improve safety and walkability,
enhance air and water quality, and provide non-motorized
local connectivity to local neighborhoods, parks, public transit,
and green space along the San Dieguito River. Trail segments to
be enhanced include San Pasqual Valley (0.5 mi), Old Coach
Trail (0.1 mi), Santa Fe Valley (0.3 mi), and North Shore (0.5
mi). Trail widths will vary between 4-8 feet depending on local

San Diego

$132,738.00

$197,780.00

Notice of Exemption

Projects

$374,738.00

Previously approved amount June 27,
2018 Resolution G-18-32

$7,625,262.00

Current recommendation

$374,738.00

Total

$8,000,000.00

Page 10of 1



2017 Active Transportation Program Augmentation Attachment C
California Conservation Corps and Certified Local Community Conservation Corps
Substitution List
FINAL SCORE

(45 Total Points

" y . Certified Local| Partnering Agency (Project . . I Recommended| Total Project " .Benefits 2 Safe Routes e 5= (laEDeEs
Project Title Lead Applicant Project Type Project Description County CEQA D Filed Di separate attachment
Corps Sponsor) Amount Amount B to School e
Community for description of
review process and
scoring)
This project will rehabilitate the beach access trail at LA Piedra
State Beach to improve access, reduce erosion, and protect
sensitive resources. The lower portion of existing trail is
eroded and unsustainable. A new section of trail will be
La Piedra Trail Rehabilitation Los Angeles Conservation X CA State Parks Infrastructure installed (approximately 400 feet in length). This trail will be a Los Angeles $140,020.00 $190,020.00 Notice of Exemption 385

Corps

36 to 48 inches in width. 2 foot bridges will be built and
installed on site. Project will also remove the steps and putin a
fence to block off the old route . A fence will be installed at the

area currently used as an overlook to keep people off the
steeper parts of the bluffs to reduce erosion.

Page 1 of 1
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Memorandum

To: CHAIR AND COMMISSIONERS CTC Meeting: August 15-1 6, 2018

Reference No.: 4.13
Action

Published Date: August 3, 2018

From: SUSAN BRANSEN Prepared By: Anja Aulenbacher
Executive Director Assistant Deputy Director

subject: ADOPTION OF THE 2019 ACTIVE TRANSPORTATION PROGRAM
REGIONAL GUIDELINES — FRESNO COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS,
SACRAMENTO AREA COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS, SAN DIEGO
ASSOCIATION OF GOVERNMENTS, SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA
ASSOCIATION OF GOVERNMENTS, TAHOE METROPOLITAN PLANNING
ORGANIZATION, AND TULARE COUNTY ASSOCIATION OF
GOVERNMENTS
RESOLUTION G-18-40

ISSUE.:

Should the California Transportation Commission (Commission) adopt the 2019 Active
Transportation Program Regional Guidelines for use in administering the metropolitan planning
organization competitive selection process for Fresno Council of Governments, Sacramento
Area Council of Governments, San Diego Association of Governments, Southern California
Association of Governments, Tahoe Metropolitan Planning Organization, and Tulare County
Association of Governments as set forth in Resolution G-18-40?

RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends that the Commission adopt the 2019 Active Transportation Program
Regional Guidelines as proposed by Fresno Council of Governments, Sacramento Area Council
of Governments, San Diego Association of Governments, Southern California Association of
Governments, Tahoe Metropolitan Planning Organization, and Tulare County Association of
Governments as set forth in Resolution G-18-40 and the attachments for the following agencies:

Fresno Council of Governments

Sacramento Area Council of Governments

San Diego Association of Governments
Southern California Association of Governments
Tahoe Metropolitan Planning Organization
Tulare County Association of Governments
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BACKGROUND:

The Commission adopted statewide guidelines for administering the 2019 Active Transportation
Program at the May 2018 meeting. The ten metropolitan planning organizations charged with
programming funds to projects in the metropolitan planning organization competitive
component were provided discretion in Senate Bill 99 (Chapter 359, Statutes of 2013) to
develop regional guidelines with regard to project selection. Guidelines prepared by the
metropolitan planning organizations and adopted by the Commission may differ from the
Commission’s adopted statewide guidelines in the following areas:

Supplemental call for projects

Definition of disadvantaged community

Match requirement

Selection criteria and weighting

Minimum project size

Target funding amounts for certain project types

The 2019 Active Transportation Program schedule requires the metropolitan planning
organizations (MPO) to submit the regional guidelines to the Commission by July 16, 2018, for
adoption at the August 2018 Commission meeting.

Commission staff reviewed the guidelines submitted by the Fresno Council of Governments
(FCOQG), the Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOQG), the San Diego Association
of Governments (SANDAG), the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG), the
Tahoe Metropolitan Planning Organization (TMPO), and the Tulare County Association of
Governments (TCAG) with respect to the areas for which the Commission provided flexibilities
and found those areas consistent with the statewide Active Transportation Program guidelines.
The following summarizes the areas that differ from the statewide 2019 Active Transportation
Program Guidelines by each MPO:

FCOG | SACOG | SANDAG | SCAG | TMPO | TCAG
chrmg criteria and % x x %
weighting
Minimum project size X X X
Match requirement X
Definition of
disadvantaged X X X
community
Supplemental ca.ll for . X X X
projects or questionnaire
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Fresno Council of Governments

No minimum award request required for any of the five types of applications.
Encourage Active Transportation Program award requests of $1.5 million or less.

Sacramento Area Council of Governments

Regional supplemental application.

Classifies public participation and planning, and seeking the use of California Conservation
Corps or qualified community conservation corps, as criteria for screening rather than scoring.
Requires all applicants to include at least an 11.47 percent local match.

Requires a minimum project size of $282,390 ($250,000 funding request) for infrastructure
projects and $56,478 ($50,000 funding request) for non-infrastructure projects.

Adds scoring criteria for the potential to reduce number and/or rate of pedestrian and bicycle
fatalities/injuries, demonstrating a balance of cost effectiveness and context sensitive design
to demonstrate high performance potential, supporting greenhouse gas reduction goals
through reducing or shortening vehicle trips and supporting economic prosperity goals and
strategies in the project area.

Adds scoring criteria for “Other Considerations” which includes past performance on
projects, demonstrated project delivery readiness in the application, and evidence of
providing meaningful benefit to a disadvantaged community.

Adds an evaluation criterion for how the project complements local economic prosperity
strategies and goals.

Regional definition of disadvantaged communities using the definition of low-income and
high minority areas used in the environmental justice analysis for the 2016 Metropolitan
Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy.

San Diego Association of Governments

Regional definition of a disadvantaged community.

Requires applicants to submit a supplemental questionnaire.

Establishes different scoring and weighting systems for infrastructure and non-infrastructure
projects for demand analysis, alignment with Active Transportation Program objectives,
comprehensiveness and greenhouse gas emission reductions, methodology, community
support, evaluation, innovation, public health, matching funds, and cost effectiveness.

Southern California Association of Governments

Will conduct a supplemental call for proposals that will meet all requirements of the
statewide Active Transportation Program Guidelines, and provide a simplified application
for projects requesting small awards for plans and non-infrastructure programs.

SCAG’s regional program will be segmented into two projects categories: Implementation
Projects (>95 percent) and Planning and Capacity Building Projects (<5 percent).
Regional definition of disadvantaged communities with additional criteria including
Environmental Justice Areas and Communities of Concern.

County transportation commissions can prioritize implementation projects by adding up to
20 points, on a 120-point scale, to supplement the state-provided base scores.
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Tahoe Metropolitan Planning Organization

e Applicants can jointly submit requests for Active Transportation Program funds and Surface
Transportation Block Grant funds if eligible for both types of funding.

e State application will be resubmitted to TMPO with the main criteria from the Regional
Grant Program application and the performance assessment completed.

e Minimum project size is $50,000, rather than $250,000, which is approximately 30% of the
annual funds competitively distributed by the TMPO.

Tulare County Association of Governments

e Agencies can phase and segment their projects due to the lower amount of funding available
in the MPO component.

e Bonus points for projects which: are in the Measure R expenditure plan (5 points); were
previously funded under the Transportation Enhancement Program (5 points); or are part of
an agency-adopted Complete Streets Plan or a local or regional Active Transportation
Program plan (3 points).

e Higher scoring for projects benefitting severely disadvantaged communities:

0 Additional points for projects benefitting a community with less than 60 percent of the
statewide median income (5 points).

e Additional points for projects that use local and/or regional measure funds for the
environmental, design, and right-of-way phases (5 points).

The Commission adopted 2019 Active Transportation Program Regional Guidelines proposed
by the Metropolitan Transportation Commission at the May 2018 Commission meeting
(Resolution G-18-27).

The Kern Council of Governments, the Stanislaus Council of Governments and the San Joaquin
Council of Governments do not propose regional specific 2019 Active Transportation Program
Guidelines.

Attachments:

Attachment A: Resolution G-18-40

Attachment B: Fresno Council of Governments

Attachment C: Sacramento Area Council of Governments
Attachment D: San Diego Association of Governments
Attachment F: Southern California Association of Governments
Attachment G: Tahoe Metropolitan Planning Organization
Attachment H: Tulare County Association of Governments
Attachment J: Additional Information

STATE OF CALIFORNIA CALIFORNIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION



ATTACHMENT A

CALIFORNIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION

Adoption of the 2019 Active Transportation Program Regional Guidelines —
Fresno Council of Governments, Sacramento Area Council of Governments, San
Diego Association of Governments, Southern California Association of
Governments, Tahoe Metropolitan Planning Organization, and Tulare County
Association of Governments
August 15-16, 2018

RESOLUTION G-18-40

1.1 WHEREAS, the Active Transportation Program was created by Senate Bill 99
(Chapter 359, Statutes of 2013) to encourage increased use of active modes of
transportation, such as biking and walking; and

1.2 WHEREAS, Streets and Highways Code Section 2382(k) allows the Commission to
adopt separate guidelines for the metropolitan planning organizations charged with
programming funds to projects pursuant to Streets and Highways Code Section
2381(a)(1) relative to project selection; and

1.3  WHEREAS, the Active Transportation Program Guidelines (Resolution G-16-07)
requires the Commission to adopt a metropolitan planning organization’s use of
different project selection criteria or weighting, minimum project size, match
requirement, definition of disadvantaged communities, or target funding amount for
certain project types; and

1.4 WHEREAS, the 2019 Active Transportation Program Guidelines (Resolution
G-18-19) require metropolitan planning organizations to submit their guidelines to
the Commission by July 16, 2018; and

1.5 WHEREAS, metropolitan planning organization guidelines were submitted by the
Tahoe Metropolitan Planning Organization on July 2, 2018; San Diego Association
of Governments on July 9, 2018; Tulare County Association of Governments on
July 11, 2018; Sacramento Area Council of Governments on July 12, 2018; Fresno
Council of Governments on July 16, 2018; and Southern California Association of
Governments on July 19, 2018.

2.1 NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Commission adopts the
regional guidelines proposed by the Fresno Council of Governments, Sacramento
Area Council of Governments, San Diego Association of Governments, Southern
California Association of Governments, Tahoe Metropolitan Planning Organization,
and Tulare County Association of Governments for administering their 2019
metropolitan planning organization competitive program, as presented by
Commission Staff on August 15-16, 2018; and

2.2 BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that these guidelines do not preclude any project
nomination or any project selection that is consistent with the implementing
legislation.



July 16, 2018

Ms. Susan Bransen, Executive Director
California Transportation Commission
1120 N Street Room 2221 (MS-52)
Sacramento, CA 95814

Subject: Fresno Council of Governments Proposed 2019 Regional Competitive Active
Transportation Guidelines for Cycle 4

Ms. Bransen:

The Fresno Council of Governments (Fresno COG) is pleased to submit its proposed
regional guidelines for your review and consideration at the upcoming Commission
meeting scheduled for August 15-16, 2018. The Fresno COG 2019 Regional ATP
Guidelines were unanimously approved by the Fresno COG Policy Board on June 28,
2018 (Resolution 2018-14).

The proposed Fresno COG guidelines (enclosed) are consistent with the goals of the
statewide 2019 ATP guidelines. Fresno COG respectfully submits the area proposed
below that slightly differs from the statewide ATP Cycle 4 Guidelines for the
Commission’s consideration:

e Minimum project size

In addition to the above change, all projects in the Regional ATP must submit a resolution
of local support for all selected projects by October 31, 2018. The application and criteria
will remain consistent with the statewide application. Fresno COG will form an
evaluation committee to score and rank the submitted applications.

The guidelines for Cycle 4 of the 2019 Fresno COG Regional Competitive ATP were
revised and adopted after undergoing an open and transparent process that involved the
members of the ATP Multidisciplinary Advisory Group and were taken through the
various regional committee processes that allowed for public involvement and comment.
No formal comments were received.

Included with this letter are the following attachments:



Summary of Revisions to the Cycle 4 Regional ATP Guidelines

. Proposed 2019 Cycle 4 Fresno COG Regional Competitive ATP Guidelines

3. List of the Fresno COG Regional Competitive ATP Multi-Disciplinary Advisory
Group members

4. Resolution 2018-14, signed on June 28, 2018 by the Fresno COG Policy Board

for the adoption of the Proposed 2019 Cycle 4 Fresno COG Regional Competitive

ATP Guidelines

N —

This information is also available online at the Fresno COG website at:
www.fresnocog.org.

If any additional information is needed, or if you should have any questions or comments,
please feel free to call Jennifer Soliz at (559) 233-4148 ext. 223.

Sincerely,

Tony Boren, Executive Director
Fresno Council of Governments

cc: Laurie Waters, California Transportation Commission
Anja Aulenbacher, California Transportation Commission
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Summary of Major Changes to Cycle 4 of the 2019 Fresno COG Active Transportation Program Regional Guidelines
*Changes are reflected with red text and strikethrough

SECTION OF THE
GUIDELINES

2017 CYCLE 3

2019 CYCLE 4

Milestone Dates

Call for Projects: July 1-September 15", 2016

Programming Years: 2019/20 — 2020/21, 2-year cycle

ADJUSTED (CONSISTENT WITH STATEWIDE GUIDELINES):
Call for Projects: May 16— July 31, 2018

Programming Years: 2019/20 — 2022/23, 4-year cycle
(Page 3 of Guidelines)

Matching Requirements

No matching requirements, but points will be awarded based
on non-ATP funds pledged.

ADJUSTED (CONSISTENT WITH STATEWIDE GUIDELINES):
No matching requirements, but leveraging points will not be
awarded for small infrastructure, plans or non-infrastructure
only applications. (Page 5 of Guidelines)

Maximum Request

“Encourage” ATP fund awards of S1 million or less per project.

ADJUSTED:
Encourage ATP fund awards of $1.5 million or less per project
(Page 5 of Guidelines)

Project Selection Process

The project applications received in this competitive process
will be considered along with those not selected through the
statewide competition. In administering a competitive
selection process, FCOG will use a multidisciplinary advisory
group (MAG) to assist in evaluating project applications.
Following the competitive selection process, FCOG will
submit its programming recommendations to the CTC along
with:
e Project applications that were not submitted through
the statewide program
e List of the members of its multidisciplinary advisory
group
e Description of unbiased project selection methodology
e Program spreadsheet with the following elements
0 All projects evaluated
0 Projects recommended with total project cost, request
amount, fiscal years, phases, state only funding
requests, amount benefitting disadvantaged
communities
0 Project type designations such as non-infrastructure,
Safe Routes to School, etc.
e Board resolution approving program of projects
e Updated Project Programming Requests (PPRs)

SUBSTANTIVE CHANGE (NEW/REVISED LANGUAGE

CONSISTENT WITH STATEWIDE GUIDELINES):

All project applications must be submitted to Caltrans for

consideration in the statewide competition to be eligible for

the regional competition. Projects not selected for

programming in the statewide competition must be

considered in the regional competition—Fhe-proeject

sensideredalengudih-theseneiselestodthranghthe-

statewide-competition- In administering a competitive

selection process, FCOG will use a multidisciplinary advisory

group (MAG) to assist in evaluating project applications.

Following the competitive selection process, FCOG will submit

its programming recommendations to the CTC along with:

siatevddepresmra

e List of the members of its multidisciplinary advisory group

e Description of unbiased project selection methodology

e Program spreadsheet with the following elements

0 All projects evaluated
0 Projects recommended with total project cost, request

amount, fiscal years, phases, state only funding
requests, amount benefitting disadvantaged
communities




0 Project type designations such as non-infrastructure,
Safe Routes to School, etc.
e Board resolution approving program of projects
e Updated Project Programming Requests (PPRs)
(Page 10 of Guidelines)

Project Application

One application for all project types.

SUBSTANTIVE CHANGE (NEW/REVISED APPLICATIONS AND
LANGUAGE CONSISTENT WITH STATEWIDE GUIDELINES):

There will be five different applications available for
applicants to complete depending on the project type and
size. Itisincumbent on the applicant to complete the
application appropriate for their project. The five
application types are:

A. Large Project: Infrastructure only or
Infrastructure/Non-infrastructure: Projects with a total
project cost of greater than $7 million. Any project
requesting over $10M in ATP funding will be required
to host an onsite field review with Caltrans and CTC
staff.

B. Medium Project: Infrastructure only or
Infrastructure/Non-infrastructure: Projects with a total
project cost between $1.5 million to S 7 million

C. Small Project: Infrastructure only or
Infrastructure/Non-infrastructure: Projects with a total
project cost less than $1.5 million

D. Non-infrastructure Only

E. Plan
(Page 10 and 11 of Guidelines)




Scoring Criteria

Scoring criteria as follows:

Disadvantaged Communities (0 to 10 points)
Increased Biking and Walking (0 to 35 points)
Safety Improvements (0 to 25 points)

Public Participation and Planning (0 to 10 points)
Public Health (0-10 points)

Cost Effectiveness (0 to 5 points)

Leveraging (0 to 5 points)

Past Performance (0 to -10 points)

ITomMmMoOO®>

SUBSTANTIVE CHANGE (REVISED CRITERIA AND SCORING
CONSISTENT WITH STATEWIDE GUIDELINES):

Proposed projects will be scored and ranked on the basis
of applicant responses to the below criteria. Project
programming recommendations may not be based strictly
on the rating criteria given the various components of the
ATP and requirements of the various fund sources.

See the chart on page 12 of guidelines to reference the
scoring criteria and points allotted to the different types
of applications. The chart shows the maximum number of
points allowed for each scoring criteria and type of
application.

Criteria categories include:

Benefit to Disadvantaged Communities

Need

Safety

Public participation and Planning

Scope and Plan Consistency

Implementation and Plan Development

Context sensitive bikeways/walkways and innovative
project elements

H. Transformative Projects

I.  Evaluation and Sustainability
J. Cost-effectiveness

K. Leveraging
L.
M.

OmMmMmooO @ >

Corps
Past performance

(Page 12 of Guidelines)

Program/Project
Amendments

SUBSTANTIVE CHANGE (REVISED LANGUAGE CONSISTENT

WITH STATEWIDE GUIDELINES):

Project amendments will be considered for the Active

Transportation Program as follows:

e Scope Changes — The Commission may consider changes to
the scope of the project only as described in the adopted
guidelines.

e Funding Distribution Changes — The Commission may
consider a request to move funds between phases after a
project has been programmed only as described below.

Schedule changes to a project will not be considered unless a




time extension was approved as specified in the timely use of
funds section. ATP will not participate in any cost increases to|
the project. Any cost increases should be funded from other
fund sources. If there is a change in the cost estimate, the)
implementing agency must notify Caltrans as soon as possible.
The written notification should explain the change and the plan
to cover the increase.

Additional language can be found in the Program/Project
Amendments section of the guidelines

(Page 16 of Guidelines)

Project Reporting

SUBSTANTIVE CHANGE (REVISED LANGUAGE CONSISTENT

WITH STATEWIDE GUIDELINES):
The purpose of all required reports is to ensure that the project
is executed on time and is within the scope and budget
identified when the decision was made to fund the
project. The ATP program adheres to the program
accountability requirements set forth in the SB1 Accountability
and Transparency Guidelines -
http://catc.ca.gov/programs/sb1/implementation/. All
reporting provisions specified in the SB 1 Accountability
and Transparency Guidelines apply to ATP projects,
including the report content, submission timeline and
consequences for noncompliance.

A. Progress Reports:

B. Project Completion Report:

C. Final Delivery Reports:

D. Audits:

(Page 21 of Guidelines)

Project Signage

SUBSTANTIVE CHANGE (REVISED LANGUAGE CONSISTENT
WITH STATEWIDE GUIDELINES):

The implementing agency must, for all SB 1 projects, include
signage stating that the project was made possible by SB 1 —
The Road Repair and Accountability Act of 2017. The signage
should be in compliance with applicable federal or state law,
and Caltrans’ manual and guidelines, including but not
limited to the provisions of the California Manual on
Uniform Traffic Control Devices.

(Page 24 of Guidelines)
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INTRODUCTION
BACKGROUND

The Active Transportation Program (ATP) was created by Senate Bill 99 (Chapter 359, Statutes of
2013) and Assembly Bill 101 (Chapter 354, Statutes of 2013) to encourage increased use of active
modes of transportation, such as biking and walking. Senate Bill 1 (Chapter 2031, statutes of 2017)
stipulates that $100,000,000 of revenues from the Road Maintenance and Rehabilitation Account
will be available annually to the ATP.

These guidelines describe the policy, standards, criteria, and procedures for the development,
adoption, and management of the Regional Competitive Fresno Council of Governments (FCOG)
ATP. The guidelines were developed in consultation with FCOG’s ATP Multidisciplinary Advisory
Group (MAG). The MAG includes a representative from Caltrans, other government agencies, and
active transportation stakeholder organizations with expertise in public health and pedestrian and
bicycle issues, including Safe Routes to School programs.

The California Transportation Commission (CTC) must approve these guidelines so that FCOG may
carry out the ATP at the Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) level.

PROGRAM PURPOSE AND GOALS

Pursuant to statute, the purpose of the program is to encourage increased use of active modes of
transportation, such as biking and walking. The goals of the ATP are to:
e Increase the proportion of trips accomplished by biking and walking.
e Increase the safety and mobility of non-motorized users.
e Advance the active transportation efforts of regional agencies to achieve greenhouse gas
reduction goals as established pursuant to Senate Bill 375 (Chapter 728, Statutes of
2008) and Senate Bill 391 (Chapter 585, Statutes of 2009).
e Enhance public health, including reduction of childhood obesity through the use of
programs including, but not limited to, projects eligible for Safe Routes to School
Program funding.
e Ensure that disadvantaged communities fully share in the benefits of the program.
e Provide a broad spectrum of projects to benefit many types of active transportation users.

PROGRAM SCHEDULE AND FUNDING YEARS

The Cycle 4 Statewide guidelines for the 2019 four-year program of projects (covering state fiscal
years 2019/20, 2020/21, 2021/22 and 2022/23) were adopted on May 16, 2018 by the CTC. Each
program of projects must be adopted no later than the date designated in statute of each odd-
numbered year; however, the CTC may alternatively elect to adopt a program annually.

The following schedule lists the major milestones for the development and adoption of the 2019 ATP:

Commission hearing and adoption of ATP Guidelines May 16, 2018*
Commission adopts ATP Fund Estimate May 16, 2018*
Call for projects May 16, 2018*
FCOG Draft ATP Regional Guidelines to TTC/PAC for approval June 8, 2018
FCOG Draft ATP Regional Guidelines to Policy Board for adoption June 28, 2018
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Large MPOs submit optional guidelines to Commission July 16, 2018

Project applications to Caltrans (postmark date) July 31, 2018
Commission approves or rejects MPO guidelines August 15, 2018*
Project application copies and resolutions due to FCOG October 31, 2018
Staff recommendation for statewide and small urban and rural portions

of the program posted December 31, 2018
Commission adopts statewide and small urban and rural portions of the

program January, 2019*
Projects not programmed distributed to large MPOs based on location January, 2019
FCOG MAG Reviews and Scores regional projects January 22, 2019
FCOG project recommendations to TTC/PAC for approval February 8, 2019
Deadline for MPO Draft project programming recommendations to the

Commission February 15, 2019
FCOG project recommendations to Policy Board for adoption February 28, 2019
Deadline for MPO Final project programming recommendations to the

Commission April 30, 2019
Commission adopts MPO selected projects June 2019*

*Exact dates will coincide with the CTC’s adopted 2019 calendar.

FUNDING
SOURCE

The ATP is funded from various federal and state funds appropriated in the annual Budget Act.
These are:
e 100% of the federal Transportation Alternative Program funds, except for federal
Recreation Trail Program funds appropriated to the Department of Parks and Recreation.
e 521 million of federal Highway Safety Improvement Program funds or other federal funds.
e State Highway Account funds.
e Road Maintenance and Rehabilitation Account (SB 1)

In addition to furthering the purpose and goals of this program, all ATP projects must meet
eligibility requirements specific to at least one ATP funding source.

DISTRIBUTION

ATP funds from the State of California provide an important funding source for active
transportation projects. State and federal law segregate the ATP into multiple, overlapping
components. The ATP Fund Estimate must indicate the funds available for each of the program
components.

Forty percent of ATP funds must be distributed to Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPO) in
urban areas with populations greater than 200,000. These funds must be distributed based on total
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MPO population.

The 2019 ATP Fund Estimate was adopted at the May 16, 2018 CTC meeting. Per the 2017 ATP Fund
Estimate, $2.8 million was available in the third cycle, that is, $1.4 million per year for Fiscal Year
19/20 and 20/21 for the Regional Competitive ATP for FCOG. Additionally, SB 1 provided $2 million
of available funding in the ATP Augmentation cycle, $1.047 million per year for Fiscal Year 17/18
and 18/19. Similarly, for Cycle 4, CTC is proposing to award Fresno COG with a total of $4.7 million
for Fiscal Years 19/20 through 22/23 - $1.047 million per year for Fiscal Years 19/20 and 20/21, and
$1.3 million per year for Fiscal Years 21/22 and 22/23. Per Senate Bill 99, ATP guidelines include a
process to ensure that no less than 25% of overall program funds shall benefit disadvantaged
communities.

The funds programmed and allocated under this paragraph must be selected through a competitive
process by the MPOs in accordance with these guidelines. Projects selected by MPOs may be in
either large urban, small urban, or rural areas.

MATCHING REQUIREMENTS

Although FCOG encourages the leveraging of additional funds for a project submitted to the
regional competitive ATP, matching funds are not required to be eligible. Matching funds cannot be
expended prior to the CTC allocation of ATP funds in the same project phase (permits and
environmental studies; plans, specifications, and estimates; right-of-way; and construction).
Matching funds must be expended concurrently and proportionally to the ATP funds. Matching
funds may be adjusted before or shortly after contract award to reflect any substantive change in
the bid compared to the estimated cost of the project. This is applicable to all project categories.
The source of the matching funds may be any combination of local, private, state, or federal funds.

REIMBURSEMENT

The ATP is a reimbursement program for eligible costs incurred. In order for an item to be eligible
for ATP reimbursement, that item’s primary use or function must meet the ATP purpose and at
least one of the ATP goals. Reimbursement is requested through the invoice process detailed in
Chapter 5, Accounting/Invoices, Local Assistance Procedures Manual. Costs incurred prior to CTC
allocation and, for federally funded projects, Federal Highway Administration project approval (i.e.
Authorization to Proceed) are not eligible for reimbursement.

MINIMUM FUNDING AWARD REQUEST

There is no minimum ATP award request required for FCOG’s Regional Competitive ATP which is
different than the statewide requirement. This applies to all project categories.

MAXIMUM FUNDING AWARD REQUEST

FCOG encourages ATP funding awards of $1,500,000 or less per project.

FUNDING SET-ASIDES

The Fresno COG Regional Competitive ATP does not include any set-aside funding for Safe Routes
to School projects, Recreational Trails projects, or Active Transportation Plans. These infrastructure,
Non- Infrastructure and combined Infrastructure/Non-Infrastructure projects will compete within
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the same funding source and will be scored accordingly.

Safe Routes to School projects must directly increase safety and convenience for public school
students to walk and/or bike to school. Safe Routes to Schools infrastructure projects must be
located within two miles of a public school or within the vicinity of a public school bus stop. Other
than traffic education and enforcement activities, non-infrastructure projects do not have a
location restriction.

Trail projects that are primarily recreational should meet the federal requirements of the
Recreational Trails Program as such projects may not be eligible for funding from other sources
(http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/recreational_trails/).

A city, county, county transportation commission, regional transportation planning agency, MPO,
school district, or transit district may prepare an active transportation plan (bicycle, pedestrian,
safe-routes-to- school, or comprehensive). An active transportation plan prepared by a city or
county may be integrated into the circulation element of its general plan or a separate plan which
is compliant or will be brought into compliance with the Complete Streets Act, Assembly Bill 1358
(Chapter 657, Statutesof 2008).

Funding for active transportation plans must be consistent with the plan requirements identified in
the CTC adopted ATP Guidelines. Please refer to the section PROJECT APPLICANT on page 24 for
more information regarding the funding of plans.

ELIGIBILITY
ELIGIBLE APPLICANTS

The applicant and/or implementing agency for ATP funds assumes responsibility and accountability
for the use and expenditure of program funds. Applicants and/or implementing agencies must be
able to comply with all the federal and state laws, regulations, policies and procedures required to
enter into a Local Administering Agency-State Master Agreement (Master Agreement). Refer to
Chapter 4, Agreements, of the Local Assistance Procedures Manual for guidance and procedures on
Master Agreements. The following entities, within the State of California, are eligible to apply for
ATP funds:

e local, Regional or State Agencies-Examples include city, county, MPO*, and Regional
Transportation Planning Agency.
e Transit Agencies -Any agency responsible for public transportation that is eligible for funds
under the Federal Transit Administration.
e Natural Resource or Public Land Agencies -Federal, Tribal, State, or local agency responsible
for natural resources or public land administration. Examples include:
0 State or local park or forest agencies
0 State or local fish and game or wildlife agencies
0 Department of the Interior Land Management Agencies
0 U.S. Forest Service
e Public schools or School districts.
e Tribal Governments -Federally-recognized Native American Tribes.
0 For funding awarded to a tribal government, a fund transfer to the Bureau of Indian
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Affairs (BIA) may be necessary. A tribal government may also partner with another eligible
entity to apply if desired.

e Private nonprofit tax-exempt organizations may apply for recreational trails and trailheads,
park projects that facilitate trail linkages or connectivity to non-motorized corridors, and
conversion of abandoned railroad corridors to trails. Projects must benefit the general
public, and not only a private entity.

e Any other entity with responsibility for oversight of transportation or recreational trails
that the CTC determines to be eligible.

A project applicant found to have purposefully misrepresented information that could affect a
project’s score may result in the applicant being excluded from the program for the current cycle
and the next cycle.

For funding awarded to a tribal government, a fund transfer to the Bureau of Indian Affairs may be
necessary. A tribal government may also partner with another eligible entity to apply if desired.

As noted above, all applicants must comply with the federal aid process. Agencies applying for
infrastructure funding that are not familiar with the federal aid process and federal policies and
procedures shall partner with a local agency that possesses expertise in these funding program
requirements. See below for more information on partnering opportunities.

PARTNERING WITH IMPLEMENTING AGENCIES

Eligible applicants that are unable to apply for ATP funds or that are unable to enter into a Master
Agreement with the State must partner with an eligible applicant that can implement the project.
In addition, eligible applicants that are unfamiliar with the requirements to administer a Federal-
Aid Highway Program project are encouraged to partner with an eligible applicant that can
implement the project. If another entity agrees to be the implementing agency and assume
responsibility for the ongoing operations and maintenance of the facility, documentation of the
agreement (e.g., letter of intent) must be submitted with the project application, and a copy of the
Memorandum of Understanding or Interagency Agreement between the parties must be submitted
with the request for allocation.

The implementing agency will be responsible and accountable for the use and expenditure of
program funds.

ELIGIBLE PROJECTS

All projects must be selected through a competitive process and must meet one or more of the
program goals. Because some of the funds in the ATP are federal funds, all projects must be federal-
aid eligible:

e Infrastructure Projects: Capital improvements that will further the goals of this program.
This typically includes the environmental, design, right -of-way and construction phases of a
capital (facilities) project. A new infrastructure project will not be programmed without a
complete project study report (PSR) or PSR equivalent. The application will be considered a
PSR equivalent if it defines and justifies the project scope, cost and schedule. The PSR or
equivalent may focus on the project components proposed for programming, it must
provide at least a preliminary estimate of costs for all components. PSR guidelines are
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posted on the CTC’s website: http://www.catc.ca.gov/programs/ATP.htm

A capital improvement that is required as a condition for private development approval or
permits is not eligible for funding from the ATP.

Plans: The development of a community wide bicycle, pedestrian, safe routes to school, or
active transportation plan that encompasses or is predominately located in a
disadvantaged community.

Non-infrastructure Projects: Education, encouragement, and enforcement activities that
further the goals of this program. Non-infrastructure projects are not limited to those
benefiting school students. NI projects can be start-up programs or new and/or expanded
components of existing programs. The CTC intends to focus funding for non-infrastructure
on start-up projects. A project is considered to be a start-up when no program currently
exists. A project with new and/or expanded components to an existing program must
demonstrate how the original program is continuing without ATP funding. The ATP funds
cannot fund ongoing program operations. All NI projects must demonstrate how the
program is sustainable and will be continued after ATP funding is exhausted.

Infrastructure projects with non-infrastructure components.

EXAMPLE PROJECTS

Below is a list of projects generally considered eligible for ATP funding. This list is not intended to
be comprehensive; other types of projects that are not on this list may also be eligible if they
further the goals of the program. Important—components of an otherwise eligible project may not
be eligible. For information on ineligible components, see the Caltrans Local Assistance/ATP
website.

Development of new bikeways and walkways that improve mobility, access, or safety for

non- motorized users.

Improvements to existing bikeways and walkways, which improve mobility, access, or

safety for non-motorized users.

0 Elimination of hazardous conditions on existing bikeways and walkways.

0 Preventative maintenance of bikeways and walkways with the primary goal of
improving the active transportation operations/usability and extending the service life
of the facility.

Installation of traffic control devices to improve the safety of pedestrians and bicyclists.

Safe Routes to School projects that improve the safety of children walking and bicycling to

school, in accordance with Section 1404 of Public Law 109-59.

Safe routes to transit projects, which will encourage transit by improving biking and walking

routes to mass transportation facilities and school bus stops.

Secure bicycle parking at employment centers, park and ride lots, rail and transit stations,

and ferry docks and landings for the benefit of the public.

Bicycle-carrying facilities on public transit, including rail and ferries.

Establishment or expansion of a bike share program.

Recreational trails and trailheads, park projects that facilitate trail linkages or connectivity

to non-motorized corridors, and conversion of abandoned railroad corridors to trails.

Development of a community wide bike, pedestrian, safe routes to schools or active

transportation plan in a disadvantaged community.
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e Education programs to increase bicycling and walking, and other non-infrastructure
investments that demonstrate effectiveness in increasing active transportation.
Components may include but are not limited to:

0 Development and implementation of bike-to-work or walk-to-work school day/month
programs.

0 Conducting bicycle and/or pedestrian counts, walkability and/or bikeability
assessments or audits, or pedestrian and/or bicycle safety analysis.

0 Conducting pedestrian and bicycle safety education programs.

0 Development and publishing of community walking and biking maps, including school
route/travel plans.

0 Development and implementation of walking school bus or bike train programs.

0 Components of open streets events directly linked to the promotion of a new
infrastructure project or designed to promote walking and biking on a daily basis.

O Targeted enforcement activities around high pedestrian and/or bicycle injury and/or
fatality locations (intersections or corridors). These activities cannot be general traffic
enforcement but must be tied to improving pedestrian and bicyclist safety.

0 School crossing guard training.

0 School bicycle clinics.

0 Development and implementation of programs and tools that maximize use of
available and emerging technologies to implement the goals of the ATP.

PROJECT TYPE REQUIREMENTS

As discussed in the Funding Distribution section (above), State and Federal law segregate the ATP
into multiple, overlapping components. Below is an explanation of the requirements specific to
these components.

DISADVANTAGED COMMUNITIES

For a project to contribute toward the Disadvantaged Communities funding requirement of 25%,
the project must clearly demonstrate, with verifiable information, a direct, meaningful, and assured
benefit to a disadvantaged community. To count as providing a benefit, a project must fulfill an
important need of low-income people in a way that provides a significant benefit and targets its
benefits primarily to low-income people while avoiding substantial burdens on a disadvantaged
community.

For a project to qualify as directly benefiting a disadvantaged community, the project must be
located within or in reasonable proximity and have a direct connection, to the disadvantaged
community served by the project; or the project must be an extension or a segment of a larger
project that connects to or directly adjacent to that disadvantaged community. It is incumbent
upon the applicant to clearly articulate how the project benefits the disadvantaged community;
there is no presumption of benefit, even for projects located within a disadvantaged community. To
qualify as a disadvantaged community the community served by the project must meet at least one
of the following criteria:

e Maedian Household Income: The Median Household Income (Table ID B19013) is less than
80% of the statewide median based on the most current Census Tract (ID 140) level data
from the 2012-2016 American Community Survey (<$51,026). Communities with a
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population less than 15,000 may use data at the Census Block Group (ID 150) level.
Unincorporated communities may use data at the Census Place (ID 160) level. Data is
available at:_http://factfinder2.census.gov/faces/nav/jsf/pages/index.xhtml
CalEnviroScreen: An area identified as among the most disadvantaged 25% in the state
according to the CalEPA and based on the California Communities Environmental Health
Screening Tool 3.0 (CalEnviroScreen 3.0) scores (scores must be greater than or equal to
36.62). This list can be found at the following link under SB 535 List of Disadvantaged
Communities:_http://www.calepa.ca.gov/Envlustice/GHGInvest/

National School Lunch Program: At least 75% of public school students in the project area
are eligible to receive free or reduced- price meals under the National School Lunch
Program. Data is available at:_http://www.cde.ca.gov/ds/sd/sd/filessp.asp. Applicants using
this measure must indicate how the project benefits the school students in the project
area. Project must be located within 2 miles of the school(s) represented by this criteria.

Native American Tribal Lands: Projects located within Federally Recognized Tribal Lands
(typically within the boundaries of a Reservation or Rancheria).

Other: If a project applicant believes a project benefits a disadvantaged community but the
project does not meet the aforementioned criteria due to a lack of accurate Census data or
CalEnviroScreen data that represents a small neighborhood or unincorporated area, the
applicant must submit for consideration a quantitative assessment to demonstrate that the
community’s median household income is at or below 80% of that state median household
income.

PROJECT SELECTION PROCESS
REGIONAL COMPETITIVE ATP PROJECT SELECTION

All project applications must be submitted to Caltrans for consideration in the statewide
competition to be eligible for the regional competition. Projects not selected for programming in
the statewide competition must be considered in the regional competition. In administering a
competitive selection process, FCOG will use a multidisciplinary advisory group (MAG) to assist in
evaluating project applications. Following the competitive selection process, FCOG will submit its
programming recommendations to the CTC along with:

List of the members of its multidisciplinary advisory group
Description of unbiased project selection methodology
Program spreadsheet with the following elements
* All projects evaluated
* Projects recommended with total project cost, request amount, fiscal years,
phases, state only funding requests, amount benefitting disadvantaged
communities
*  Project type designations such as non-infrastructure, Safe Routes to School, etc.
Board resolution approving program of projects
Updated Project Programming Requests (PPRs)

PROJECT APPLICATION

ATP project applications will be available at:
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hqg/LocalPrograms/atp/index.html.

Page 10 of 25


http://factfinder2.census.gov/faces/nav/jsf/pages/index.xhtml
http://www.calepa.ca.gov/EnvJustice/GHGInvest/
http://www.cde.ca.gov/ds/sd/sd/filessp.asp
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/LocalPrograms/atp/index.html

The FCOG Regional Competitive ATP information will be made available at:
https://www.fresnocog.org/project/active-transportation-program-atp/.

Projects not selected for programming in the statewide competition must be considered in the
FCOG Regional Competitive ATP. Per the CTC’s guidelines, a copy of the application submitted to
the state MUST be submitted to FCOG at the same time.

There will be five different applications available for applicants to complete depending on the
project type and size. It is incumbent on the applicant to complete the application appropriate for
their project. The five application types are:

A. Large Project: Infrastructure only or Infrastructure/Non-infrastructure: Projects with a total
project cost of greater than $7 million will be considered a Large Project and must use the
Large Project application. Any project requesting over $10M in ATP funding will be required to
host an onsite field review with Caltrans and CTC staff.

B. Medium Project: Infrastructure only or Infrastructure/Non-infrastructure: Projects with a
total project cost between $1.5 million to S 7 million will be considered a Medium Project and
must use the Medium Project application.

C. Small Project: Infrastructure only or Infrastructure/Non-infrastructure: Projects with a total
project cost less than $1.5 million will be considered a Small Project and must use the Small
Project application.

D. Non-infrastructure Only
E. Plan

A project application must include the signature of the Chief Executive Officer or other officer
authorized by the applicant’s governing board. Where the project is to be implemented by an
agency other than the applicant, documentation of the agreement between the project applicant
and implementing agency must be submitted with the project application. A project application
must also include documentation of all other funds committed to the projects. All letters of support
and resolutions must be included with the application and not mailed separately.

Project applications should be addressed or delivered to:
Fresno Council of Governments

Attn: Jennifer Soliz

2035 Tulare Street Suite 201

Fresno, CA93721

Please submit 8 hard copies and one electronic copy of a complete application. Applications must
be postmarked by the application deadline.

For questions or concerns, please contact Jennifer Soliz at jsoliz@fresnocog.org. You may also
contact us by phone at 559-233-4148 ext. 223.

SCREENING CRITERIA

Before evaluation, project applications will be screened for the following:
e Consistency with an adopted regional transportation plan: Applicants should provide the
supporting language cited from the adopted RTP, such as the specific goal, objective, or RTP
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project number, to show that the submitted project is consistent with the plan.

e Use of appropriate application.

e Supplanting Funds: A project that is already fully funded will not be considered for funding
in the Active Transportation Program. ATP funds cannot be used to supplant other
committed funds.

e Eligibility of project: Project must be one of the four types of projects listed in Section 14 of
the state CTC ATP Cycle 4 guidelines.

Applications will be screened for eligibility. Applications will be removed from the competitive
process if found ineligible based on the guidelines/criteria, and if the project application is
incomplete. Projects not selected for programming in the statewide competition, but deemed
eligible for the regional program will be considered.

SCORING CRITERIA

Proposed projects will be scored and ranked on the basis of applicant responses to the below
criteria. Project programming recommendations may not be based strictly on the rating criteria
given the various components of the ATP and requirements of the various fund sources.

See the chart below to reference the scoring criteria and points allotted to the different types of
applications. The chart shows the maximum number of points allowed for each scoring criteria and
type of application. If a scoring criteria is gray, it is not applicable to that application type.

Infrastructure or Infrastructure/Non-
. . N Non-Infrastructure ] o
Scoring Topic Plan Application L infrastructure Applications
Only Application
Small Medium Large
A.| Benefit to Disadvantaged Communities (DAC) 30 10 10 10 10
B. Need 20 40 53 43 38
C. Safety 10 25 25 20
D. Public Participation & Planning 25 15 10 10 10
E. Scope and Plan Consistency 10 2 2 2
F. Implementation & Plan Development 25
G. Context Sensitive & Innovation 5 5 5
H. Transformative Projects 5
. Evaluation and Sustainability 10
J. Cost Effective 5
K. Leveraging 5 5
L. Corps (0 or -5) 0 0 0 0
M. Past Performance (0 to -10) 0 0 0 0 0
Total 100 100 100 100 100

A. Benefit to Disadvantaged Communities. Scores will be scaled in relation to the severity of and
the benefit provided to the disadvantaged community affected by the project.

B. Need. Potential for increased walking and bicycling, especially among students, including
the identification of walking and bicycling routes to and from schools, transit facilities,
community centers, employment centers, and other destinations; and including increasing
and improving connectivity and mobility of non-motorized users. Applicants may describe
how the project would address significant gap closures.
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L.

Safety. Potential for reducing the number and/or rate or the risk of pedestrian and bicyclist
fatalities and injuries, including the identification of safety hazards for pedestrians and
bicyclists. Applicants may describe qualitative safety barriers that deter people from
walking/biking if their community lacks quantitative safety data and how the project would
address the community’s safety concerns.

Public participation and Planning. Identification of the community-based public participation
process that culminated in the project proposal, which may include noticed meetings and
consultation with local stakeholders. Project applicants must clearly articulate how the local
participation process (including the participation of disadvantaged community stakeholders)
resulted in the identification and prioritization of the proposed project.

Scope and Plan Consistency. Evidence that the application, scope and plans are consistent
with one another

Implementation and Plan Development. Specific to applicants using the “plan” application
form. Applicant should show evidence that the plan will lead to implementation of the
identified projects.

Context sensitive bikeways/walkways and innovative project elements. Applicants should
consider the “recognized best” solutions that are appropriate for the local community
context, and describe the innovative features of the project, OR explain why the context of
the project best lends itself to standard treatments/features.

Transformative Projects. Applicants should describe the transformative nature of the
project.

Evaluation and Sustainability. Applicants should describe how the effectiveness of the
program will be measured and sustained after completion.

Cost-effectiveness. A project’s cost effectiveness will be evaluated on the relative costs of
the project in comparison to the project’s benefits as defined by the purpose and goals of
the ATP. This includes the consideration of the safety and mobility benefit in relation
to both the total project cost and the funds provided.

Leveraging. Leveraging of non-ATP funds (excluding in-kind contributions) on the ATP
project scope proposed.

Corps. Use of the California Conservation Corps or a qualified community conservation
corps, as defined in Section 14507.5 of the Public Resources Code, as partners to undertake
or construct applicable projects in accordance with Section 1524 of Public Law 112-141.
Points will be deducted if an applicant does not seek corps participation or if an applicant
intends not to utilize a corps in a project in which the corps can participate.

a. The California Corps can be contacted at atp@ccc.ca.gov.

b. Qualified Community conservation corps can be contacted at

inquiry@atpcommunitycorps.org.
c. Direct contracting with the California Conservation Corps or a qualified community
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conservation corps without bidding is permissible provided that the implementing
agency demonstrates cost effectiveness per 23 CFR 635.204 and obtains approval
from Caltrans. A copy of the agreement between the implementing agency and the
proposed conservation corps must be provided to Caltrans.
M. Past performance. Applicant’s performance on past ATP projects. Point reduction for non-
use of the Corps as committed to in a past ATP award or project failure on any past ATP
project.

PROJECT SELECTION BETWEEN PROJECT APPLICATIONS
WITH THE SAME SCORE

If two or more project applications receive the same score that is the funding cut-off score, the
following criteria will be used to determine which project(s) will be funded:
e Construction ready infrastructure projects
e Highest score on the highest point value question
e Highest score on the second highest point value question. (on the Plan application, this
includes questions 3 & 4)

PROJECT EVALUATION COMMITTEE

FCOG formed a Multidisciplinary Advisory Group (MAG) to assist in the development of the
guidelines, scoring criteria, and will participate in the evaluation of the project applications. In
forming the MAG, staff sought participants with expertise in bicycling and pedestrian
transportation, including Safe Routes to Schools type projects, and in projects benefiting
disadvantaged communities. The representatives are geographically balanced representing state
agencies, FCOG, local jurisdictions in Fresno County, and non-governmental organizations. Priority
for participation in the MAG was given to those who would not represent a project applicant, or
would not benefit from projects submitted by others; if they do, they must recuse themselves from
scoring their application. In addition, members are not allowed to provide input, verbally or in
writing, regarding their project/plan/program during the evaluation period.

The MAG will prioritize, rank the applications, and ensure that 25% of available funds are dedicated
to projects and programs benefiting Disadvantaged Communities as identified in the CTC ATP
guidelines. The MAG will then present the recommended project list to the Programming
Subcommittee, TTC, PAC, and to the Policy Board for approval before requesting final approval
from the CTC of the program of projects.

PROGRAMMING

The ATP must be developed consistent with the fund estimate and the amount programmed in
each fiscal year must not exceed the amount identified in the fund estimate. Requested
programming years may vary based on programming capacity.

The program of projects for each fiscal year will include, for each project, the amount to be funded
from the ATP, and the estimated total cost of the project. In the case of a large project delivered in
segments, include the total cost of the segment for which ATP funds are requested. Project costs in
the ATP will include costs for each of the following components:

(1) Project approval and environmental document;
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(2) Plans, specifications, and estimates;
(3) Right-of-way; and
(4) Construction.

The cost of each project component will be listed in the Federal Transportation Improvement
Program (FTIP) no earlier than in the fiscal year in which the particular project component can be
implemented.

When proposing to fund only preconstruction components for a project, the applicant must
demonstrate the means by which it intends to fund the construction of a useable segment,
consistent with the regional transportation plan.

FCOG will program and allocate funding to projects in whole thousands of dollars and will include a
project only if it is fully funded from a combination of ATP and other committed funding. FCOG will
regard funds as committed when they are programmed by the CTC or when the agency with
discretionary authority over the funds has made its commitment to the project by ordinance or
resolution. For federal formula funds, including Surface Transportation Program, Congestion
Mitigation and Air Quality Improvement Program, and federal formula transit funds, the
commitment may be by Federal approval of the Federal Statewide Transportation Improvement
Program. For federal discretionary funds, the commitment may be by federal approval of a full
funding grant agreement or by grant approval.

If the program of projects adopted by FCOG does not program the full capacity identified in the
fund estimate for a given fiscal year, the balance will remain available to advance programmed
projects. Subject to the availability of federal funds, a balance not programmed in one fiscal year
will carry over and be available for projects in the following fiscal year.

CONTINGENCY PROJECT LIST

FCOG will adopt a list of projects for programming the Regional Competitive ATP that is financially
constrained with the amount of ATP funding available (as identified in the CTC’s approved ATP Fund
Estimate). In addition, FCOG will include a list of contingency projects, ranked in priority order
based on the project’s evaluation score. FCOG intends to fund projects on the contingency list
should there be any project failures in any of the previous cycles of Regional Competitive ATP. This
will ensure that the regional competitive ATP will fully use all ATP funds. This contingency list will
be in effect only until the adoption of the next programming cycle.

BASELINE AGREEMENTS

The Commission will require project Baseline Agreements (Appendix C) for Active Transportation
Program (ATP) projects with a total project cost of $25 million or greater or a total programmed
amount of $10 million or greater adopted in the 2017 Active Transportation Program Augmentation
and subsequent program amendments and adoptions. Please reference section 27 of the state
approved 2019 ATP guidelines for requirements for baseline agreements.

PROGRAM/PROJECT AMENDMENTS

Project amendments requested by implementing agencies shall receive the approval of all partner
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and funding entities before presentation to the Commission. Amendment requests should be
submitted in a timely manner and include documentation that supports the requested change and its
impact on the scope, cost, schedule and benefits.

Caltrans shall coordinate all amendment requests and utilize the Project Programming Request to
help document the change. Implementing agencies must notify Caltrans in writing of proposed
project amendments.

Project amendments will be considered for the Active Transportation Program as follows:
e Scope Changes — The Commission may consider changes to the scope of the project only as
described below.
e Funding Distribution Changes — The Commission may consider a request to move funds
between phases after a project has been programmed only as described below.

Schedule changes to a project will not be considered unless a time extension was approved as
specified in the timely use of funds section. ATP will not participate in any cost increases to the
project. Any cost increases should be funded from other fund sources. If there is a change in the cost
estimate, the implementing agency must notify Caltrans as soon as possible. The written notification
should explain the change and the plan to cover the increase.

A. Scope Changes
This notification must include the following:
e An explanation of the proposed scope change.

e The reason for the proposed scope change.
e The impact the proposed scope change would have on the overall cost of the project.

e An estimate of the impact the proposed scope change would have on the potential of the
project to deliver the project benefits as compared to the benefits identified in the project
application (increase or decrease in benefit) and an explanation of the methodology used to
develop the aforementioned estimates.

Caltrans will review the proposed scope change and forward the proposed scope change with
Caltrans’ written analysis and recommendation to the Commission for the Commission’s approval.

Commission staff will present recommended scope changes deemed by staff to be minor changes,
such as those with little or no impact to project benefits or which increase the benefits of the project,
to the Commission as a part of the project allocation request. Staff will present recommendations to
disapprove minor scope changes and recommendations to approve or disapprove more significant
scope changes to the Commission as project amendments.

B. Funding Distribution Changes

Agencies may request to move amounts between programmed phases (Environmental Studies and
Permits (PA&ED), Plans, Specs and Estimates (PS&E), Right of Way (ROW) and Construction).
Moving funds between phases will not increase the total programmed amount. The agency must
show that the project is still fully funded and that the benefit of the project will remain the same or
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increase. All funding distribution change requests must be considered by the Commission for
approval. When preparing a request for a funding distribution change, agencies should consider the
following:

e The request cannot be made in the same state fiscal year in which the funds have been
programmed.

e The funds that are part of the request cannot have been allocated.

e Funds programmed in construction cannot be moved out of construction.

e Anagency can only request a funding distribution change once during the life of the project.
Agencies should consider waiting until after the environmental review has been completed
to submit a funding distribution change.

The notification to Caltrans must include:

e Arevised Project Programming Request (PPR) that outlines the proposed funding distribution
change.

e The reason for the proposed funding distribution change.

e The impact the proposed change would have on the overall cost of the project. The project
must remain fully funded.

e Adiscussion of whether the funding distribution change will affect the benefit of the project
as described in the project application

ALLOCATIONS

When an agency is ready to implement a project or project component, the agency will submit an
allocation request to Caltrans. The typical time required, after receipt of the request, to complete
Caltrans review and recommendation and Commission allocation is 60 days.

Caltrans will review the request and determine whether or not to recommend the request to the
Commission for action. The Commission will consider the allocation of funds for a project when it
receives an allocation with a recommendation from Caltrans. The recommendation will include a
determination of project readiness, the availability of appropriated funding, and the availability of
all identified and committed supplementary funding. When Caltrans develops its construction
allocation recommendation, the Commission expects Caltrans to certify that a project’s plans
specifications and estimate are complete, and match the application scope or approved scope
amendment, environmental and right-of-way clearances are secured, and all necessary permits and
agreements are executed. Projects using the design-build or design-sequencing contracting
methods shall be considered ready for allocation upon completion of environmental clearance.
Readiness for projects to be transferred to FTA shall be consistent with FTA’s definition of readiness
for obligation.

In compliance with Section 21150 of the Public Resources Code, the CTC will not allocate funds for
a non-infrastructure project or plan, or for design, right-of-way, or construction of an infrastructure
project, prior to documentation of environmental clearance under the California Environmental
Quality Act. As a matter of policy, the CTC will not allocate funds, other than for the environmental
phase, for a federally funded project prior to documentation of environmental clearance under the
National Environmental Policy Act. Exceptions to this policy may be made in instances where
federal law allows for the acquisition of right-of-way prior to completion of National Environmental
Policy Act review.
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Where the project is to be implemented by an agency other than the applicant, the allocation
request must include a copy of the Memorandum of Understanding or Interagency Agreement
between the project applicant and implementing agency.

The CTC will approve the allocation if the funds are available and the allocation is necessary to
implement the project as included in the adopted ATP. If there are insufficient program funds to
approve an allocation, the Commission may delay the allocation of funds to a project.

In order to ensure the timely use of all program funds, the CTC will, in the last quarter of the fiscal
year, allocate funds to projects programmed in a future fiscal year on a first-come, first served
basis. If there are insufficient funds, the CTC may delay the allocation of funds to a project until the
next fiscal year without requiring an extension. Should requests for allocations exceed available
capacity; the CTC will give priority to projects programmed in the current-year.

Allocation requests for a project in the MPO ATP projects must include a recommendation by the
MPO.

Any scope changes must be presented to Caltrans for consideration prior to allocation in the
manner described above and in section 28 of the approved 2019 ATP state guidelines. Caltrans will
make a recommendation of approval to the Commission for final approval.

PROJECT DELIVERY
LETTER OF NO PREJUDICE

The CTC will consider approval of a Letter of No Prejudice (LONP) to advance a project programmed in
the ATP. Approval of the LONP will allow the agency to begin work and incur eligible expenses prior
to allocation. The Amended LONP Guidelines were adopted in October 2017 and are on the CTC
website. http://www.catc.ca.gov/docs/adopted-lonp-guidelines-101817.pdf

TIMELY USE OF FUNDS

ATP allocations must be requested in the fiscal year of project programming, and construction
allocations are valid for award for six months from the date of allocation unless the CTC approves
an extension.

The CTC may extend the deadline only once for allocation and only if it finds that an unforeseen
and extraordinary circumstance beyond the control of the responsible agency has occurred that
justifies the extension. The extension will not exceed the period of delay directly attributed to the
extraordinary circumstance and cannot exceed twelve months. Extension requests for a project in
the regional selected portion of the program must include a recommendation by FCOG, consistent
with the preceding requirements.

Funds allocated for project development or right-of-way costs must be expended by the end of the
second fiscal year following the fiscal year in which the funds were allocated. The implementing
agency must invoice Caltrans for these costs no later than 180 days after the fiscal year in which the
final expenditure occurred.
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The Commission may extend the deadline only once for contract award and only if it finds that an
unforeseen and extraordinary circumstance beyond the control of the responsible agency has
occurred that justifies the extension. The extension will not exceed the period of delay directly
attributed to the extraordinary circumstance and cannot exceed twelve months.

After award of the contract, the implementing agency has up to 36 months to complete (accept)
the contract. At the time of construction fund allocation, the Commission may extend the deadline
for completion of work and the liquidation of funds if necessary to accommodate the proposed
expenditure plan for the project.

The Commission may extend the deadlines for expenditures for project development or right-of-
way, or for contract completion no more than one time, only if it finds that an unforeseen and
extraordinary circumstance beyond the control of the responsible agency has occurred that justifies
the extension. The extension will not exceed the period of delay directly attributed to the
extraordinary circumstance and cannot exceed more than 12 months for project completion and 12
months for expenditure.

Except for the allocation of funds, the request to extend the deadline for any of the above must be
received by Caltrans prior to the expiration date. For allocation of funds, the time extension must
be approved by the Commission by June 30th of the year the funds are programmed; otherwise the
funds will lapse.

Notwithstanding the Commission’s guidelines for Use of Greenhouse Gas Reduction Funds in the
2017 Active Transportation Program, projects programmed to receive funding from Greenhouse
Gas Reduction Funds may request a time extension consistent with the 2019 Active Transportation
Guidelines if the ATP Greenhouse Gas Reduction Funding is re-appropriated in the 2018 Budget Act.

Projects must commence the right-of-way phase or actual construction with-in 10 years of receiving
pre-construction funding through the Active Transportation Program, or the implementing agency
must repay the Active Transportation Program funds. Repaid funds will be made available for
redistribution in the subsequent programming cycle.

If there are insufficient funds, the CTC may delay the allocation of funds to a project until the next
fiscal year without requiring an extension. It is incumbent upon the implementing agency to
develop accurate project cost estimates. If the amount of a contract award is less than the
amount allocated, or if the final cost of a component is less than the amount allocated, the
savings generated will not be available for future programming.

Caltrans will track the delivery of ATP projects and submit to the CTC the required reports showing
the delivery of each project phase.

DELIVERY DEADLINE EXTENSIONS

The Commission may extend a delivery deadline, as described in the Timely Use of Funds Section,
upon the request of the implementing agency. No deadline may be extended more than once.
However, there are separate deadlines for allocations, contract award, expenditures, and project
completion. Each project component has its own deadline. The Commission may consider the
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extension for each deadline separately.

All requests for project delivery deadline extensions shall be submitted directly to Caltrans for
processing prior to the expiration date. The extension request should describe the specific
circumstance that justifies the extension and identify the delay directly attributable to the
circumstance. Caltrans will review and prepare a written analysis of the proposed extension requests
and forward the written analysis and recommendation to the Commission for action.

FEDERAL REQUIREMENTS

Unless fully programmed for state-only funding, project applicants must comply with the provisions
of Title 23 of the U.S. Code of Federal Regulations and with the processes and procedures
contained in the Caltrans Local Assistance Procedures Manual and the Master Agreement with
Caltrans. Refer to the CTC guidelines; section 33, for examples of federal requirements that must be
met when administering ATP projects.

DESIGN STANDARDS

Streets and Highways Code Section 891 requires that all city, county, regional, and other local
agencies responsible for the development or operation of bikeways or roadways where bicycle
travel is permitted utilize all minimum safety design criteria established by Caltrans, except that an
agency may utilize other minimum safety design criteria if specific conditions are met, as described
in Streets and Highways Code Section 891(b). Refer to the CTC guidelines; section 34, for specific
requirements.

PROJECT INACTIVITY

Once funds for a project are encumbered, project applicants are expected to invoice on a regular
basis (for federal funds, see 23 CFR 630.106 and the Caltrans' Inactive Obligation Policy). Failure to
do so will result in the project being deemed "inactive" and subject to de-obligation if proper
justification is not provided.

PROJECT COST SAVINGS

Savings at contract award may be used to expand the scope of the project only if the expanded scope
provides additional quantifiable active transportation benefits. The expanded scope must be
approved by the Commission’s Executive Director prior to contract award. All other contract award
savings will be returned proportionally.

Savings at project completion must be returned proportionally except when an agency has,
subsequent to project programming, committed additional funds to the project to fund a cost
increase. In such instances, savings at project completion may be returned to other fund types first,
until the proportions match those at programming. Any additional savings at project completion must
be returned proportionally.

Any amount allocated for environmental may also be expended for design. In addition, a local agency
may expend an amount allocated for environmental, design, right of way, construction
(infrastructure) or construction (non-infrastructure) for another allocated project component,
provided that the total expenditure shifted to a component in this way is not more than 20 percent of
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the amount actually allocated for either component. This means that the amount transferred by a
local agency from one component to another may be no more than 20 percent of whichever of the
components has received the smaller allocation from the Commission.

If an implementing agency requests an allocation of funds in an amount that is less than the amount
programmed, the balance of the programmed amount may be allocated to a programmed project
advanced from a future fiscal year. Project savings, including savings from projects programmed in the
MPO component, will return to the overall ATP and be available to a programmed project advanced
from a future fiscal year.

PROJECT REPORTING

The purpose of all required reports is to ensure that the project is executed on time and is within
the scope and budget identified when the decision was made to fund the project. The ATP
program adheres to the program accountability requirements set forth in the SB1 Accountability and
Transparency Guidelines - http://catc.ca.gov/programs/sb1/implementation/. All reporting
provisions specified in the SB 1 Accountability and Transparency Guidelines apply to ATP
projects, including the report content, submission timeline and consequences for noncompliance.

All implementing agencies must submit regular progress reports, a completion report and a final
delivery report to Caltrans. Implementing agencies should refer to the Local Assistance website for
details: http://www.dot.ca.gov/hg/LocalPrograms/atp/proj report.html

An agency implementing a project in the MPO selected portion of the program is required to also
submit copies of all of its reports to the MPO. However, all agencies are encouraged to submit copies
of their reports to their MPO or RTPA.

Caltrans will prepare a quarterly ATP progress report and submit it to the Commission. The
timeline for submission of the quarterly progress report and its contents is outlined in the SB 1
Accountability and Transparency Guidelines.

The Commission will provide an annual report to the Legislature, which will discuss the
effectiveness of the program, timely use of funds, and will include a summary of its activities
relative to the administration of the ATP program.
A. Progress Reports:
All implementing agencies, regardless of project type and size must submit progress reports to
Caltrans, which is different than what is required in the SB1 Accountability Guidelines.
Progress reports will be submitted on a semi-annual basis unless the implementing agency is
subject to the Baseline Agreement requirement.

Projects that are subject to the Baseline Agreement requirement as outlined in Section 27, must
submit quarterly reports until July 2019 when all progress reports will become semi-annual.
This requirement applies to all ATP projects adopted into the 2017 ATP augmentation and any
subsequent project augmentations. Beginning in July 2019, progress reports from agencies with
a Baseline Agreement will also become semi-annual reports.

B. Project Completion Report:
Within six months of construction contract acceptance or the project becoming operable (open
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to the public), whichever comes sooner, the Implementing Agency shall provide a Completion
Report to Caltrans on the scope of the completed project, its estimated final cost, estimated
schedule, and project benefits as compared to those included in the executed project
agreements.

C. Final Delivery Reports:

A Final Delivery Report must be submitted within 180 days of conclusion of all remaining
project activities beyond the acceptance of the construction contract to reflect final
project expenditures, any changes that occurred after submittal of the Completion Report
and an updated evaluation of the benefits. The Commission may include this information in its
annual reports to the Legislature.

D. _Audits:

The Commission expects that audits will be conducted on a representative sample of ATP

projects and provide a finding on the following:

e Whether project costs incurred and reimbursed comply with the executed project
agreements or approved amendments thereof; state and federal laws and regulations;
contract provisions, and Commission guidelines.

e Whether project deliverables (outputs) and outcomes are reasonable in comparison with
the project cost, scope, schedule and benefits described in executed project agreements or
approved amendments thereof.

Additional audits, if deemed necessary, may be requested by the Commission during the

implementation phases of the project. In addition to any final audit performed, it may be

beneficial to provide semi-final audits when a project is substantially completed. It is expected
that the findings from these audits will be included in the Inspector General’s reports to the

Commission.

ROLES AND RESPONSIBILITIES
CALIFORNIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION (CTC)

The CTC responsibilities include:

Adopt guidelines, policies, and application for the ATP.

Adopt ATP Fund Estimate.

Evaluate, score and rank projects, including forming and facilitating the Project Evaluation
Committee.

In consultation with Regional Agencies and Caltrans, recommend and adopt a program of
projects, including:

0 The statewide component of the ATP,

0 The small urban and rural component of the ATP and,

0 The MPO selected portion of the program based on the recommendations of the

MPOs.

0 Ensure that at least 25% of the funds benefit disadvantage communities.
Post recommendations and final adopted list of approved projects on the Commission’s
website
Allocate funds to projects.
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e Evaluate and report to the legislature.

CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION (CALTRANS)

Caltrans has the primary responsibility for the administration of the adopted ATP. Responsibilities
include:

e Provide statewide program and procedural guidance. Conduct outreach through various
networks such as, but not limited to, the Active Transportation Program website, and at
conferences, meetings, or workgroups

e Provide program training.

e Solicit project applications for the program.

o Perform eligibility and deliverability reviews of ATP projects at the Commission’s request
and inform the Commission of any identified issues as they arise.

e Assist as needed in functions such as facilitating project evaluation teams and evaluating
applications.

e Notify successful applicants of their next steps after each call for projects.

Recommend project allocations (including funding type) to the Commission.

Make Project Amendment recommendations to the Commission.

Track and report on project implementation, including project completion.

Create reports required by the Commission and solicit implementing agencies to submit

required reports in a timely manner.

e Perform audits of selected projects in accordance with generally accepted government
auditing standards.

e Serve as the main point of contact in projectimplementation, including administering the
contract(s) for the ATP Resource Center.

METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATIONS (MPQOS)
WITH LARGE URBANIZED AREAS

MPOs with large urbanized areas, such as FCOG, are responsible for overseeing a competitive project
selection process in accordance with these guidelines. The responsibilities include:

e Ensure that at least 25% of the funds in the FCOG call for projects benefit disadvantaged
communities.

e FCOG is using a different minimum project size for its regional competitive ATP selection
process than the statewide guidelines.

e In administering a regional competitive ATP selection process, FCOG must use a
multidisciplinary advisory group to assist in evaluating project applications.

e In administering a regional competitive ATP selection process, FCOG must explain how the
projects recommended for programming include a broad spectrum of projects to benefit
pedestrians and bicyclists. The explanation must include a discussion of how the
recommended projects benefit students walking and cycling to school.

e FCOG elects to have a contingency list of projects to be amended into the program in the
event a programmed project fails to deliver. FCOG will approve and recommend such
amendments for Commission approval. This contingency list will be provided to the
Commission and will be in effect only until the adoption of the next statewide program.

e Recommend allocation requests for a project in the FCOG regional competitive ATP.
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e Determine which projects to advance and make that recommendation to the CTC in
consultation with Commission staff and Caltrans.

e Submit an annual assessment of FCOG’s regional competitive ATP in terms of its
effectiveness in achieving the goals of the overall ATP.

PROJECT APPLICANT

Project applicants nominate ATP projects for funding consideration. If awarded ATP funding for a
submitted project, the project applicant (or partnering implementing agency if applicable) has
contractual responsibility for carrying out the project to completion and complying with reporting
requirements in accordance with federal, state, and local laws and regulations, and these
guidelines.

For infrastructure projects off the state highway system, the project applicant will be responsible
for the ongoing operations and maintenance of the facility. If another entity agrees to assume
responsibility for the ongoing operations and maintenance of the facility, documentation of the
agreement must be submitted with the project application, and a copy of the Memorandum of
Understanding or Interagency Agreement between the parties must be submitted with the request
for allocation.

ACTIVE TRANSPORTATION PLANS

The ATP provides for the creation of Active Transportation Plans. Funding from the ATP may be
used to fund the development of community wide active transportation plans within or, for area-
wide plans, encompassing disadvantaged communities, including bike, pedestrian, safe routes to
schools, or comprehensive active transportation plans. A list of the components that must be
included in an active transportation plan can be found in Appendix A of the statewide guidelines.

Please note: The statewide guidelines state that a large MPO, in administering its portion of the
program, may make up to 2% of its funding available for active transportation plans in
disadvantaged communities within the MPO boundaries. Although Fresno COG does not intend to
set-aside funding for active transportation plans, no more than 2% of the total ATP regional funds
can be used to fund active transportation plans in disadvantaged communities. Refer to section 9
of the statewide guidelines for detailed information on “Funding for Active Transportation Plans”
and the funding priorities that will be used when evaluating the potential to fund active
transportation plan in disadvantaged communities.

PROJECT SIGNAGE

The implementing agency must, for all SB 1 projects, include signage stating that the project was
made possible by SB 1 — The Road Repair and Accountability Act of 2017. The signage should be in
compliance with applicable federal or state law, and Caltrans’ manual and guidelines, including but
not limited to the provisions of the California Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices.

PROGRAM EVALUATION

The ATP will be evaluated for its effectiveness in increasing the use of active modes of
transportation in California. Applicants that receive funding for a project must collect and submit
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data to Caltrans as described in the "Project Reporting" section.

The CTC will include in its annual report to the Legislature a discussion on the effectiveness of the
program in terms of planned and achieved improvement in mobility and safety and timely use of
funds, and will include a summary of its activities relative to the administration of the ATP
including:

e Projects programmed,
e Projects allocated,

e Projects completed to date by project type,

e Projects completed to date by geographic distribution,

e Projects completed to date by benefit to disadvantaged communities, and

e Projects completed to date with the California Conservation Corps or qualified community
conservation corps.
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Fresno COG Regional ATP Cycle 4

Multi-Disciplinary Advisory Group Members

Requirement

Agency

Name

Email

Alternate

Alternate Email

Expertise in Bike & Pedestrian Projects

Fresno Cycling Club

Nick Paladino

ndpaladino@sbcglobal.net

Expertise in SRTS Projects

School districts

Mary J Gonzales

maryj.gonzalez@fresnounified.org

Michael Cortes

michael.cortes@fresnounified.org

Expertise in Disadvantaged Communities Fresno County Health Department Joe Prado JPrado@co.fresno.ca.us

State Agency Caltrans Pedram Mafi pedram.mafi@dot.ca.gov Pedro Ramirez pedro.ramirez@dot.ca.gov
Metropolitan Planning Organization FCOG Peggy Arnest parnest@fresnocog.org

Local Jurisdictions - Metro Area City of Fresno Shelby MacNab Shelby.MacNab@fresno.gov Jill Gormley jil.gormley@fresno.gov
Local Jurisdictions - Metro Area City of Clovis Ryan Burnett RyanB@ci.clovis.ca.us

Local Jurisdictions - Rural Area Fresno County Enrique Rodriguez enrirodriguez@co.fresno.ca.us

Local Jurisdictions - Westside Cities City of Mendota Jennifer Lekumberry Jennifer@cityofmendota.com

Local Jurisdictions - Eastside Cities City of Selma Joey Daggett joey@gatewayengineering.com

Non-Govt. Organizations

Leadership Counsel

Erica Fernandez

efernandez@leadershipcounsel.org
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BEFORE THE
FRESNO COUNCIL OF
GOVERNMENTS RESOLUTION NO.
2018-14
In the Matter of: RESOLUTION ESTABLISHING
ADOPTION OF THE FRESNO COG

FRESNO COG REGIONAL REGIONAL COMPETITIVE ACTIVE

COMPETITIVE ACTIVE TRANSPORTATION PROGRAM
TRANSPORTATION (ATP) CYCLE 4 GUIDELINES
PROGRAM CYCLE 4

GUIDELINES

WHEREAS, the Fresno Council of Governments (FCOG) is the regional transportation planning agency for
Fresno County and its fifteen cities pursuant to Government Code Section 66500 et seq.; and

WHEREAS, FCOG has adopted and periodically revises, pursuant to Government Code Sections 66508 and
65080, a Regional Transportation Plan (RTP); and

WHEREAS, FCOG is the designated Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) for Fresno County and its
fifteen cities and is required to prepare and endorse a Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) which includes federal
funds; and

WHEREAS, FCOG is the designated recipient for federal funding administered by the Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA) assigned to the MPO/Regional Transportation Planning Agency (RTPA) of Fresno County for the
programming of projects (regional federal funds); and

WHEREAS, the California State Legislature passed and the Governor signed into law Senate Bill 89 (Chapter
359, Statutes 2013) and Assembly Bill 101 (Chapter 354, Statutes 2013) establishing the Active Transportation Program
(ATP); and

WHEREAS, FCOG adopts, pursuant to Streets and Highways Code Section 2381(a)(1), an Active
Transportation Program of Projects using a competitive process consistent with guidelines adopted by the California
Transportation Commission (CTC) pursuant to Streets and Highways Code Section 2382(a), that is submitted to the
CTC and the California Departments of Transportation (Caltrans); and

WHEREAS, FCOG has developed, in cooperation with CTC, Caltrans, state agencies, local jurisdictions
in Fresno County, and non-governmental organizations, program guidelines to be used in the development of the
ATP; and

WHEREAS, a multi-disciplinary advisory group (MAG) evaluates and recommends candidate ATP projects for
FCOG to be included in the Program of Projects; and

WHEREAS, the ATP is subject to public review and comment.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that:

1. FCOG approves the guidelines to be used in the evaluation of candidate projects for inclusion in the
FCOG Regional Competitive ATP as set forth in the 2019 Regional Competitive ATP Cycle 4 Guidelines
attachment; and

2. The FCOG Executive Director or designee is granted delegated authority for non-substantive changes to
the final MPO Guidelines if changes are requested by the CTC after the FCOG Executive Director has
consulted with the Chairs and Vice Chairs of the Transportation Technical Committee, Policy Advisory
Committee, and Policy Board; and

3. The FCOG Executive Director or designee is authorized to revise the program of projects as necessary
in accordance with the guidelines to reflect the programming of projects after the projects are selected; and

4. FCOG will establish a list of contingency projects, ranked in priority order based on the project's
evaluation score to be used should there be any project failures or major delays in the ATP. The contingency
list is valid until the adoption of the next ATP Cycle; and

5. The FCOG Executive Director shall forward a copy of this resolution and such other information as may
be required to the CTC, Caltrans, and to such other agencies as may be appropriate.
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THE FOREGOING RESOLUTION was passed and adopted by the Fresno Council of Governments this
28th day of June, 2018.

AYES: Clovis, Coalinga, Fowler, Fresno City, Huron, Kerman, Kingsburg, Orange Cove, Parlier, Reedley, Sanger, San
Joaquin, Selma, Fresno County

NOES: None
ABSTAIN: None

ABSENT: Firebaugh, Mendota

A )

Signed:

‘f\marpreet Dhaliwal, Chairman

ATTEST:

I hereby certify that the foregoing is a true copy of a resolution of
the Fresno Council of Governments duly adopted at a
regular meeting thereof held on the 28th day of June, 2018.

Signed: /ﬂ’%ﬁ%/
Tony Bﬁ{Executive Director
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Sacramento Area

Council of
Governments

Aubumn

Citrus Heights
Colfax

Davis

El Dorado County
Elk Grove
Folsom

Galt

Isteton

Live Oak

Lincoln

Loomis
Marysville

Placer County
Placerville
Rancho Cordova
Rocklin

Roseville

Sacramento

Sacramento County

Sutter County
West Sacramento
Wheatland
Winters
Woodland

Yolo County
Yuba City

Yuba County

1415 L Street,
Suite 300
Sacramento, CA
95814

tel: 916.321.9000
fax: 916.321.9551
tdd: 916.321.9550
WWW.S2c0g.0rg

ST ANCEONG

July 11, 2018

Susan Bransen

Executive Director

California Transportation Commission
1120 N Street, Mail Station 52
Sacramento, CA 95814

Dear Susan Bransen:

The Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG) is pleased to submit for your
review our proposed Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) Guidelines for the 2019
Active Transportation Program (ATP). The MPO Guidelines were approved by the SACOG
Board on June 21, 2018.

The MPO Guidelines were prepared though an open and public process, involving member
agencies, advocacy groups, stakeholders, and the public. Additionally, SACOG coordinated
with our regional transportation planning agency partners, El Dorado County
Transportation Commission and Placer County Transportation Planning Agency, on scoring
and criteria development, planning of a call for projects across the six-county region, and
preparation of the MPO application.

SACOG's proposal for the 2019 ATP is fuliy described in the attached staff report and MPO
Guidelines the SACOG Board acted on at the June 21 meeting. The MPO Guidelines outline
specific eligibility, project selection process, working group membership, screening, project
size and matching requirements, use of a region-specific disadvantaged communities
definition in addition to the State-identified definitions, and project performance
outcomes and weighting (criteria).

If you have any questions regarding SACOG’s proposed MPO Guidelines, please contact
Matt Carpenter at mcarpenter@sacog.org or (916) 321-9000.

Sincerely,

S

James Corless
Chief Executive Officer

Attachment: SACOG Board of Directors approval of Regional ATP Policy Framework

Cc:

Laurie Waters, California Transportation Commission

Anja Aulenbacher, California Transportation Commission
Woodrow Deloria, El Dorado County Transportation Commission
iviike Luken, Placer County Transportation Pianning Agency



Board of Directors Regular
Meeting
Meeting Date: 6/21/2018
(S A C O G|
SIS VC Agenda Item No.: 2018-June-18.
SACOG Board of Directors

Subject: Approve Regional Active Transportation Program Policy Framework
(Est. time: 0 minutes)

Consent
Prepared by: Victoria S. Cacciatore Approved by: James Corless
Attachments: Yes

1. Issue:
Should the board approve the policy framework for the 2019 Regional Active
Transportation Program?

2. Recommendation:

The Transportation Committee recommends that the SACOG Board of Directors: (1)
approve the 2019 policy framework for the six-county Regional Active Transportation
Program (ATP); (2) authorize staff to submit the Regional ATP policy framework to the
California Transportation Commission (CTC) for approval; (3) upon action of the CTC on
the Regional ATP policy framework, delegate authority to the Chief Executive Officer
(CEO) to issue the final Regional ATP Guidelines and Call for Projects; and (4) in the
event that substantive or controversial changes are requested by the CTC, delegate
authority to the CEO, after consultation with the Chairs and Vice Chairs of the SACOG
board and Transportation Committee, to address the CTC requests and issue the final
Regional ATP Guidelines and Call for Projects.

3. Background/Analysis:

The ATP was created from Senate Bill (SB) 99 in 2013 and is jointly managed by the
California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) and the California Transportation
Commission (CTC). The primary goal of the ATP is to encourage increased use of active
transportation modes. ATP funds are distributed competitively across the state through
three programs: a statewide program distributes 50 percent of the funds; a small
urban/rural program operated by Caltrans distributes 10 percent of the funds; and the final
40 percent of funds are distributed by metropolitan planning organizations (MPQOs) in
urban areas with populations greater than 200,000. A minimum of 25 percent of ATP funds
must benefit disadvantaged communities.

ATP projects must compete in the statewide program in order to compete for SACOG's
regional program. If a project in the SACOG region is not selected for funding through



the statewide program it may then compete in the Regional ATP. Staff works with El
Dorado County Transportation Commission and Placer County Transportation Planning
Agency to develop and implement the Regional ATP.

The CTC announced the 2019 ATP call for projects on May 24, 2018. The CTC-approved
fund estimate identifies $439,560,000 for the statewide competition and $11,664,000 for
the SACOG six-county Regional ATP. This is nearly double what was available in past ATP
cycles due to new funding from the Road Repair and Accountability Act of 2017 (SB 1).
The statewide and regional programs have funds available across four years: state fiscal
years 2019-2020, 2020-2021, 2021-2022, and 2022-2023.

SACOG provides technical assistance to applicants for the State ATP to increase
competitiveness of applications. The technical assistance also helps agencies compete for
the six-county Regional ATP funding.

4. Discussion/Analysis:

As an MPO, SACOG may propose changes to how we prioritize competing projects for
regionally-controlled ATP funds in these areas:

Evaluation criteria

Scores/weighting for evaluation criteria

Match requirement

Definition of disadvantaged community

Regional ATP Customization

Staff provided a report outlining the new elements of the draft 2019 Regional ATP policy
framework (Attachment A) during the May board cycle. Staff also conducted outreach to
stakeholders and potential project sponsors about the draft policy framework in May.

The 2019 Regional ATP policy framework maintains the following elements from the 2017
Regional ATP policy framework:

e Adding evaluation criteria for a project’s potential for supporting greenhouse gas
emission reduction goals through reducing or shortening vehicle trips;

e Using the low-income and high minority communities definition from the 2016
Metropolitan Transportation Plan and Sustainable Communities Strategy (MTP/SCS)
environmental justice analysis as the region-specific definition of disadvantaged
community (Attachment B);

e Requiring a local match for the project in place of awarding points for leveraging
non-ATP funds; and

e Adding the Disadvantaged Community Benefit criterion points to all competing
projects if the draft recommendation does not award a minimum of 25 percent of the
available funding ($2,916,000) to benefit residents of disadvantaged communities.

The 2019 Regional ATP policy framework also includes these changes from the 2017
Regional ATP policy framework:
e Removing the evaluation criterion for rating the project’s contribution to public health
(consistent with the recommended state approach); and
e Adding an evaluation criterion for how the project complements local economic
prosperity strategies and goals.



Staff revised the proposed scoring system to integrate these evaluation criteria changes
and emphasize the importance of each project’s potential to increase active transportation.
SACOG works to use the information provided by project applicants in the state
application whenever possible. For information that is not addressed in the State ATP
application, SACOG uses a regional supplemental application for all regionally competing
projects.

CTC Framework Approval

The CTC determines the timing for the Regional ATP (Attachment C). Following board
action on the six-county Regional ATP policy framework in June, the CTC will identify any
potential requested changes in July, and adopt or deny the policy framework in August.
Staff coordinates with the CTC staff to minimize the likelihood of the CTC denying the
Regional ATP policy framework. With this short timeline, the board will need to delegate
the authority to SACOG’s CEO—in coordination with the Chairs and Vice Chairs of the
board and Transportation Committee—to respond to any CTC changes and to release the
Regional ATP call for projects.

5. Fiscal Impact/Grant Information:

This item has no fiscal impact to the agency’s operating budget, other than already
budgeted staff time.

ATTACHMENTS:

Description

Attachment A: 2019 Regional ATP Policy Framework

Attachment B: Low-Income High-Minority Areas from 2016 MTP/SCS
Attachment C: ATP Milestones Calendar

This staff report aligns with the following SACOG Work Plan Goals:
#7 - Deliver Key High-Profile Transportation Projects



Attachment A

2019 REGIONAL ACTIVE TRANSPORTATION PROGRAM:
EL DORADO, PLACER, SACRAMENTO, SUTTER, YOLO, AND YUBA COUNTIES

The purpose of this funding program is to increase and
attract active transportation users and provide facilities
for walking and biking in urban, suburban, and rural
portions of the region and to provide connections
between them. Projects and programs funded through
this program are consistent with the vision of the
Blueprint and support the implementation of the long-
range transportation plans for the El Dorado County
Transportation Commission (EDCTC), the Placer County
Transportation Planning Agency (PCTPA), and the
Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG).

EDCTC, PCTPA, and SACOG invest regional funds in
infrastructure  and non-infrastructure projects
benefitting active transportation. ATP funds from the
State of California provide an important additional
funding source for active transportation projects.

PROGRAM GOALS

California Senate Bill (SB) 99 establishes six program
goals that provide a foundation for the state and regional
programs:

= Increase the proportion of trips accomplished
by biking and walking;

= Increase the safety and mobility of non-
motorized users;

= Advance the active transportation efforts of
regional agencies to achieve greenhouse gas
reduction goals as established pursuant to SB
375 (C728, §2008) and SB 391 (C585, §2009);

= Enhance public health, including reduction of
childhood obesity, through the use of programs
including, but not limited to, projects eligible
for Safe Routes to School Program funding;

= Ensure that disadvantaged communities fully
share in the benefits of the program; and

= Provide a broad spectrum of projects to benefit
many types of active transportation users.

ELIGIBLE PROJECT TYPES

Eligible projects must demonstrate consistency with the
Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable
Communities Strategy (MTP/SCS) that is amended every
four years. Specific bicycle and pedestrian projects
included in the Regional Transportation Plans (RTPs) for
EDCTC or PCTPA are also eligible. Eligible projects must
meet the requirements established in the State ATP
Guidelines.

Regional ATP funds may be used for construction,
preliminary engineering, environmental work and
design, and/or right-of-way. Funds may also be used for
non-infrastructure  programs or  projects, and
community-serving plans. Selected projects must
support the performance outcomes identified in the
sections below.

The ATP is a competitive State of California program
implemented by the California Transportation
Commission to distribute state and federal funding.
Projects likely to receive federal funding will need to
meet the requirements of the federal Fixing America’s
Surface Transportation Act (FAST Act).

INELIGIBLE PROJECT TYPES

Projects in new developments that are considered “good
practices” according to FHWA guidelines, long-term
staff positions, transit operations, law enforcement, and
bicycle racks for carpools, vanpools, or private vehicles
are ineligible for ATP funds.

PROJECT SELECTION
ROLES IN PROJECT SELECTION

The Regional ATP Team is responsible for ensuring the
final Regional ATP funding recommendation to the
SACOG Board of Directors and CTC addresses all funding
source requirements. Representatives from the three
regional transportation planning agencies (RTPAs) in the
region (EDCTC, PCTPA, and SACOG) form the Regional
ATP Team.
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The Active Transportation Working Group is
responsible for reviewing, evaluating, and scoring the
applications submitted to the Regional ATP. It is
comprised of seven members with expertise in the areas
of land use planning, bike/ped planning, project
engineering, first-mile/last-mile access to transit,
health and equity, and the impact of transportation
infrastructure on greenhouse gas emissions. The
multidisciplinary Working Group will be recruited from
partner organizations and stakeholder groups, and
represent a diverse geography across the region.

Applicants are the sponsoring agencies for any project
competing for Regional ATP funding. Applicants will
submit an application for each competing project to the
State ATP prior to competing in the Regional ATP, per
the 2019 State ATP Guidelines. To compete in the
regional program, applicants will also submit a regional
supplemental application. Applicants are encouraged to
discuss potential ATP projects with RTPA staff, and may
elect to identify a reduced scope version of their state-
submitted project for the Regional ATP competition.

PROJECT SCREENING

A Regional ATP Team will screen applications for
eligibility. Applications will be removed from the
competitive process if they fail to meet these criteria:

1. Project is one of the eligible types of non-
infrastructure, infrastructure, or a
combination of infrastructure and non-
infrastructure as identified under “Eligible
Project Types”.

2, Infrastructure Project is consistent with
the MTP/SCS or the Regional
Transportation Plan of EDCTC or PCTPA.

3. Project must be ready for inclusion in the
Metropolitan Transportation Improvement
Program, with project scope and cost. The
project application may include the cost of
preparing environmental documents. When
project design, right-of-way, or construction
are programmed before the implementing
agency completes the environmental
process, updated cost estimates, updated
analysis of the project’s cost effectiveness,
and updated analysis of the project’s ability
to further the goals of the program must be
submitted to the appropriate RTPA (EDCTC,
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PCTPA, or SACOG) for re-evaluation
following completion of the environmental

process.
4. Project is eligible for ATP funding.
5. Project meets the minimum dollar amount

for an infrastructure or non-infrastructure
project and includes at least an 11.47%
local match; application is to all project
categories.

a. Infrastructure project minimum is
$282,390 ($250,000 funding request +
$32,390 local match).

b. Non-Infrastructure project minimum is
$56,478 (550,000 funding request +
$6,478 local match).

c. Public agencies applying for funding for
smaller projects may want to consider
combining projects to meet the project
minimum thresholds, or consider a
larger, multi-year program or project.

6. Public Participation & Planning. The
applicant must demonstrate stakeholder
support and how a community-based public
participation process resulted in the
identification and prioritization of the
proposed project.

7. Partnering with Community Conservation
Corps. The applicant must demonstrate that
the California Conservation Corps, or a
qualified community conservation corps,
was sought out to participate as a partner to
undertake the project; or provide
demonstration of the cost-effectiveness
clause 23 CFR 635.204 and provide the
relevant documentation.

8. Project is not part of developer-funded
basic good practices. The applicant must
demonstrate the project complies with the
policy statement and design guidance
adopted by FHWA to accommodate bicycle
and pedestrian travel.

EVALUATION PROCESS

Following the Project Screening process, the Regional
ATP Team will forward all eligible projects to the
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Working Group for evaluation. The Working Group will
prioritize and rank projects using the scoring outlined in
the Project Scoring section. Working Group members
will not vote or comment on applications from their own
organizations or organizations with which they are
affiliated.

The Working Group and/or SACOG staff reserves the
right to contact applicants by phone, email, or during a
meeting during the evaluation process for additional
information to address questions related to the scope of
work, budget, timeline, and performance
considerations. The Working Group will use all
information available to develop a draft ranked list

Following the announcement of the statewide ATP
awards, the Regional ATP Team will remove any projects
recommended for funds through the statewide
competition from further consideration for the Regional
ATP. The Regional ATP Team will also identify which
high-ranking projects could be fully funded from the
draft ranked list. The Working Group will develop the
final funding recommendation, and the Regional ATP
Team will confirm that a minimum 25% of available ATP
funds are dedicated to projects and programs benefiting
disadvantaged community residents. In the event the
minimum investment threshold is not met, the
disadvantaged community benefit points (0-10) will be
applied to the entire project list and the projects will be
re-ranked. Discretion will be placed on the Working
Group and Regional ATP Team to select a complete
package of projects.

An applicant may claim any definition of a disadvantaged
community cited in the State ATP Guidelines. The
region-specific definition of disadvantaged community is
the low-income and minority communities definition
used in the 2016 MTP/SCS environmental justice
analysis.

PROJECT SCORING

Projects will be scored based on the criteria described
below, using information from the State ATP application
when possible. Project performance outcomes are
evaluated using quantitative and qualitative project
information.

Project Performance Outcomes (0-95
points)

1. Project has potential to increase walking
and bicycling through targeted strategies:
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increasing access to transit services;
increasing access to schools; or eliminating
gaps or removing barriers in the
bicycle/pedestrian network. 0-40 points

2. Project has the potential to reduce the
number and/or rate of pedestrian and
bicyclist fatalities and injuries. 0-20 points

3. Project demonstrates a balance of cost
effectiveness and context-sensitive design
to demonstrate high performance potential.
0-20 points

4, Project advances active transportation
efforts to achieve greenhouse gas reduction
goals through reducing or shortening vehicle
trips today and over time, as established
pursuant to SB 375 and SB 391. 0-8 points

5. Project supports economic prosperity goals
and strategies in the project area. 0-7
points

Other Considerations (up to 15 points)

1. Project sponsor demonstrates  good
performance on past grants and/or federal
aid projects or programs. 0 or -3 points

2. Project sponsor demonstrates readiness to
move forward with the project on a timely
schedule (i.e., application includes clear
schedule, cost, and partnerships to deliver
the project). 0-5 points

3. Project provides meaningful benefit for a
disadvantaged community. 0-10 points will
be applied in the event the 25 percent
minimum is not met. (Please reference the
project selection process section.)

FUNDING RECIPIENT REQUIREMENTS

Recipients must adhere to statewide ATP reporting
requirements for documenting project progress and final
delivery.
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Attachment C

Active Transportation Program Milestones

2018

2019

Regional Active Transportation Program

Board of Directors' Committees provide input on

State Active Transportation Program

May the Draft Regional ATP Policy Framework State ATP call for projects on May 16
Board of Directors approves final Regional ATP
Jun .
Policy Framework
State ATP applications due July 31
Jul Project sponsors must apply to the State ATP to compete
in the Regional ATP
CTC adopts SACOG Regional ATP Policy
Framework, formalizes Regional ATP call for
Aug projects on August 16
Regional ATP Supplemental Applications due
August 31
State ATP evaluators review and score State ATP
Sep applications
Oct Active Transportation Working Group reviews and
ranks Regional ATP projects;
Nov develops draft funding recommendation after
successful State ATP projects are removed from
Dec Regional ATP competition CTC releases a draft State ATP funding recommendation
by December 31
Jan
SACOG releases Draft Regional ATP Funding
Feb .
Recommendation
Transportation Committee recommends, Board of
Mar Directors approves Final Regional ATP Funding CTC adopts State ATP Funding Recommendation
Recommendation
Apr
May CTC adopts SACOG Regional ATP Funding

Recommendation
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July 9, 2018 File Number 3300200

Ms. Susan Bransen

Executive Director

California Transportation Commission
1120 N Street, Room 2221 (MS-52)
Sacramento, CA 95814

Dear Ms. Bransen:

SUBJECT: Proposed San Diego Regional Guidelines for the 2019 Active
Transportation Program (ATP)

The San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG) is pleased to submit its
proposed regional guidelines for consideration at the upcoming California
Transportation Commission (CTC) meeting scheduled for August 15-16, 2018.
The SANDAG regional guidelines were prepared following a collaborative
input process involving local agencies, stakeholders, and members of the
publicc and were approved by the SANDAG Board of Directors on
June 22, 2018.

The proposed SANDAG guidelines (enclosed) align with requirements within the
2019 ATP Guidelines, including the benefit to disadvantaged communities, the
types of projects considered to be eligible, the minimum project size, and the
inclusion of public health scoring criteria. SANDAG respectfully submits the
below proposed areas that differ from the 2019 ATP Guidelines for CTC
consideration. Other aspects of the SANDAG regional guidelines remain
consistent with the ATP guideline requirements.

o Definition of Disadvantaged Community: a regional definition of a
disadvantaged community has been included that was developed as part
of the current SANDAG Regional Transportation Plan (RTP)/Sustainable
Communities Strategy (SCS) per the obligations with Title VI of the Federal
Civil Rights Act of 1964. San Diego Forward: The Regional Plan was
adopted by the SANDAG Board of Directors in October, 2015. The
disadvantaged community definition include in the Plan was developed
following a robust public outreach process that included the input of many
community stakeholders and was stratified based on severity. This
definition is used for the region’s broader planning purposes, not just ATP
funding, which is consistent with the 2019 ATP Guidelines.



e Project criteria/weighting: The SANDAG regional guidelines include different project selection
criteria and weighting compared to those in the 2019 ATP Guidelines. The regional guidelines
include additional criteria that are based on previously adopted regional priorities. The criteria
are included on pages 19-27 for infrastructure projects, and pages 28-34 for non-infrastructure
projects.

e Supplemental questionnaire: Applicants will be encouraged to submit a supplement to the
statewide application (see page 14) to provide additional information not requested in the
statewide application.

Please contact Ariana zur Nieden at (619) 699-6961 or ariana.zurnieden@sandag.org or Jenny Russo
at (619) 699-7314 or jenny.russo@sandag.org for additional information or clarification. We
appreciate your consideration of the proposed SANDAG regional guidelines at the upcoming
August CTC meeting.

KIM KAWADA
Chief Deputy Executive Director

KKA/JRU

Enclosures: 1. SANDAG Regional Guidelines for CTC Approval
2. SANDAG June 22, 2018 Board of Directors Report
3. SANDAG Resolution No. 2018-20

cc: Ms, Laurie Waters, CTC
Ariana zur Nieden and Jenny Russo, SANDAG



2019
ACTIVE TRANSPORTATION
PROGRAM GUIDELINES

FOR THE
SAN DIEGO REGIONAL COMPETITION




BACKGROUND OF THE ATP PROGRAM

The Active Transportation Program (ATP) was created by Senate Bill 99 (Chapter 359, Statues of 2013) and
Assembly Bill 101 (Chapter 354, Statutes of 2013) to encourage increased use of active modes of
transportation, such as biking and walking. Senate Bill 1 (SB 1) (Chapter 2031, statutes of 2017) added an
additional $100 million per year in funding from the Road Maintenance and Rehabilitation Account. The ATP
is administered jointly by the California Transportation Commission (CTC) and Caltrans.

State and federal law separate the ATP into multiple, overlapping components. ATP funds are distributed
through three separate competitive programs:

1. Small Urban/Rural Competition - 10 percent of ATP
funds are distributed to small urban and rural areas with
populations of 200,000 or less via a competitive process
administered jointly by the CTC and Caltrans. Small urban
areas are those with populations of 5,001 to 200,000.

QUESTIONS

If you have any questions regarding the
ATP, please contact:

Rural areas are those with populations of 5,000 or less. Jenny Russo
Projects within the boundaries of an MPO with an urban Jenny.Russo@sandag.org
area with a population of greater than 200,000 (e.g. San (619) 699-7314

Diego) are not eligible for funding in the Small Urban or
Rural programs.

2. Statewide Competition - 50 percent of ATP funds are distributed to projects competitively awarded by
the CTC on a statewide basis.

3. Regional Competition - 40 percent of ATP funds are distributed to Metropolitan Planning
Organizations (MPOs) in urban areas with populations greater than 200,000. These funds are distributed
based on total MPO population. The funds allocated under this portion of the ATP must be selected
through a competitive process facilitated by the MPOs. As an MPO, SANDAG is the administrator for the
San Diego regional competition. Projects not selected for programming in the statewide competition
must be considered in the Regional Competition.

A minimum of 25 percent of the funds distributed by each of the three competitions must benefit
disadvantaged communities.

PURPOSE OF THE ATP

The purpose of the ATP is to implement strategies that increase and attract active transportation users;
provide facilities for walking and biking in urban, suburban, and rural portions of the region; and to provide
connections between them. Projects and programs funded through this program are consistent with the
vision of the Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy for the San Diego Region.
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ATP PROGRAM GOALS

California Senate Bill (SB) 99 established California’s ATP with six program goals that provide a foundation for
the state and regional ATP programs:

e Increase the proportion of trips accomplished by biking and walking
e Increase the safety and mobility of non-motorized users

e Advance the active transportation efforts of regional agencies to achieve greenhouse gas reduction goals
as established pursuant to SB 375 (Chapter 728, Statutes of 2008) and SB 391 (Chapter 585, Statutes of
2009)

e Enhance public health, including reduction of childhood obesity though the use of programs including
but not limited to projects eligible for Safe Routes to School Program funding

e Ensure that disadvantaged communities fully share in the benefits of the program
e Provide a broad spectrum of projects to benefit many types of active transportation users

ACTIVE TRANSPORTATION PROGRAM GUIDELINES

Senate Bill 99 and Assembly Bill 101 require the CTC to develop program guidelines for each cycle of the ATP
that describe the policy, standards, criteria, and procedures for the development, adoption, and management
of the ATP. The Guidelines provide additional information beyond what is described in these guidelines and
should be reviewed by applicants prior to submitting an application for ATP funding. The Guidelines are
posted on the CTC's website at http://www.catc.ca.gov/programs/atp/.

2019 Regional ATP Program Guidelines 3


http://www.catc.ca.gov/programs/atp/

CYCLE 4 SCHEDULE

The following schedule lists the major milestones for the development and adoption of the Cycle 4 ATP.

CTC adoption of ATP Guidelines 5/16/2018
Estimated available funding released 5/16/2018
Statewide Call for Projects released 5/16/2018
ATP Workshop at Caltrans 6/20/2018
Application submittal deadline for Statewide Competition 7/31/2018
CTC staff recommendation of projects for Statewide Competition 12/31/2018
CTC approval of recommended projects for Statewide Competition January 2019
ReGONALCOWPETmON
Estimated available funding released by CTC 5/16/2018
Staff recommendation of Regional ATP guidelines presented to SANDAG Transportation
Committee 6/1/2018
Regional ATP guidelines considered by SANDAG Board of Directors 6/22/2018
CTC considers SANDAG Regional Guidelines for approval 8/15/2018
Regional Call for Projects released 8/17/2018
Application submittal deadline for Regional Competition 9/28/2018
10/8/2018-
Scoring and ranking of Regional Competition applications 1/4/2019
1/7/2019-
TransNet Swap coordination with applicants (if applicable) for Regional Competition 1/18/2019
SANDAG Independent Taxpayer Oversight Committee (ITOC) reviews TransNet/ATP Swap
concept (if applicable) 2/13/2019
Deadline for Applicants to submit Resolution 2/1/2019
Publication of recommended ranked project list (through posting of Transportation
Committee Agenda) for Regional Competition 2/8/2019
Staff recommendation of Regional Competition ranked projects presented to SANDAG
Transportation Committee 2/15/2019
Regional ATP project rankings considered by SANDAG Board of Directors 2/22/2019
CTC considers adoption of ranked project list for SANDAG Regional Competition June 2019

N
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FUNDING
Sources
The ATP is funded from various federal and state funds appropriated in the annual State Budget Act.

e Federal Transportation Alternative Program funds, except for federal Recreation Trail Program funds
appropriated to the Department of Parks and Recreation

e Federal Highway Safety Improvement Program funds or other federal funds

e State Highway Account funds

e Road Maintenance and Rehabilitation Account (SB 1) funds

All ATP projects must meet eligibility requirements specific to at least one ATP funding source.
Amount of Funding Available

Cycle 4 of the ATP includes funding for four years; 2019-2020, 2020-2021, 2021-2022, and 2022-2023.
The amount of funding available for Cycle 4 is estimated as follows:

e Statewide Competition: $439,560,000
e San Diego Regional Competition: $15,874,000
Minimum Request for Funds

In order to maximize the effectiveness of program funds and to encourage the aggregation of small projects
into one larger comprehensive project, the minimum request for ATP funds that will be considered is
$250,000. This minimum does not apply to non-infrastructure projects, Safe Routes to Schools projects,
Recreational Trails projects, and plans.

Maximum Request for Funds

The total aggregate amount of funding requested by each applicant cannot exceed the total amount
available.

Matching & Leveraging funds

e Matching funds are additional federal, state and local funds that are dedicated to the ATP project and
will be used for any eligible ATP expenses.

e leveraging funds include all financial sources, in-kind resources, and/or services that the applicant can
secure on behalf of the ATP project. Leveraged funds may be used for any project-related expenses, even
if the expenses are not eligible in the ATP.

Matching and leveraging funds are not required. If an applicant chooses to provide matching or leveraging
funds, the funds cannot be from any of the CTC’s competitive funding programs (Solutions for Congested
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Corridors Program, Trade Corridor Enhancement Program, Local Partnership Program, or Active
Transportation Program). Eligible leveraged funds spent or committed to earlier project phases will be
considered. Applications must include a complete (phase-by-phase) project funding plan through
construction that demonstrates that the ATP and leveraged funding in the plan (local, federal, state, private
sources) is reasonably expected to be available and sufficient to complete the project.

Funding for Active Transportation Plans

Funding from the ATP may be used to fund the development of community-wide active transportation plans
within or, for area-wide plans, encompassing disadvantaged communities, including bike, pedestrian, safe
routes to schools, or comprehensive active transportation plans.

A maximum amount of two percent (2%) of the funds distributed by the regional competition will be
available for funding active transportation plans.

Reimbursement

The ATP is a reimbursement program for eligible costs incurred. In order for an item to be eligible for ATP
reimbursement, that item’s primary use or function must meet the ATP purpose and at least one of the ATP
goals. Reimbursement is requested through the invoice process detailed in Chapter 5, Accounting/Invoices, of
the Caltrans Local Assistance Procedures Manual. Costs incurred prior to CTC allocation and, for federally
funded projects, Federal Highway Administration project approval (i.e. Authorization to Proceed) are not
eligible for reimbursement.
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ELIGIBLE APPLICANTS
The following entities, within the State of California, are eligible to apply for ATP funds:

e Local, Regional, or State Agencies — examples include city, county, MPO, and Regional Transportation
Planning Agency (RTPA)

e (Caltrans - Caltrans nominated projects must be coordinated and aligned with local and regional
priorities. Caltrans is required to submit documentation that local communities are supportive of and
have provided feedback on the proposed Caltrans ATP project. Caltrans must also submit documentation
to support the need to address the project with ATP funds, versus other available funding sources such as
the State Highway Operations and Protection Program (SHOPP).

e Transit Agencies — Any agency responsible for public transportation that is eligible for funds under the
Federal Transit Administration (FTA)

e Natural Resources or Public Land Agencies — Federal, Tribal, State, or local agency responsible for
natural resources or public land administration. Examples include:

o State or local park or forest agencies
o State or local fish and game, or wildlife agencies
0 Department of the Interior Land Management Agencies
0 U.S. Forest Service
e Public Schools or School Districts

e Tribal Governments — Federally-recognized Native American Tribes. For funding awarded to a tribal
government, a fund transfer to the Bureau of Indian Affairs may be necessary. A tribal government may
also partner with another eligible entity to apply, if desired.

e Private Nonprofit Tax-Exempt Organizations — May apply for projects eligible for Recreational Trail
Program funds, recreational trails and trailheads, park projects that facilitate trail linkages or connectivity
to non-motorized corridors, and conversion of abandoned railroad corridors to trails. Projects must
benefit the general public, not only a private entity.

e Other - Any other entity with responsibility for oversight of transportation or recreational trails that the
CTC determines to be eligible.
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MASTER AGREEMENT

The implementing agency for ATP funds assumes responsibility and accountability for the use and
expenditure of program funds. Applicants and/or implementing agencies must be able to comply with all
federal and state laws, regulations, and policies and procedures required to enter into a Local Administering
Agency-State Master Agreement (Master Agreement). Refer to Chapter 4, Agreements, of the Caltrans Local
Assistance Procedures Manual (LAPM) for guidance and procedures on Master Agreements. The LAPM is
available here: http://www.dot.ca.gov/hg/LocalPrograms/lam/lapm.htm.

BASELINE AGREEMENTS

The CTC requires project Baseline Agreements for ATP projects with a total project cost of $25 million or
greater or a total programmed amount of $10 million or greater. Additional information on Baseline
Agreements can be found in the SB 1 Accountability and Transparency Guidelines, which are available here:
http://www.catc.ca.gov/programs/sb 1/docs/032 1 18-Final-adopted-Accountablity-Transparency-Guidelines.pdf

PARTNERING WITH IMPLEMENTING AGENCIES

Eligible applicants that are unable to apply for ATP funds or that are unable to enter into a Master Agreement
with the State must partner with an eligible applicant that can implement the project. In addition, eligible
applicants that are unfamiliar with the requirements to administer a Federal-Aid Highway Program project are
encouraged to partner with an eligible applicant that can implement the project. If another entity agrees to
be the implementing agency and assume responsibility for the ongoing operations and maintenance of the
facility, documentation of the agreement (e.qg. letter of intent) must be submitted with the project
application, and a copy of the Memorandum of Understanding or Interagency Agreement between the
parties must be submitted with the request for allocation. The implementing agency will be responsible and
accountable for the use and expenditure of program funds.
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ELIGIBLE PROJECTS

All projects will be selected through the competitive process and must meet one or more of the ATP program
goals. Because some of the funds in the ATP are federal funds, projects must be federal-aid eligible unless the
project is designated as “State Only Funded” at the time of programming. Refer to the most recent Federal-
Aid Project Funding Guidelines available at http://www.dot.ca.gov/hg/LocalPrograms/STIP.htm for more
information on what projects may be eligible for state only funds. The CTC may designate projects as SB 1
funded projects at time of programming.

The CTC encourages applicants to apply for projects that provide a transformative benefit to a community or
a region.

All projects submitted must be consistent with the 2050 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable
Communities Strategy.

Project Categories

All eligible projects must apply with an application for one of the following project categories. Applications
for plans may not be combined with applications for infrastructure or other non-infrastructure projects.

There are four different eligible project types:
1.

Capital projects that will further the goals of the ATP. This typically includes the environmental, design, right-
of-way, and construction phases of a capital (facilities) project.

A new infrastructure project will not be programmed without a complete Project Study Report (PSR) or PSR
equivalent. The application will be considered a PSR equivalent if it defines and justifies the project scope,
cost, and schedule. Though the PSR or equivalent may focus on the project phases proposed for
programming, it must provide at least a preliminary estimate of costs for all phases. PSR guidelines are posted
on the CTC's website at http://catc.ca.gov/programs/atp/docs/Project Study Report (PSR) Guidelines.pdf.
Further guidance can be found in the Caltrans Project Development Procedures Manual, which is available at
http://www.dot.ca.gov/design/manuals/pdpm.html.

A capital improvement that is required as a condition for private development approval or permit is not
eligible for funding from the ATP.

2.

Education, encouragement, and enforcement activities that further the goals of the ATP. NI projects can be
start-up programs or new and/or expanded components of existing programs. All NI projects must
demonstrate how the program is sustainable and will be continued after ATP funding is exhausted. The CTC
intends to focus funding for non-infrastructure on start-up projects. A project is a start-up when no program
currently exists. A project with new and/or expanded components to an existing program must demonstrate
how the original program is continuing without ATP funding. ATP cannot fund existing or ongoing program
operations. Non-infrastructure projects are not limited to those that benefit school students.

Eligible Education Encouragement, and Awareness programs may include, but are not limited to:
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e Education programs that teach walking and bicycling safety skills to children and adults through schools,

places of employment, community centers, or other venues.

e Encouragement programs that propose targeted outreach and events designed to encourage walking
and bicycling as a viable mode of transportation for everyday/utilitarian trips.

e Awareness programs that intend to improve overall roadway safety, especially for bicyclists and
pedestrians, by impacting the attitudes and behaviors of the general public through multimedia
campaigns.

Projects that have both infrastructure and non-infrastructure components will be scored using the scoring
criteria that represents the higher proportion of the project. For example, a project that is more than 50
percent infrastructure will be scored using the infrastructure scoring criteria. Combination projects need to
specify the percentage of each component (e.g. 75% infrastructure and 25% non-infrastructure).

4.

The development of a community-wide bicycle, pedestrian, safe routes to school, or active transportation
plan that encompasses or is predominately located in a disadvantaged community.

e The first priority for the funding of active transportation plans will be for cities, counties, county

transportation commissions, regional transportation planning agencies, MPOs, school districts, or transit

districts that have neither a bicycle plan, a pedestrian plan, a safe routes to schools plan, nor a
comprehensive active transportation plan.

e The second priority for the funding of plans will be for cities, counties, county transportation

commissions, regional transportation planning agencies, or MPOs that have a bicycle plan or a pedestrian

plan but not both.

e The lowest priority for funding of plans will be for updates of active transportation plans older than 5
years.

Applications for plans may not be combined with applications for infrastructure or other non-infrastructure
projects.
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DISADVANTAGED COMMUNITY REQUIREMENT

For a project to contribute toward the Disadvantaged Communities funding requirement, the project must
clearly demonstrate, with verifiable information, a direct, meaningful, and assured benefit to a disadvantaged
community. A project is considered beneficial if it fulfills an important need of low-income people in a way
that provides a significant value. The project’s benefits must primarily target low-income people while
avoiding substantial burdens on a disadvantaged community.

The application must clearly articulate how the project benefits the disadvantaged community. There is no
presumption of benefit, even for projects located within a disadvantaged community. For a project to qualify
as directly benefiting a disadvantaged community, the project must:

e be located within or be within reasonable proximity to, the disadvantaged community served by the
project,

e the project must have a direct connection to the disadvantaged community, or

e the project must be an extension or a segment of a larger project that connects to or is directly adjacent
to the disadvantaged community.

To qualify as a disadvantaged community, the community served by the project must meet at least one of the
following criteria:

. : The median household income (table ID B19013) is less than 80 percent of
the statewide median based on the most current census tract (ID 140) level data from the 2012-2016
American Community Survey (<$51,026). Communities with a population less than 15,000 may use data
at the census block group (ID 150) level. Unincorporated communities may use data at the census place
(ID 160) level. Data is available at http://factfinder2.census.gov/faces/nav/jsf/pages/index.xhtml.

. . An area identified as among the most disadvantaged 25 percent in the state
according to the CalEPA and based on the California Communities Environmental Health Screening
Tool 3.0 (CalEnviroScreen 3.0) scores. The score must be greater than or equal to 39.34. The list can be
found at the following link under SB 535 list of disadvantaged communities:
http:/www.calepa.ca.gov/EnvJustice/GHGInvest/.

. . At least 75 percent of public school students in the project area are
eligible to receive free or reduced-price meals under the national school lunch program. Data is available
at http://www.cde.ca.gov/ds/sd/sd/filessp.asp. Applicants using this measure must indicate how the
project benefits the school students in the project area. The project must be located within 2 miles of the
school(s) represented by this criteria.

o The definition of a disadvantaged community as adopted in
the SANDAG regional transportation plan (San Diego Forward: The Regional Plan, available at
http://Awww.sdforward.com/regionalplan). San Diego Forward: The Regional Plan defines disadvantaged
communities as minority, low-income, and senior populations.

0 The term “minority” is described by the Federal Highway Administration as: Black (having origins in
any of the black racial groups of Africa); Hispanic (of Mexican, Puerto Rican, Cuban, Central or South

2019 Regional ATP Program Guidelines 11


http://factfinder2.census.gov/faces/nav/jsf/pages/index.xhtml
http://www.calepa.ca.gov/EnvJustice/GHGInvest/
http://www.cde.ca.gov/ds/sd/sd/filessp.asp
http://www.sdforward.com/regionalplan

American or other Spanish culture or origin, regardless of race); Asian American (having origins in
any of the original peoples of the Far East, Southeast Asia, the Indian subcontinent, or the Pacific
Islands); or American Indian and Alaskan Native (having origins in any of the original people of North
America and who maintains cultural identification through tribal affiliation or community
recognition).

0 Low-income populations are those with income levels below 200 percent of the Federal Poverty Rate.
o Senior populations include anyone 75 years old and older.

o . Projects located within Federally Recognized Tribal Lands (typically
within the boundaries of a Reservation or Rancheria).

o If a project applicant believes a project benefits a disadvantaged community but the project does
not meet the aforementioned criteria due to a lack of accurate Census data or CalEnviroScreen data that
represents a small neighborhood or unincorporated area, the applicant must submit for consideration a
guantitative assessment to demonstrate that the community’s median household income is at or below
80% of that state median household income.
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PROJECT APPLICATION REQUIREMENTS

To apply for the regional competition, all applicants must complete the following items. All projects must
have been submitted through the statewide competitive program using the electronic application (no new
projects can be submitted for the regional component).

1. The application utilized for the statewide competition
2. The Regional ATP Supplemental Questionnaire
The Regional ATP Supplemental Questionnaire is included on the following page.

3. A resolution from the applicant’s authorized governing body that includes the following
provisions, consistent with SANDAG Board Policy No. 035:’

e Applicant’s governing body commits to providing the amount of matching & leveraging funds set
forth in the grant application.

e Applicant’s governing body authorizes staff to accept the grant funding and execute a grant
agreement, if an award is made by the CTC or SANDAG.

Applicants that submit applications for the statewide competition will automatically be considered for the
regional competition. Applicants that applied for the statewide competition do not need to submit another
copy of their application to SANDAG if they have already provided one as part of the statewide competition.
All applicants for the regional competition must submit the Regional ATP Supplemental Questionnaire and a
resolution from their authorized governing body to provide additional information needed for the regional
competition.

SUBMITTAL DEADLINE

One electronic (PDF) copy of the application must be received by SANDAG no later than 5 p.m. on Friday,
September 28, 2018. Applications should be addressed to:

Jenny R. Russo
Regional ATP Administrator
Jenny.Russo@sandag.org

' The Resolution should be submitted with the Application, but at the very latest, must be received by
SANDAG prior to February 1, 2019. The Resolution will be utilized in the event a TransNet-ATP funding
exchange is implemented.
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REGIONAL ATP SUPPLEMENTAL QUESTIONNAIRE

Applicants that would like to be considered for funding for the regional ATP competition must answer the
following questions, as a supplement to the statewide application:

Non-Infrastructure Projects

e Innovation: Does the project propose innovative solutions that show the potential to serve as a replicable
model to the region/city?

Infrastructure Projects
e  Project Readiness — Completion of Major Milestones
Which of the following steps for the project have been completed?
1. Community Active Transportation Strategy/Neighborhood-Level Plan/Corridor Study
2. Environmental Documentation/Certification
3. Right-of-Way Acquisition
4. Final Design
e Linkages to Bicycle, Pedestrian, and Transit Networks

Provide a map that clearly illustrates the project’s relationship to existing local and regional bicycle,
pedestrian, and transit facilities. Specifically, note if the project closes any gaps in bicycle and pedestrian
facilities.

e Effectiveness and Comprehensiveness of Proposed Project

Describe the specific traffic calming, pedestrian, and bicycle treatments being proposed and why they are
particularly suited to address the needs of the project area. Address how the traffic calming measures will
benefit pedestrians and bicycles.

¢ Complementary Programs

Describe any programs that complement the proposed infrastructure improvements, including
awareness, education efforts, increased enforcement, bicycle parking, etc. and who will be implementing
them. In order to achieve points, programs must be included in the scope of the project.

e |nnovation

Is this project an FHWA or state experimentation effort? Does this project propose innovative solutions
that are included in the NACTO Urban Bikeway Design Guide or propose solutions that are new to the
region/city? Does the project leverage advanced technologies?

2019 Regional ATP Program Guidelines 14



PROJECT SELECTION PROCESS

Step 1: Eligibility Screen

Applications will be screened for eligibility, which will consist of the following:

e Consistency with the 2050 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Community Strategy
e Use of appropriate application

e Supplanting funds: a project that is already fully funded will not be considered for funding in the ATP.
ATP funds cannot be used to supplant other committed funds.

e Eligibility of project: the project must be one of the four types of projects listed in these guidelines.
Applications will be removed from the competitive process if found ineligible.
Step 2: Quantitative Evaluation

SANDAG will conduct the quantitative evaluation for all Geographic Information Systems (GIS) and formula-
based scores.

Step 3: Qualitative Evaluation

A multidisciplinary review panel representing a broad array of active transportation-related interests, such as
expertise in bicycling and pedestrian transportation, Safe Routes to School projects, and projects that benefit
disadvantaged communities will be convened to score the qualitative portion of the application. Panel
members will not review or comment on applications from their own organization; or in the case of the

County of San Diego, from their own department. Eligible applicants that do not apply for ATP funding will
be encouraged to participate in the multidisciplinary review panel.

Step 4: Initial Ranking
An initial list of project rankings will be produced.
Step 5: Disadvantaged Communities Adjustment

Rankings will be adjusted to ensure that 25 percent of the available funds are dedicated to projects and
programs that benefit Disadvantaged Communities as identified in the CTC Guidelines.

Step 6: Final Ranking & Contingency Project List
The final list of project rankings will be produced.

SANDAG will recommend a list of Regional ATP projects for programming by the CTC that is financially
constrained against the amount of ATP funding available (as identified in the approved ATP Fund Estimate). In
addition, SANDAG will include a list of contingency projects, listed in order based on the project’s final
ranking. SANDAG intends to fund projects on the contingency list should there be any project failures or
savings in the Cycle 4 Regional ATP. This will ensure that the Regional ATP will fully use all ATP funds, and
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that no ATP funds are lost to the region. The contingency list is valid until the adoption of the next Statewide
ATP cycle.

The final ranking and contingency project list will be provided to the CTC in February 2019 for consideration
by the CTC in June 2019.

STEP 7: TransNet-ATP Funding Exchange (Optional Step)

If a SANDAG project is selected to receive ATP funding as a result of the regional ATP competitive process,
and the funding plan for that project contains TransNet funds, there may be an opportunity to implement a
funding exchange with projects from local jurisdictions recommended through the regional ATP. This
exchange would reduce the administrative burden to local jurisdictions associated with ATP funding
requirements, and would consolidate the allocation of ATP funds to as few projects as practicable. Should a
funding exchange be proposed, local jurisdiction projects that elect to participate in the exchange would be
removed from the regional ATP ranking and be funded through the TransNet Active Transportation Grant
Program (ATGP). The TransNet-funded projects would be administered as other TransNet ATGP projects and
be subject to the terms and conditions of SANDAG Board Policy No. 035. Projects from applicants other than
local jurisdictions are ineligible for the TransNet-ATP funding exchange.

SANDAG staff will make the determination of whether a funding exchange is an option under the Cycle 4
Regional ATP. The ability to make the exchange and the terms and conditions of such exchange shall be in
SANDAG's sole discretion and this determination will be made for Cycle 4 only.

Note:

e Projects that are a component of major roadway reconstruction projects funded by TransNet are subject
to the Routine Accommodations Provisions outlined in SANDAG Board Policy No. 031: TransNet
Ordinance and Expenditure Plan Rules, Rule 21 and will not be eligible for the funding exchange.

e Per the adoption of San Diego Forward: The Regional Plan and GHG Mitigation Measure 4A included in
the Environmental Impact Report, local jurisdictions receiving TransNet ATGP funding must have both a
locally-adopted Climate Action Plan (CAP) and Complete Streets (CS) Policy. The CAP and CS Policy must
meet the requirements outlined in GHG Mitigation Measure 4A and in the California Complete Streets
Act of 2008. Local jurisdictions that do not have an adopted CAP or CS in place at the time the
TransNet-ATP exchange is offered will not be eligible for the funding exchange.
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The proposed projects will be scored by an evaluation panel consisting of Active Transportation Working
Group (ATWG) members, Cities/County Transportation Advisory Committee (CTAC) members, Regional
Planning Technical Working Group (TWG) members, and/or an academic or other individual with expertise in
bicycling and pedestrian transportation, Safe Routes to School projects, and projects that benefit
disadvantaged communities or a related field. Panel members will not represent project applicants for
funding under Cycle 4 from their own agency/department, will not have had prior involvement in any of the
submitted projects, nor may they (nor the organizations they represent) receive compensation for work on
any of the funded projects in the future. The scoring criteria are specified in the scoring criteria matrix for
each grant program.

The criteria upon which projects will be scored fall into two general categories:

. that are data-oriented and relate to existing or planned bicycle and pedestrian
network connections, access to transit services, other transportation safety measures, cost effectiveness,
and matching funds.

o that relate to the quality of the proposed plan or project.

Objective data-oriented criteria will be based on Geographic Information System (GIS), the 2050 Regional
Transportation Plan and its Sustainable Communities Strategy, Riding to 2050: The San Diego Regional Bike
Plan, and the 2050 Regional Growth Forecast. For information that is not readily available to SANDAG,
Applicants will be asked to provide supplementary data. Points for objective criteria will be calculated by
either the SANDAG Department of Data Analytics and Modeling staff or Contracts and Procurement staff in
accordance with the point structures delineated in the scoring criteria. Those criteria are marked with an
asterisk (*) in the scoring criteria matrix of each program.

For subjective criteria related to the quality of the proposed project, applicants will need to provide responses.
Points for subjective criteria will be awarded by the members of the evaluation panel.

Project rankings will be produced using a “Sum of Ranks” approach. Using this approach, projects will
receive two scores: (1) objective formula-based points that are calculated by either SANDAG Department of
Data Analytics and Modeling staff or Contracts and Procurement staff and (2) subjective quality-based points
that are awarded by members of the Evaluation Panel. The objective points earned will be added to the
subjective points awarded by each evaluator on the panel, and will then be translated into project rankings
for each evaluator. For example, the project awarded the most points from a single evaluator will rank
number one; the project awarded the second most points will rank number two; and so on (one being the
best rank a project can receive). The rankings from each individual evaluator will then be added together for
each project to produce an overall project ranking (Sum of Ranks). Therefore, projects with the lowest overall
numerical rank will have performed the best.

The list of overall project rankings will be used to recommend funding allocations in order of rank. The top-
ranking projects (or the projects with the lowest overall numerical rank) will be recommended for funding in
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descending rank until funding is exhausted. If two or more project applications receive the same rank that is
the funding cut-off score, the following criteria will be used to determine which project(s) will be funded, in
order of priority:

e Infrastructure projects
e Construction readiness (i.e. completion of PA&ED, PS&E, R/W)
e Highest score on the following question:
o Infrastructure Projects: Criteria #5 - Project Readiness
o Non-Infrastructure Projects: Criteria #4 - Methodology
e Highest score on the following question:
o Infrastructure Projects: Criteria #3C — Alignment with ATP Goals
o Non-Infrastructure Projects: Criteria #2 - Alignment with ATP Goals
SELECTION PROCESS
SANDAG Contracts and Procurement staff will present the list of overall project rankings and corresponding
funding recommendations to the Transportation Committee for recommendation to the SANDAG Board of

Directors. The SANDAG Board will review and recommend the final list of projects to the CTC for
consideration. The CTC will consider the Regional ATP project rankings at its meeting in June 2019.
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INFRASTRUCTURE PROJECTS

INFRASTRUCTURE SCORING CRITERIA GUIDANCE

The following narrative descriptions will be used to assist the evaluation panel in scoring infrastructure project
applications. The Infrastructure Scoring Criteria Matrix on pages 26-27 is a summary of this information.

1. DEMAND ANALYSIS

*NOTE: SANDAG Department of Data Analytics and Modeling staff will calculate the points awarded for this
criteria based on a GIS analysis of the project area relative to the seven factors listed below.

A half-mile buffer will be created around pedestrian improvement projects and a one-mile buffer will be
created around bicycle improvement projects. Data will be gathered for each of the factors for each project
buffer. Results for each factor will be ranked from highest to lowest (except for vehicle ownership, which will
be ranked from lowest to highest), in quintiles (5 equal groups), for all projects. Projects will then be scored
relative to each other by ranking the raw scores from highest (up to 15 points) to lowest (1 point). (Up to 15
points possible)

e Population (highest — lowest) e Activity Centers (highest — lowest)
e Population Density (highest — lowest) e Employment (highest — lowest)
e Employment Density (highest — lowest) e Vehicle Ownership (lowest — highest)

e Intersection Density (highest — lowest)
2. PROJECT CONNECTIONS
A. REGIONAL BICYCLE NETWORK

*NOTE: The SANDAG Department of Data Analytics and Modeling will calculate the points awarded for
this criteria using the Regional Bicycle Network laid out in SANDAG Riding to 2050: The San Diego
Regional Bike Plan. (Up to 8 points possible)

e Will the proposed project connect to part of the existing or planned Regional Bicycle Network?
(6 points)

or

e  Will the proposed project construct part of the existing or planned Regional Bicycle Network?
(8 points)

Zero points will be awarded to projects that neither build nor connect to the existing or planned Regional
Bicycle Network.

B. EXISTING OR PROGRAMMED TRANSIT

*NOTE: The SANDAG Department of Data Analytics and Modeling staff will calculate the points awarded
for these criteria. Up to 12 points will be awarded based on proximity to existing or programmed transit
facilities included in San Diego Forward: The Regional Plan (adopted in 2015).
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A regional transit station is defined as any station served by COASTER, SPRINTER, Trolley, Rapid, or Rapid
Express Routes. Distance refers to walking distance based on actual available pathways. Projects that
propose both bicycle and pedestrian improvements will be eligible to receive points for both modes in
this category. (Up to 12 points possible)

e Bicycle improvement within 1.5 miles of a regional transit station (6 points)
and/or

e  Pedestrian improvement within 1/4 mile of a local transit stop (2 points)

e Pedestrian improvement directly connects to a local transit stop (4 points)

e  Pedestrian improvement within 1/2 mile of a regional transit station (4 points)

e Pedestrian improvement directly connects to a regional transit station (6 points)

Up to 10 points will be awarded based on how well the project will close a gap between existing local
bicycle facilities. Applicant must demonstrate evidence of an existing gap. A gap is defined as a lack of
facilities between two existing facilities, or a situation where there is an undesirable change in facility
type. For example, a project upgrading a connection between two Class Il segments from a Class lll to a
Class Il segment could be closing a gap. Projects that do not propose to close a gap between existing
local bicycle facilities will receive 0 points.

Up to 10 points will be awarded based on how well the project will close a gap in the existing pedestrian
network. Applicant must demonstrate evidence of an existing gap. Examples include missing sidewalk
segments, or enhancement of one or more blocks in between blocks that have previously been
upgraded. Projects that do not propose to close a gap in the existing pedestrian network will receive

0 points.

3. SAFETY AND QUALITY OF PROJECT

Points will be awarded based on the quality of proposed measures and the potential to address community
needs identified by the Applicant. The highest scoring projects will make significant infrastructure changes
that result in reduced speeds and safer environments for bicyclists and pedestrians, balance the needs of all
modes, and include a broad array of devices to calm traffic and/or prioritize bicyclists and pedestrians. Low-
scoring projects will have fewer features and make minimal improvements.

Points for this section will be awarded based on the applicant’s description of safety hazards and/or
collision history within the last 7 years, the degree of hazard(s), and potential for increasing bicycle or
pedestrian trips. Some hazards may be so unsafe as to prohibit access and therefore lack collision data.
Projects lacking collision data may still receive points for creating safe access or overcoming hazardous
conditions.
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To earn points without collision data, the Applicant must describe detractors in the project area that
prohibit safe access (ex. lack of facilities, high traffic volumes/speeds where bicycle/pedestrian trips would
increase with safer access, freeway on/off ramps, blind curves, steep slopes, etc.) Vehicle speed limit and
average daily traffic information will be considered in identifying the degree of hazard. (Up to 18 points
possible)

e One to two correctable collisions involving non-motorized users (2 points)
e Three to four correctable collisions involving non-motorized users (4 points)
e Five or more correctable collisions involving non-motorized users (6 points)

e Creates access or overcomes barriers in an area where hazardous conditions prohibit safe access for
bicyclists and pedestrians (6 points)

e Creates a new or safer crossing for bicyclists and/or pedestrians across railroad or light rail tracks (6
points).

Up to 5 points are available within each of the three project categories: bicycle, pedestrian, and/or traffic
calming measures. Therefore, projects that propose improvements in more than one category are eligible
to earn more points (up to 18 total points possible). Traffic calming measures that consist of roadway
improvements that benefit motorists only will receive O points.

In scoring traffic calming measures, the following minimum thresholds for frequency/effectiveness of
traffic calming devices along a roadway will be taken into consideration:

e Residential Street (20 mph) = Devices every 250 feet (on either side)

e Collector or Main Street (25 mph) = Devices every 400 feet

e Arterial street (35 mph) = Devices every 800 feet

Points will be distributed based on how well the application addresses the following:

e How well will the proposed traffic calming devices address the identified need in the project area?
Are the proposed solutions appropriate for the situation? (Up to 6 points)

e How well will the proposed pedestrian improvements address the identified need in the project area?
(Up to 6 points)

e How well will the proposed bicycle improvements address the identified need in the project area?
(Up to 6 points)
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Points will be awarded based on how well the proposed project aligns with ATP Program Goals. (Up to
18 points possible)

o How well will the proposed project increase the proportion of trips accomplished by biking and
walking? (up to 3 points)

e How well will the proposed project increase the safety and mobility of non-motorized users? (up to 3
points)

o How well will the proposed project advance the active transportation efforts of SANDAG to achieve
greenhouse gas reduction goals as established pursuant to SB 375 and SB 39? (up to 3 points)

e How well will the proposed project enhance public health, including reduction of childhood obesity
though the use of programs including but not limited to projects eligible for Safe Routes to School
Program funding? (up to 3 points)

e How well will the proposed project ensure that disadvantaged communities fully share in the benefits
of the project? (up to 3 points)

¢ How well will the proposed project benefit many types of active transportation users? (up to 3
points)

Points will be awarded based on the breadth of solutions proposed by the project that are new to the
region/city and if the project leverages advanced technologies. The NACTO Urban Bikeway Design Guide
available at http://nacto.org/cities-for-cycling/design-guide/ will be referred to for examples of innovative
improvements, such as:

e Bike signals and beacons

e Intersection treatments (bike boxes, intersection crossing markings, median refuge islands, through
bike lanes)

e Bikeway signing and marking (colored bike facilities, bike route wayfinding signage/markings)

No points will be awarded for facilities or treatments that have received Federal Highway Administration
approval (ex. Sharrows), unless they are new to the region/city. (Up to 12 points possible)

e Is this project an Federal Highway Administration or state experimentation effort? (4 points)

e Does this project propose innovative solutions that are included in the NACTO Urban Bikeway Design
Guide or propose solutions that are new to the region/city? (6 points)

e Does the project leverage advanced technologies? (2 points)
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4. SUPPORTIVE POLICIES AND PROGRAMS

This section will be scored based upon the Applicant’'s demonstration of plans, policies, and programs that
support the proposed project. Consideration will be given to both the breadth and depth of plans, policies,
and programs.

Points will be awarded based on how well the Applicant demonstrated that the proposed project will be
complemented by supportive programs including, but not limited to: awareness campaigns, education
efforts, increased enforcement, and/or bicycle parking. Projects that demonstrate collaboration and
integration with the supportive program(s) will be given higher scores. (Up to 6 points possible).

Points will be awarded based on whether the Applicant or relevant local jurisdiction has an adopted
Climate Action Plan (CAP) and/or complete streets policy (or the equivalent, including policies in the
general plan or other documents adopted by the local jurisdiction). (Up to 10 points possible)

e The local jurisdiction has an adopted Climate Action Plan (CAP). (1 point)

e The local jurisdiction has an adopted complete streets policy (or the equivalent, including policies in
the general plan or other documents adopted by the Applicant or relevant local jurisdiction). (1 point)

¢ How well the Applicant demonstrates that the proposed project will directly reduce GHG emissions
such as through implementation of a CAP, parking strategies, advanced technologies, and/or other
strategies (Up to 8 points possible). The highest-scoring projects will provide supportive evidence,
including quantitative analyses, that demonstrate the project will directly reduce GHG emissions.

5. PROJECT READINESS/COMPLETION OF MAJOR MILESTONES

Points will be awarded based on the completed project development milestones. (Up to 20 points possible)

Neighborhood-level plan, corridor study, or community active transportation strategy. (2 points)

Environmental clearance under the California Environmental Quality Act and the National Environmental
Policy Act if appropriate, or evidence that environmental clearance is not required. (4 points)

Completion of right-of-way acquisition and all necessary entitlements (if appropriate), or evidence that
right-of-way acquisition is not required. (4 points)

Progress toward obtaining final design (plans, specifications, and estimates):
0 30 percent design completed (3 points)
0 60 percent design completed (6 points)
0 90 percent design completed (9 points)

o Final design completed (10 points)
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6. PUBLIC HEALTH
Up to 10 points will be awarded for projects that will improve public health through the targeting of
populations with high risk factors for obesity, physical inactivity, asthma, or other health issues. Points will be

awarded to applicants that conduct the following:

e Coordinate with the local health department to identify data and risk factors for the community (2
points)

e Describe the targeted populations and the health issues that the project will address (2 points)

e Assess health data using the online California Health Interview Survey (CHIS) tool available at
http://healthpolicy.ucla.edu/chis/Pages/default.aspx (3 points)

e Assess the project’s health benefits using the online Health Economic Assessment Tool (HEAT) available
at http://www.heatwalkingcycling.org (3 points)

7. USE OF CALIFORNIA CONSERVATION CORPS OR A QUALIFIED COMMUNITY CONSERVATION
CORPS

Projects should seek to use the California Conservation Corps or a qualified community conservation corps, as
defined in Section 14507.5 of the Public Resources Code, as partners to undertake or construct applicable
projects in accordance with Section 1524 of Public Law 112-141. Applicants will not be penalized if either
corps determines that they cannot participate in a project. (Up to 5 points possible)

Points will be awarded as follows:

e The applicant sought California Conservation Corps or a qualified community conservation corps
participation on the project (5 points)

e The applicant did not seek California Conservation Corps or a qualified community conservation corps for
participation on the project, or the applicant intends not to utilize a corps on a project in which the corps
can participate (0 points).

8. BENEFIT TO DISADVANTAGED COMMUNITY

For a project to contribute toward the disadvantaged communities funding requirement, the project must
clearly demonstrate, with verifiable information, a direct, meaningful, and assured benefit to a disadvantaged
community. A project is considered beneficial if it fulfills an important need of low-income people in a way
that provides a significant benefit and targets its value. The project’s benefits must primarily target low-
income people while avoiding substantial burdens on a disadvantaged community.

For a project to qualify as directly benefiting a disadvantaged community, the project must:

e be located within or be within reasonable proximity to, the disadvantaged community served by the
project,

e have a direct connection to the disadvantaged community, or
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e Dbe an extension or a segment of a larger project that connects to or is directly adjacent to the
disadvantaged community.

Points will be distributed in relation to the severity of and the benefit provided to the disadvantaged
community affected by the project. (Up to 10 points possible)

e How well the project benefits a disadvantaged community (Up to 10 points)

e The project does not benefit a disadvantaged community. (0 points)

9. MATCHING FUNDS

*NOTE: SANDAG Contracts and Procurement staff will calculate the points awarded for this criteria.

Points for matching funds will be awarded based on the following scale. The matching fund percentage is
derived by comparing the total matching funds relative to the total project cost. (Up to 8 points possible)

e 0% (0 points) e 24.00-31.99% (5 points)
e 0.01-7.99% (2 points) e 32.00-39.99% (6 points)
e 8.00-15.99% (3 points) e 40.00-47.99% (7 points)
e 16.00-23.99% (4 points) e 48.00% and above (8 points)

10. COST EFFECTIVENESS
Ratio of ATP funding request to project score.
*NOTE: SANDAG Contracts and Procurement staff will calculate the points awarded for this criteria.

The ratio is calculated by dividing the total ATP funding request amount by the sum of points earned in
criteria 1 through 9. The ratios will be ranked in descending order and the available 10 points will be

distributed according to rank. The project(s) with the largest ratio will receive 10 points. All other projects will

receive points in the same proportion as their cost effectiveness ratio as compared to the project with the
highest ratio. (Up to 10 points possible)
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INFRASTRUCTURE SCORING CRITERIA MATRIX

Infrastructure projects will be scored and ranked on the basis of applicant responses to the Infrastructure
Scoring Criteria Guidance.

Points calculated by SANDAG's Department of Data Analytics and Modeling or Contracts and Procurement

staff are marked with an asterisk (*).

1.* DEMAND ANALYSIS
Factors contributing to score: population and employment, population | Up to 15
and employment densities, intersection density, vehicle ownership,
and activity centers. (Up to 15 points)
2. PROJECT CONNECTIONS
Ax Regional Bicycle Will the project build or connect to the existing or planned Regional Upto8
Network Bicycle Network?
B.* Existing or Programmed | e Bicycle improvement within 1 %2 miles of a regional transit station (6 | Up to 12
Transit points)
e Pedestrian improvement within 1/4 mile of a local transit stop (2
points)
e Pedestrian improvement directly connects to a local transit stop (4
points)
e Pedestrian improvement within 1/2 mile of a regional transit station
(4 points)
e Pedestrian improvement directly connects to a regional transit
station (6 points)
C. Existing Bicycle Network | How well will the project close a gap between existing bicycle Up to 10
facilities?
D. Existing Pedestrian How well will the project close a gap in the existing pedestrian Upto 10
Network network?
3. SAFETY AND QUALITY OF PROJECT
A Safety and Access Potential for increasing bicycle or pedestrian trips at location with Upto 18
Improvements documented safety hazard or accident history within the last seven
years.Will the project create access or overcome barriers in an area
where hazardous conditions prohibit safe access for bicyclists and
pedestrians? Does the project create a new or safer crossing for
bicyclists and/or pedestrians across railroad or trolley tracks?
B. Impact and How well will the proposed traffic calming devices, pedestrian Upto 18
Effectiveness of improvements, and/or bicycle improvements address the identified
Proposed Bicycle, need in the project area? Are the proposed solutions appropriate for
Pedestrian, and/or the situation?
Traffic Calming
Measures
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C. Alignment with ATP
Goals

How well does the project align with the ATP objectives?

Upto 18

D. Innovation

Is this project a Federal Highway Administration or state
experimentation effort? Does the project propose innovative solutions
that are new to the region/city? Does the project leverage advanced
technologies?

Up to 12

4. SUPPORTIVE POLICIES AND PROGRAMS

A Complementary
Programs

Are capital improvements accompanied by supportive programs such
as an awareness campaign, education efforts, and/or increased
enforcement?

Upto6

B. Greenhouse Gas (GHG)
Emission Reductions

How well will the proposed effort directly reduce greenhouse gas
emissions such as through implementation of a CAP, parking
strategies, advanced technologies, or other strategies?

Upto 10

5. PROJECT READINESS/COMPLETION OF MAJOR MILESTONES

¢ Neighborhood-level plan, corridor study, or community active
transportation strategy. (2 points)

e Environmental clearance (CEQA and NEPA) (4 points)

e Completed right-of-way acquisition (4 points)

e Progress toward obtaining final design

Up to 20

6. PUBLIC HEALTH

Does the project improve public health by targeting populations with
high risk factors for obesity, physical inactivity, asthma, or other health
issues?

Upto 10

7. USE OF CALIFORNIA CONSERVATION CORPS OR A QUALIFIED COMMUNITY CONSERVATION CORPS

Did the applicant seek California Conservation Corps or a qualified
Community Conservation Corps for participation on the project? Does
the applicant intend not to utilize a corps in a project in which the
corps can participate?

Upto5

8. BENEFIT TO DISADVANTAGED COMMUNITY

Does the project benefit a disadvantaged community?

Up to 10

9.* MATCHING FUNDS

Points for matching funds will be awarded based on a scale. The
matching fund percentage is derived by comparing the total matching
funds relative to the total project cost.

Upto 8

10.* COST EFFECTIVENESS

Project grant request, divided by score in criteria 1 through 9, ranked
relative to each other.

Upto 10

TOTAL POINTS 200
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NON-INFRASTRUCTURE SCORING CRITERIA GUIDANCE

The following narrative descriptions will be used to assist the evaluation panel in scoring non-infrastructure
applications. The Non-Infrastructure Scoring Criteria Matrix on pages 33-34 is a summary of this information.

1. DEMAND ANALYSIS

NOTE: SANDAG Department of Data Analytics and Modeling staff will calculate the points awarded based on
a GIS analysis of the project area relative to the seven factors listed below in comparison to all other
submitted project applications.

A half-mile buffer will be created around pedestrian improvement projects and a one-mile buffer will be
created around bicycle improvement projects. Data will be gathered for each of the factors for each project
buffer. Results for each factor will be ranked from highest to lowest (except for vehicle ownership, which will
be ranked from lowest to highest), in quintiles, for all projects. Projects will then be scored relative to each
other by ranking the raw scores from highest (up to 25 points) to lowest (1 point). (Plans: Up to 30 points
possible; EEA Programs: Not Applicable)

e Population e Employment
e Population Density e Employment Density
e Activity Centers e Vehicle Ownership

Intersection Density
2. ALIGNMENT WITH ATP OBJECTIVES

Points will be awarded based on how well the proposed project aligns with the ATP objectives. The highest
scoring projects will demonstrate the potential for measurable impact across multiple objectives. (Plans: Up to
30 points possible; EEA Programs: Up to 30 points possible;)

e How well will the proposed project increase the proportion of trips accomplished by biking and walking?
(Up to 5 points)

o How well will the proposed project increase the safety and mobility of non-motorized users? (Up to 5
points)

e How well will the proposed project advance the active transportation efforts of SANDAG to achieve
greenhouse gas reduction goals? (Up to 5 points)

¢ How well will the proposed project enhance public health, including reduction of childhood obesity
though the use of programs including but not limited to projects eligible for Safe Routes to School
Program funding? (Up to 5 points)

e How well will the proposed project ensure that disadvantaged communities fully share in the benefits of
the project? (Up to 5 points)

¢ How well will the proposed project benefit many types of active transportation users? (Up to 5 points)
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3. COMPREHENSIVENESS AND GREENHOUSE GAS (GHG) EMISSION REDUCTIONS

Points will be awarded according to the comprehensiveness of the proposed project, plan, or program, in
terms of both scope and scale. The quality of the proposed project and its potential to address
community needs identified by the Applicant will be considered.

Plans: The highest scoring projects will: aim to address Complete Streets principles; incorporate
traffic calming measures for the benefit of pedestrians and bicycles; prioritize bike/pedestrian access;
and/or be considered a Community Active Transportation Strategy (CATS). (Up to 30 points possible)

EEA Programs: The highest scoring projects will be larger in scope, scale, or duration; reach
underserved or vulnerable populations that lack vehicular access; complement a capital improvement
project; and/or be part of a larger Transportation Demand Management (TDM) effort. Lower-scoring
projects will be smaller in scope, scale, or duration, and will be independent of any capital
improvement projects. (Up to 30 points possible)

Points will be awarded based on how well the proposed effort will directly reduce GHG emissions. The
highest scoring projects will directly reduce GHG emissions such as through implementation of a Climate
Action Plan (CAP), parking strategies, advanced technologies and/or other strategies. Points will be
awarded as follows (Up to 10 points possible):

The local jurisdiction has an adopted CAP. (1 point)

The local jurisdiction has a complete streets policy or the equivalent, such as policies in the local
jurisdiction’s general plan or other documents adopted by the local jurisdiction’s governing body.
(1 point)

How well will the proposed effort directly reduce greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions? (Up to 8 points
possible).

4. METHODOLOGY

Points will be awarded according to how well the proposed effort will meet the demonstrated need and
project goals.

Plans: Highest scoring projects will include a comprehensive planning process in their scopes of work
that addresses the goals of Complete Streets, prioritizes bicyclist and pedestrian access, plans for
traffic calming, and ties into Safe Routes to School efforts in the project area. (Up to 30 points
possible)

EEA Programs: Highest scoring projects will clearly and succinctly demonstrate how the project scope
of work will directly address the proposed program goals and objectives, and will also list measurable
objectives and/or deliverables. Lower scoring projects will state a generic need, broad goals, and/or
will fail to clearly articulate how the scope of work will address project goals. (Up to 30 points
possible)
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5. COMMUNITY SUPPORT

Points will be awarded according to the inclusiveness of the planning process and evidence that key
stakeholders will be active participants in the process. The highest scoring projects will demonstrate: strong
community support for the project; substantial community input into the planning or other process;
identification of key stakeholders, including underserved and limited English proficiency populations, and
ensuring a meaningful role in the effort.

Lower scoring projects will: have minimal opportunities for community engagement in the scope of work;
include generic letters of support that fail to demonstrate substantive stakeholder involvement; and/or fail to
account for limited English proficiency populations. (Plans: Up to 15 points possible; EEA Programs: Up to 15
points possible)

6. EVALUATION

Points will be awarded for applications that clearly demonstrate a commitment to monitoring and evaluating
the impact and effectiveness of the proposed project. The highest scoring projects will have identified
performance measures in the application, or will include a task for identification of performance measures in
the Scope of Work and/or include specific pre- and post-data collection efforts as part of the project scope,
budget, and schedule in support of evaluating the project’s effectiveness. Lower scoring projects will lack
meaningful evaluation methods or data collection as part of the project. (Plans: Not Applicable, EEA
Programs: Up to 20 points possible)

7. INNOVATION

Points will be awarded for applications that propose innovative solutions that show the potential to serve as a
replicable model for the region/city. The highest scoring projects will include innovative methods of
accomplishing project goals that have not yet been pursued numerous times in the region/city. For
innovations that have been implemented in other regions/cities, the Applicant must demonstrate that the
measure was successful and effective in those cases. Examples of innovative solutions may include, but are
not limited to: CiclosDias or Sunday Streets programs; bike sharing programs; bike corrals; bike stations; or
bike parking ordinances. (Plans: Not Applicable; EEA Programs: Up to 15 points possible)

8. PUBLIC HEALTH

Points will be awarded for projects that will improve public health through the targeting of populations with
high risk factors for obesity, physical inactivity, asthma, or other health issues. Points will be awarded to
applicants that conduct the following (Up to 15 points possible):

e Coordinate with the local health department to identify data and risk factors for the community (4
points)

e Describe the targeted populations and the health issues that the project will address (3 points)

e Assess health data using the online California Health Interview Survey (CHIS) tool available at
http:/healthpolicy.ucla.edu/chis/Pages/default.aspx (4 points)

e Assess the project’s health benefits using the online Health Economic Assessment Tool (HEAT) available
at http://www.heatwalkingcycling.org (4 points)
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9. USE OF CALIFORNIA CONSERVATION CORPS OR A QUALIFIED COMMUNITY CONSERVATION
CORPS

Projects should seek to use the California Conservation Corps or a qualified community conservation corps, as
defined in Section 14507.5 of the Public Resources Code, as partners to undertake or construct applicable
projects in accordance with Section 1524 of Public Law 112-141. Applicants will not be penalized if either
corps determines that they cannot participate in a project.

Points will be awarded as follows:

e The applicant sought California Conservation Corps or a qualified community conservation corps
participation on the project (Plans: Not Applicable; EEA Programs: 5 points possible)

e The applicant did not seek California Conservation Corps or a qualified community conservation corps for
participation on the project, or the applicant intends not to utilize a corps on a project in which the corps
can participate. (Plans: Not Applicable; EEA Programs: O points)

10. BENEFIT TO DISADVANTAGED COMMUNITY

For a project to contribute toward the disadvantaged communities funding requirement, the project must
clearly demonstrate, with verifiable information, a direct, meaningful, and assured benefit to a disadvantaged
community. A project is considered beneficial if it fulfills an important need of low-income people in a way
that provides a significant benefit and targets its value. The project’s benefits must primarily target low-
income people while avoiding substantial burdens on a disadvantaged community.

For a project to qualify as directly benefiting a disadvantaged community, the project must:

e be located within or be within reasonable proximity to, the disadvantaged community served by the
project,

e have a direct connection to the disadvantaged community, or

e be an extension or a segment of a larger project that connects to or is directly adjacent to the
disadvantaged community.

Points will be distributed in relation to the severity of and the benefit provided to the disadvantaged
community affected by the project.

e How well the project benefits a disadvantaged community (Plans: Up to 20 points possible; EEA
Programs: Up to 10 points possible)

e The project does not benefit a disadvantaged community. (0 points)
11. MATCHING FUNDS
NOTE: SANDAG Contracts and Procurement staff will calculate the points awarded for this criteria.

Points for matching funds will be awarded based on the following scale. The matching fund percentage is
derived by comparing the total matching funds relative to the total project cost.
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e 0% (0 points) e 25.00-29.99% (6 points)
e 0.01-4.99% (1 point) e 30.00-34.99% (7 points)
e 5.00-9.99% (2 points) e 35.00-39.99% (8 points)
e 10.00-14.99% (3 points) e 40.00-44.99% (9 points)
e 15.00-19.99% (4 points) e 45.00% and above (10 points)

e 20.00-24.99% (5 points)
12. COST EFFECTIVENESS
Ratio of ATP funding request to project score.
NOTE: SANDAG Contracts and Procurement staff will calculate the points awarded for this criteria.

The ratio is calculated by dividing the total ATP funding request amount by the sum of points earned in
criteria 1 through 9. The ratios will be ranked ag in descending order and the available 10 points will be
distributed according to rank. The project(s) with the largest ratio will receive 10 points. All other projects will
receive points in the same proportion as their cost effectiveness ratio as compared to the project with the
highest ratio (Up to 10 points possible)

2019 Regional ATP Program Guidelines 32



NON-INFRASTRUCTURE PROJECTS

NON-INFRASTRUCTURE SCORING CRITERIA MATRIX

Non-Infrastructure projects will be scored and ranked on the basis of applicant responses to the Non-
Infrastructure Scoring Criteria Guidance. Points calculated by the SANDAG Department of Data Analytics and
Modeling or Contracts and Procurement staff are marked with an asterisk (*).

1* Demand Analysis
Factors contributing to score: population and
empl.o.yme.nt, polpulat|on. and. employmgnt Up 10 30 N/A
densities, intersection density, vehicle ownership,
and activity centers.

2. Alignment with ATP Objectives
How well sioe.s the proposed project align with Up 10 30 Up to
the ATP objectives? 30

3. Comprehensiveness and Greenhouse Gas Emission Reductions
How comprehensive is the proposed project,

A Comprehensiveness pI;?mf or program?Does this effort aFcompany an Up 10 30 Up to
existing or proposed capital improvement 30
project?

Does the relevant local jurisdiction have an
adopted a Climate Action Plan (CAP) and a
i Complete Streets Policy (or the equivalent)? How
Greenhouse Gas Emission . . Up to

B. Reductions well will the proposed effort directly reduce Upto 10 10
greenhouse gas emissions such as through
implementation of a CAP, parking strategies,
advanced technologies, or other strategies?

4. Methodology
How well will the planning process or proposed Up to
effort meet the demonstrated need and project Up to 30 30
goals?

5. Community Support
Does the planning project include an inclusive
process? Does the project involve broad segments Up t0 15 Up to
of the community and does it have broad and 15
meaningful community support?

6. Evaluation

. . . . Up to
How will the project evaluate its effectiveness? N/A 20

7. Innovation
Does the project propose solutions that show the Up to
potential to serve as a replicable model to the N/A 15
region/city ?
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NON-INFRASTRUCTURE PROJECTS

8. Public Health
Does the project improve public health by
targeting populations with high risk factors for Up t0 15 Up to
obesity, physical inactivity, asthma, or other 15
health issues?
9. Use of California Conservation Corps or a Qualified Community Conservation Corp
Did the applicant seek California Conservation
Corps or a qualified Community Conservation
Corps for participation on the project? Does the N/A Upto5
applicant intend not to utilize a corps in a project
in which the corps can participate?
10. Benefit to Disadvantaged Community
Does the project benefit a disadvantaged Up to
. Up to 20
community? 10
11.* Matching Funds
Points for matching funds are awarded based on
a scale. The matching fund percentage is derived Up 10 10 Up to
by comparing the total matching funds relative to 10
the total project cost.
12.* Cost Effectiveness
Total ATP funding request, divided by score in Up to
o . Upto 10
criteria 1 through 11, ranked relative to each other. 10
TOTAL POINTS 200 200
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BOARD OF DIRECTORS
JUNE 22, 2018 ACTION REQUESTED: ADOPT

AGENDA ITEM NO. 18-06-7

CALIFORNIA ACTIVE TRANSPORTATION PROGRAM File Number 3300200
CYCLE 4: REGIONAL CALL FOR PROJECTS

Introduction .
Recommendation

The California Active Transportation Program (ATP) is
a competitive funding program administered jointly
by the California Transportation Commission (CTC) and
Caltrans to fund projects that encourage active modes
of transportation. The CTC adopted the 2019 ATP
Guidelines for the fourth cycle of ATP funding on
May 16, 2018. The four-year fund is estimated at
$890 million statewide. The competition will be held
in two stages, beginning with the statewide
competition which was initiated in May 2018, followed
by the regional competition coming in August 2018.
This report provides an overview of the ATP regional
competition, including the role of SANDAG, and next
steps in the process. Additional information on the
ATP statewide competition and the complete ATP Guidelines are available at
http://www.catc.ca.gov/programs/atp/.

The Transportation Committee
recommends that the Board of Directors
adopt Resolution No. 2018-20, in
substantially the same form as attached,
certifying the submission of the
proposed 2019 Active Transportation
Program (ATP) Guidelines for the
San Diego Regional Competition
(Attachment 2) to the California
Transportation Commission for use in the
2019 San Diego Regional ATP
competition.

Discussion
ATP Funding Distribution and Available Funding

State and federal law separate the ATP into multiple overlapping components. Approximately
$890 million has been budgeted for the 2019 ATP over four years, beginning with FY 2019-2020.
This includes $400 million in Senate Bill 1 (Beall, 2017) funding, almost doubling the amount of
funding that was available in prior cycles of the program. ATP funds are distributed through three
separate competitive programs:

1. Small Urban/Rural Component: 10 percent of ATP funds ($87.9 million in total, or approximately
$21.9 million per year) are distributed to small urban and rural areas with populations of 200,000
or less via a competitive process jointly administered by the CTC and Caltrans.
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2. Statewide Component: 50 percent of ATP funds ($439.5 million or approximately $109.8 million
per year) are distributed to projects competitively awarded by the CTC on a statewide basis.

3. Regional Component: 40 percent of ATP funds ($351.6 million or approximately $87.9 million per
year) are distributed to Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPQOs) in urban areas with
populations greater than 200,000. The CTC distributes these funds based on total MPO
population. The funds allocated under this portion of the ATP must be selected through a
competitive process facilitated by the MPOs. SANDAG is the administrator for the San Diego
regional ATP component (San Diego ATP Competition). The estimated funding available for the
San Diego region is $15.87 million total, or approximately $3.96 million per year. Projects not
selected for programming in the statewide component must be considered in the regional
component.

A minimum of 25 percent of the funds distributed by each of the three components must benefit
disadvantaged communities.

Eligible Applicants

Local, regional, and state agencies are eligible to apply for both the statewide and regional
competitive programs. Examples include, but are not limited to, cities, counties, MPOs, and
Regional Transportation Planning Agencies. Other eligible applicants include Caltrans, transit
agencies, natural resources or public land agencies, public schools or school districts, tribal
governments, and private nonprofit tax-exempt organizations.

Regional Competition Guidelines and Selection Criteria

The CTC Guidelines allow an MPO, with CTC approval, to use different project selection criteria or
weighting, minimum project size, match requirement, or definition of disadvantaged community for
its competitive selection process. The regional guidelines must be submitted to the CTC for approval.

For the past three cycles of the ATP, the Board of Directors has approved using the project selection
criteria from the TransNet Active Transportation Grant Program (ATGP) as the basis for the San Diego
ATP competition guidelines. Various adjustments have been made to reflect specific CTC requirements
and local priorities.

Staff proposed updating the guidelines for the 2019 San Diego ATP competition to incorporate
changes made to the ATP Guidelines by the CTC in May 2018, as well as changes recently made to the
TransNet ATGP as part of the fourth call for projects released in late 2017. A summary of the changes
proposed to be made to the ATP Guidelines are outlined in Attachment 1. The Transportation
Committee reviewed this item at its meeting on June 1, and recommended adding additional
emphasis on innovation and utilization of technology, as well as providing better emphasis for
projects that complement existing transportation infrastructure.

The proposed 2019 ATP Guidelines for the San Diego Regional Competition, including the scoring
criteria, are included in Attachment 2.



Next Steps

Pending approval by the Board of Directors, the proposed 2019 ATP Guidelines for the San Diego
Regional Competition would be submitted to the CTC for use in the 2019 San Diego ATP competition.
The regional call for projects would be opened following CTC approval of the proposed Guidelines
at its August 15-16, 2018, meeting.

KIM KAWADA
Chief Deputy Executive Director

Attachments: 1. Summary of Proposed Changes to the San Diego Regional Active Transportation
Program Guidelines
2. Proposed 2019 Active Transportation Program Guidelines for the San Diego
Regional Competition
3. Resolution No. 2018-20: Approving the Submission of the 2019 Regional Active
Transportation Program Scoring Criteria to the California Transportation
Commission for Use in the Competition

Key Staff Contact: Jenny Russo, (619) 699-7314, jenny.russo@sandag.org



Attachment 1

Summary of Proposed Changes
to the San Diego Regional Active Transportation Program Guidelines

Updated the statutory and funding source references to include Senate Bill 1 (SB 1) (Beall, 2017).

Included a reference to the California Transportation Commission’s (CTC's) Active
Transportation Program (ATP) Guidelines and removed duplicative information throughout the
document.

Updated the schedule to include dates for the 2019 competitive program, including the
addition of a joint workshop in June with Caltrans and SANDAG staff.

Added definitions for matching funds and leveraging funds.

Clarified the reimbursement language to illustrate that eligible costs are limited to those that
meet the ATP purpose and at least one of the ATP goals.

Clarified that Caltrans ATP projects must be consistent with local and regional priorities and
include feedback from the local community in which the Caltrans project is located. Caltrans
must also describe why the project is being requested under the ATP rather than through the
State Highway Operations and Protection Program.

Required that projects with a total cost of $25 million or greater, or programmed amount of
$10 million or greater complete a Baseline Agreement, as required under the SB 1
Accountability and Transparency Guidelines.

Included information about how projects will be designated as state-only funded.

Included information about how projects for the development of plans will be prioritized for
funding consideration.

Changed the definition of how a project can qualify as directly benefitting a disadvantaged
community to include that the project must either: (1) be located within or reasonable
proximity to a disadvantaged community; (2) have a direct connection to the disadvantaged
community; or (3) be an extension or a segment of a larger project that connects or is directly
adjacent to a disadvantaged community.

Changed the project application requirements to be consistent with the 2019 ATP Guidelines to
require that all regional ATP projects must have been submitted through the statewide
component (no new projects can be submitted through the regional component).

Updated the requirements for a TransNet-ATP funding exchange to be restricted to local
jurisdiction projects only, and required that local jurisdictions considered for an exchange of
funds must have both a locally-adopted Climate Action Plan and Complete Streets Policy,
consistent with the requirements in San Diego Forward: The Regional Plan.

Added information to describe the process that will be followed to select which project will
receive funding if two or more projects are at the funding cut-off level and have the same rank.

Updated the scoring criteria to include changes made in the recent TransNet Active
Transportation Grant Program call for projects.
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BACKGROUND OF THE ATP PROGRAM

The Active Transportation Program (ATP) was created by Senate Bill 99 (Chapter 359, Statues of 2013) and
Assembly Bill 101 (Chapter 354, Statutes of 2013) to encourage increased use of active modes of
transportation, such as biking and walking. Senate Bill 1 (SB 1) (Chapter 2031, statutes of 2017) added an
additional $100 million per year in funding from the Road Maintenance and Rehabilitation Account. The ATP
is administered jointly by the California Transportation Commission (CTC) and Caltrans.

State and federal law separate the ATP into multiple, overlapping components. ATP funds are distributed
through three separate competitive programs:

1. Small Urban/Rural Competition - 10 percent of ATP
funds are distributed to small urban and rural areas with
populations of 200,000 or less via a competitive process
administered jointly by the CTC and Caltrans. Small urban
areas are those with populations of 5,001 to 200,000.

QUESTIONS

If you have any questions regarding the
ATP, please contact:

Rural areas are those with populations of 5,000 or less. Jenny Russo
Projects within the boundaries of an MPO with an urban Jenny.Russo@sandag.org
area with a population of greater than 200,000 (e.g. San (619) 699-7314

Diego) are not eligible for funding in the Small Urban or
Rural programs.

2. Statewide Competition - 50 percent of ATP funds are distributed to projects competitively awarded by
the CTC on a statewide basis.

3. Regional Competition - 40 percent of ATP funds are distributed to Metropolitan Planning
Organizations (MPOs) in urban areas with populations greater than 200,000. These funds are distributed
based on total MPO population. The funds allocated under this portion of the ATP must be selected
through a competitive process facilitated by the MPOs. As an MPO, SANDAG is the administrator for the
San Diego regional competition. Projects not selected for programming in the statewide competition
must be considered in the Regional Competition.

A minimum of 25 percent of the funds distributed by each of the three competitions must benefit
disadvantaged communities.

PURPOSE OF THE ATP

The purpose of the ATP is to implement strategies that increase and attract active transportation users;
provide facilities for walking and biking in urban, suburban, and rural portions of the region; and to provide
connections between them. Projects and programs funded through this program are consistent with the
vision of the Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy for the San Diego Region.
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ATP PROGRAM GOALS

California Senate Bill (SB) 99 established California’s ATP with six program goals that provide a foundation for
the state and regional ATP programs:

e Increase the proportion of trips accomplished by biking and walking
e Increase the safety and mobility of non-motorized users

e Advance the active transportation efforts of regional agencies to achieve greenhouse gas reduction goals
as established pursuant to SB 375 (Chapter 728, Statutes of 2008) and SB 391 (Chapter 585, Statutes of
2009)

e Enhance public health, including reduction of childhood obesity though the use of programs including
but not limited to projects eligible for Safe Routes to School Program funding

e Ensure that disadvantaged communities fully share in the benefits of the program
e Provide a broad spectrum of projects to benefit many types of active transportation users

ACTIVE TRANSPORTATION PROGRAM GUIDELINES

Senate Bill 99 and Assembly Bill 101 require the CTC to develop program guidelines for each cycle of the ATP
that describe the policy, standards, criteria, and procedures for the development, adoption, and management
of the ATP. The Guidelines provide additional information beyond what is described in these guidelines and
should be reviewed by applicants prior to submitting an application for ATP funding. The Guidelines are
posted on the CTC's website at http://www.catc.ca.gov/programs/atp/.
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CYCLE 4 SCHEDULE

The following schedule lists the major milestones for the development and adoption of the Cycle 4 ATP.

CTC adoption of ATP Guidelines 5/16/2018
Estimated available funding released 5/16/2018
Statewide Call for Projects released 5/16/2018
ATP Workshop at Caltrans 6/20/2018
Application submittal deadline for Statewide Competition 7/31/2018
CTC staff recommendation of projects for Statewide Competition 12/31/2018
CTC approval of recommended projects for Statewide Competition January 2019
ReGONALCOWPETMON
Estimated available funding released by CTC 5/16/2018
Staff recommendation of Regional ATP guidelines presented to SANDAG Transportation
Committee 6/1/2018
Regional ATP guidelines considered by SANDAG Board of Directors 6/22/2018
CTC considers SANDAG Regional Guidelines for approval 8/15/2018
Regional Call for Projects released 8/17/2018
Application submittal deadline for Regional Competition 9/28/2018
10/8/2018-
Scoring and ranking of Regional Competition applications 1/4/2019
1/7/2019-
TransNet Swap coordination with applicants (if applicable) for Regional Competition 1/18/2019
SANDAG Independent Taxpayer Oversight Committee (ITOC) reviews TransNet/ATP Swap
concept (if applicable) 2/13/2019
Deadline for Applicants to submit Resolution 2/1/2019
Publication of recommended ranked project list (through posting of Transportation
Committee Agenda) for Regional Competition 2/8/2019
Staff recommendation of Regional Competition ranked projects presented to SANDAG
Transportation Committee 2/15/2019
Regional ATP project rankings considered by SANDAG Board of Directors 2/22/2019
CTC considers adoption of ranked project list for SANDAG Regional Competition June 2019

N

2019 Regional ATP Program Guidelines



FUNDING
Sources
The ATP is funded from various federal and state funds appropriated in the annual State Budget Act.

e Federal Transportation Alternative Program funds, except for federal Recreation Trail Program funds
appropriated to the Department of Parks and Recreation

e Federal Highway Safety Improvement Program funds or other federal funds

e State Highway Account funds

e Road Maintenance and Rehabilitation Account (SB 1) funds

All ATP projects must meet eligibility requirements specific to at least one ATP funding source.
Amount of Funding Available

Cycle 4 of the ATP includes funding for four years; 2019-2020, 2020-2021, 2021-2022, and 2022-2023.
The amount of funding available for Cycle 4 is estimated as follows:

e Statewide Competition: $439,560,000
e San Diego Regional Competition: $15,874,000
Minimum Request for Funds

In order to maximize the effectiveness of program funds and to encourage the aggregation of small projects
into one larger comprehensive project, the minimum request for ATP funds that will be considered is
$250,000. This minimum does not apply to non-infrastructure projects, Safe Routes to Schools projects,
Recreational Trails projects, and plans.

Maximum Request for Funds

The total aggregate amount of funding requested by each applicant cannot exceed the total amount
available.

Matching & Leveraging funds

e Matching funds are additional federal, state and local funds that are dedicated to the ATP project and
will be used for any eligible ATP expenses.

e leveraging funds include all financial sources, in-kind resources, and/or services that the applicant can
secure on behalf of the ATP project. Leveraged funds may be used for any project-related expenses, even
if the expenses are not eligible in the ATP.

Matching and leveraging funds are not required. If an applicant chooses to provide matching or leveraging
funds, the funds cannot be from any of the CTC’s competitive funding programs (Solutions for Congested
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Corridors Program, Trade Corridor Enhancement Program, Local Partnership Program, or Active
Transportation Program). Eligible leveraged funds spent or committed to earlier project phases will be
considered. Applications must include a complete (phase-by-phase) project funding plan through
construction that demonstrates that the ATP and leveraged funding in the plan (local, federal, state, private
sources) is reasonably expected to be available and sufficient to complete the project.

Funding for Active Transportation Plans

Funding from the ATP may be used to fund the development of community-wide active transportation plans
within or, for area-wide plans, encompassing disadvantaged communities, including bike, pedestrian, safe
routes to schools, or comprehensive active transportation plans.

A maximum amount of two percent (2%) of the funds distributed by the regional competition will be
available for funding active transportation plans.

Reimbursement

The ATP is a reimbursement program for eligible costs incurred. In order for an item to be eligible for ATP
reimbursement, that item’s primary use or function must meet the ATP purpose and at least one of the ATP
goals. Reimbursement is requested through the invoice process detailed in Chapter 5, Accounting/Invoices, of
the Caltrans Local Assistance Procedures Manual. Costs incurred prior to CTC allocation and, for federally
funded projects, Federal Highway Administration project approval (i.e. Authorization to Proceed) are not
eligible for reimbursement.

2019 Regional ATP Program Guidelines 6
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ELIGIBLE APPLICANTS
The following entities, within the State of California, are eligible to apply for ATP funds:

e Local, Regional, or State Agencies — examples include city, county, MPO, and Regional Transportation
Planning Agency (RTPA)

e (Caltrans - Caltrans nominated projects must be coordinated and aligned with local and regional
priorities. Caltrans is required to submit documentation that local communities are supportive of and
have provided feedback on the proposed Caltrans ATP project. Caltrans must also submit documentation
to support the need to address the project with ATP funds, versus other available funding sources such as
the State Highway Operations and Protection Program (SHOPP).

e Transit Agencies — Any agency responsible for public transportation that is eligible for funds under the
Federal Transit Administration (FTA)

e Natural Resources or Public Land Agencies — Federal, Tribal, State, or local agency responsible for
natural resources or public land administration. Examples include:

o State or local park or forest agencies
o State or local fish and game, or wildlife agencies
o0 Department of the Interior Land Management Agencies
0 U.S. Forest Service
e Public Schools or School Districts

e Tribal Governments — Federally-recognized Native American Tribes. For funding awarded to a tribal
government, a fund transfer to the Bureau of Indian Affairs may be necessary. A tribal government may
also partner with another eligible entity to apply, if desired.

e Private Nonprofit Tax-Exempt Organizations — May apply for projects eligible for Recreational Trail
Program funds, recreational trails and trailheads, park projects that facilitate trail linkages or connectivity
to non-motorized corridors, and conversion of abandoned railroad corridors to trails. Projects must
benefit the general public, not only a private entity.

e Other - Any other entity with responsibility for oversight of transportation or recreational trails that the
CTC determines to be eligible.
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MASTER AGREEMENT

The implementing agency for ATP funds assumes responsibility and accountability for the use and
expenditure of program funds. Applicants and/or implementing agencies must be able to comply with all
federal and state laws, regulations, and policies and procedures required to enter into a Local Administering
Agency-State Master Agreement (Master Agreement). Refer to Chapter 4, Agreements, of the Caltrans Local
Assistance Procedures Manual (LAPM) for guidance and procedures on Master Agreements. The LAPM is
available here: http://www.dot.ca.gov/hg/LocalPrograms/lam/lapm.htm.

BASELINE AGREEMENTS

The CTC requires project Baseline Agreements for ATP projects with a total project cost of $25 million or
greater or a total programmed amount of $10 million or greater. Additional information on Baseline
Agreements can be found in the SB 1 Accountability and Transparency Guidelines, which are available here:
http://www.catc.ca.gov/programs/sb 1/docs/032 1 18-Final-adopted-Accountablity-Transparency-Guidelines.pdf

PARTNERING WITH IMPLEMENTING AGENCIES

Eligible applicants that are unable to apply for ATP funds or that are unable to enter into a Master Agreement
with the State must partner with an eligible applicant that can implement the project. In addition, eligible
applicants that are unfamiliar with the requirements to administer a Federal-Aid Highway Program project are
encouraged to partner with an eligible applicant that can implement the project. If another entity agrees to
be the implementing agency and assume responsibility for the ongoing operations and maintenance of the
facility, documentation of the agreement (e.g. letter of intent) must be submitted with the project
application, and a copy of the Memorandum of Understanding or Interagency Agreement between the
parties must be submitted with the request for allocation. The implementing agency will be responsible and
accountable for the use and expenditure of program funds.
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ELIGIBLE PROJECTS

All projects will be selected through the competitive process and must meet one or more of the ATP program
goals. Because some of the funds in the ATP are federal funds, projects must be federal-aid eligible unless the
project is designated as “State Only Funded” at the time of programming. Refer to the most recent Federal-
Aid Project Funding Guidelines available at http://www.dot.ca.gov/hg/LocalPrograms/STIP.htm for more
information on what projects may be eligible for state only funds. The CTC may designate projects as SB 1
funded projects at time of programming.

The CTC encourages applicants to apply for projects that provide a transformative benefit to a community or
a region.

All projects submitted must be consistent with the 2050 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable
Communities Strategy.

Project Categories

All eligible projects must apply with an application for one of the following project categories. Applications
for plans may not be combined with applications for infrastructure or other non-infrastructure projects.

There are four different eligible project types:
1.

Capital projects that will further the goals of the ATP. This typically includes the environmental, design, right-
of-way, and construction phases of a capital (facilities) project.

A new infrastructure project will not be programmed without a complete Project Study Report (PSR) or PSR
equivalent. The application will be considered a PSR equivalent if it defines and justifies the project scope,
cost, and schedule. Though the PSR or equivalent may focus on the project phases proposed for
programming, it must provide at least a preliminary estimate of costs for all phases. PSR guidelines are posted
on the CTC's website at http://catc.ca.gov/programs/atp/docs/Project Study Report (PSR) Guidelines.pdf.
Further guidance can be found in the Caltrans Project Development Procedures Manual, which is available at
http://www.dot.ca.gov/design/manuals/pdpm.html.

A capital improvement that is required as a condition for private development approval or permit is not
eligible for funding from the ATP.

2.

Education, encouragement, and enforcement activities that further the goals of the ATP. NI projects can be
start-up programs or new and/or expanded components of existing programs. All NI projects must
demonstrate how the program is sustainable and will be continued after ATP funding is exhausted. The CTC
intends to focus funding for non-infrastructure on start-up projects. A project is a start-up when no program
currently exists. A project with new and/or expanded components to an existing program must demonstrate
how the original program is continuing without ATP funding. ATP cannot fund existing or ongoing program
operations. Non-infrastructure projects are not limited to those that benefit school students.

Eligible Education Encouragement, and Awareness programs may include, but are not limited to:
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e Education programs that teach walking and bicycling safety skills to children and adults through schools,
places of employment, community centers, or other venues.

e Encouragement programs that propose targeted outreach and events designed to encourage walking
and bicycling as a viable mode of transportation for everyday/utilitarian trips.

e Awareness programs that intend to improve overall roadway safety, especially for bicyclists and
pedestrians, by impacting the attitudes and behaviors of the general public through multimedia
campaigns.

Projects that have both infrastructure and non-infrastructure components will be scored using the scoring
criteria that represents the higher proportion of the project. For example, a project that is more than 50
percent infrastructure will be scored using the infrastructure scoring criteria. Combination projects need to
specify the percentage of each component (e.g. 75% infrastructure and 25% non-infrastructure).

4,

The development of a community-wide bicycle, pedestrian, safe routes to school, or active transportation
plan that encompasses or is predominately located in a disadvantaged community.

e The first priority for the funding of active transportation plans will be for cities, counties, county
transportation commissions, regional transportation planning agencies, MPQOs, school districts, or transit
districts that have neither a bicycle plan, a pedestrian plan, a safe routes to schools plan, nor a
comprehensive active transportation plan.

e The second priority for the funding of plans will be for cities, counties, county transportation
commissions, regional transportation planning agencies, or MPOs that have a bicycle plan or a pedestrian
plan but not both.

e The lowest priority for funding of plans will be for updates of active transportation plans older than 5
years.

Applications for plans may not be combined with applications for infrastructure or other non-infrastructure
projects.
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DISADVANTAGED COMMUNITY REQUIREMENT

For a project to contribute toward the Disadvantaged Communities funding requirement, the project must
clearly demonstrate, with verifiable information, a direct, meaningful, and assured benefit to a disadvantaged
community. A project is considered beneficial if it fulfills an important need of low-income people in a way
that provides a significant value. The project’s benefits must primarily target low-income people while
avoiding substantial burdens on a disadvantaged community.

The application must clearly articulate how the project benefits the disadvantaged community. There is no
presumption of benefit, even for projects located within a disadvantaged community. For a project to qualify
as directly benefiting a disadvantaged community, the project must:

e be located within or be within reasonable proximity to, the disadvantaged community served by the
project,

e the project must have a direct connection to the disadvantaged community, or

e the project must be an extension or a segment of a larger project that connects to or is directly adjacent
to the disadvantaged community.

To qualify as a disadvantaged community, the community served by the project must meet at least one of the
following criteria:

. : The median household income (table ID B19013) is less than 80 percent of
the statewide median based on the most current census tract (ID 140) level data from the 2012-2016
American Community Survey (<$51,026). Communities with a population less than 15,000 may use data
at the census block group (ID 150) level. Unincorporated communities may use data at the census place
(ID 160) level. Data is available at http://factfinder2.census.gov/faces/nav/jsf/pages/index.xhtml.

. : An area identified as among the most disadvantaged 25 percent in the state
according to the CalEPA and based on the California Communities Environmental Health Screening Tool
3.0 (CalEnviroScreen 3.0) scores. The score must be greater than or equal to 36.62. The list can be found
at the following link under SB 535 list of disadvantaged communities:
http://www.calepa.ca.gov/EnvJustice/GHGInvest/.

. . At least 75 percent of public school students in the project area are
eligible to receive free or reduced-price meals under the national school lunch program. Data is available
at http://www.cde.ca.gov/ds/sd/sd/filessp.asp. Applicants using this measure must indicate how the
project benefits the school students in the project area. The project must be located within 2 miles of the
school(s) represented by this criteria.

o The definition of a disadvantaged community as adopted in
the SANDAG regional transportation plan (San Diego Forward: The Regional Plan, available at
http://Awww.sdforward.com/regionalplan). San Diego Forward: The Regional Plan defines disadvantaged
communities as minority, low-income, and senior populations.

0 The term “minority” is described by the Federal Highway Administration as: Black (having origins in
any of the black racial groups of Africa); Hispanic (of Mexican, Puerto Rican, Cuban, Central or South
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American or other Spanish culture or origin, regardless of race); Asian American (having origins in
any of the original peoples of the Far East, Southeast Asia, the Indian subcontinent, or the Pacific
Islands); or American Indian and Alaskan Native (having origins in any of the original people of North
America and who maintains cultural identification through tribal affiliation or community
recognition).

0 Low-income populations are those with income levels below 200 percent of the Federal Poverty Rate.
o Senior populations include anyone 75 years old and older.

o : Projects located within Federally Recognized Tribal Lands (typically
within the boundaries of a Reservation or Rancheria).

o If a project applicant believes a project benefits a disadvantaged community but the project does
not meet the aforementioned criteria due to a lack of accurate Census data or CalEnviroScreen data that
represents a small neighborhood or unincorporated area, the applicant must submit for consideration a
guantitative assessment to demonstrate that the community’s median household income is at or below
80% of that state median household income.
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PROJECT APPLICATION REQUIREMENTS

To apply for the regional competition, all applicants must complete the following items. All projects must
have been submitted through the statewide competitive program using the electronic application (no new
projects can be submitted for the regional component).

1. The application utilized for the statewide competition
2. The Regional ATP Supplemental Questionnaire
The Regional ATP Supplemental Questionnaire is included on the following page.

3. A resolution from the applicant’s authorized governing body that includes the following
provisions, consistent with SANDAG Board Policy No. 035:"

e Applicant’s governing body commits to providing the amount of matching & leveraging funds set
forth in the grant application.

e Applicant’s governing body authorizes staff to accept the grant funding and execute a grant
agreement, if an award is made by the CTC or SANDAG.

Applicants that submit applications for the statewide competition will automatically be considered for the
regional competition. Applicants that applied for the statewide competition do not need to submit another
copy of their application to SANDAG if they have already provided one as part of the statewide competition.
All applicants for the regional competition must submit the Regional ATP Supplemental Questionnaire and a
resolution from their authorized governing body to provide additional information needed for the regional
competition.

SUBMITTAL DEADLINE

One electronic (PDF) copy of the application must be received by SANDAG no later than 5 p.m. on Friday,
September 28, 2018. Applications should be addressed to:

Jenny R. Russo
Regional ATP Administrator
Jenny.Russo@sandag.org

' The Resolution should be submitted with the Application, but at the very latest, must be received by
SANDAG prior to February 1, 2019. The Resolution will be utilized in the event a TransNet-ATP funding
exchange is implemented.
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REGIONAL ATP SUPPLEMENTAL QUESTIONNAIRE

Applicants that would like to be considered for funding for the regional ATP competition must answer the
following questions, as a supplement to the statewide application:

Non-Infrastructure Projects

e Innovation: Does the project propose innovative solutions that show the potential to serve as a replicable
model to the region/city?

Infrastructure Projects
e  Project Readiness — Completion of Major Milestones
Which of the following steps for the project have been completed?
1. Community Active Transportation Strategy/Neighborhood-Level Plan/Corridor Study
2. Environmental Documentation/Certification
3. Right-of-Way Acquisition
4. Final Design
e Linkages to Bicycle, Pedestrian, and Transit Networks

Provide a map that clearly illustrates the project’s relationship to existing local and regional bicycle,
pedestrian, and transit facilities. Specifically, note if the project closes any gaps in bicycle and pedestrian
facilities.

e Effectiveness and Comprehensiveness of Proposed Project

Describe the specific traffic calming, pedestrian, and bicycle treatments being proposed and why they are
particularly suited to address the needs of the project area. Address how the traffic calming measures will
benefit pedestrians and bicycles.

e Complementary Programs

Describe any programs that complement the proposed infrastructure improvements, including
awareness, education efforts, increased enforcement, bicycle parking, etc. and who will be implementing
them. In order to achieve points, programs must be included in the scope of the project.

e |nnovation

Is this project an FHWA or state experimentation effort? Does this project propose innovative solutions
that are included in the NACTO Urban Bikeway Design Guide or propose solutions that are new to the
region/city? Does the project leverage advanced technologies?
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PROJECT SELECTION PROCESS

Step 1: Eligibility Screen

Applications will be screened for eligibility, which will consist of the following:

e Consistency with the 2050 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Community Strategy
e Use of appropriate application

e Supplanting funds: a project that is already fully funded will not be considered for funding in the ATP.
ATP funds cannot be used to supplant other committed funds.

e Eligibility of project: the project must be one of the four types of projects listed in these guidelines.
Applications will be removed from the competitive process if found ineligible.
Step 2: Quantitative Evaluation

SANDAG will conduct the quantitative evaluation for all Geographic Information Systems (GIS) and formula-
based scores.

Step 3: Qualitative Evaluation

A multidisciplinary review panel representing a broad array of active transportation-related interests, such as
expertise in bicycling and pedestrian transportation, Safe Routes to School projects, and projects that benefit
disadvantaged communities will be convened to score the qualitative portion of the application. Panel
members will not review or comment on applications from their own organization; or in the case of the
County of San Diego, from their own department. Eligible applicants that do not apply for ATP funding will
be encouraged to participate in the multidisciplinary review panel.

Step 4: Initial Ranking
An initial list of project rankings will be produced.
Step 5: Disadvantaged Communities Adjustment

Rankings will be adjusted to ensure that 25 percent of the available funds are dedicated to projects and
programs that benefit Disadvantaged Communities as identified in the CTC Guidelines.

Step 6: Final Ranking & Contingency Project List
The final list of project rankings will be produced.

SANDAG will recommend a list of Regional ATP projects for programming by the CTC that is financially
constrained against the amount of ATP funding available (as identified in the approved ATP Fund Estimate). In
addition, SANDAG will include a list of contingency projects, listed in order based on the project’s final
ranking. SANDAG intends to fund projects on the contingency list should there be any project failures or
savings in the Cycle 4 Regional ATP. This will ensure that the Regional ATP will fully use all ATP funds, and

2019 Regional ATP Program Guidelines 15
19



that no ATP funds are lost to the region. The contingency list is valid until the adoption of the next Statewide
ATP cycle.

The final ranking and contingency project list will be provided to the CTC in February 2019 for consideration
by the CTC in June 2019.

STEP 7: TransNet-ATP Funding Exchange (Optional Step)

If a SANDAG project is selected to receive ATP funding as a result of the regional ATP competitive process,
and the funding plan for that project contains TransNet funds, there may be an opportunity to implement a
funding exchange with projects from local jurisdictions recommended through the regional ATP. This
exchange would reduce the administrative burden to local jurisdictions associated with ATP funding
requirements, and would consolidate the allocation of ATP funds to as few projects as practicable. Should a
funding exchange be proposed, local jurisdiction projects that elect to participate in the exchange would be
removed from the regional ATP ranking and be funded through the TransNet Active Transportation Grant
Program (ATGP). The TransNet-funded projects would be administered as other TransNet ATGP projects and
be subject to the terms and conditions of SANDAG Board Policy No. 035. Projects from applicants other than
local jurisdictions are ineligible for the TransNet-ATP funding exchange.

SANDAG staff will make the determination of whether a funding exchange is an option under the Cycle 4
Regional ATP. The ability to make the exchange and the terms and conditions of such exchange shall be in
SANDAG's sole discretion and this determination will be made for Cycle 4 only.

Note:

e Projects that are a component of major roadway reconstruction projects funded by TransNet are subject
to the Routine Accommodations Provisions outlined in SANDAG Board Policy No. 031: TransNet
Ordinance and Expenditure Plan Rules, Rule 21 and will not be eligible for the funding exchange.

e Per the adoption of San Diego Forward: The Regional Plan and GHG Mitigation Measure 4A included in
the Environmental Impact Report, local jurisdictions receiving TransNet ATGP funding must have both a
locally-adopted Climate Action Plan (CAP) and Complete Streets (CS) Policy. The CAP and CS Policy must
meet the requirements outlined in GHG Mitigation Measure 4A and in the California Complete Streets
Act of 2008. Local jurisdictions that do not have an adopted CAP or CS in place at the time the
TransNet-ATP exchange is offered will not be eligible for the funding exchange.
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The proposed projects will be scored by an evaluation panel consisting of Active Transportation Working
Group (ATWG) members, Cities/County Transportation Advisory Committee (CTAC) members, Regional
Planning Technical Working Group (TWG) members, and/or an academic or other individual with expertise in
bicycling and pedestrian transportation, Safe Routes to School projects, and projects that benefit
disadvantaged communities or a related field. Panel members will not represent project applicants for
funding under Cycle 4 from their own agency/department, will not have had prior involvement in any of the
submitted projects, nor may they (nor the organizations they represent) receive compensation for work on
any of the funded projects in the future. The scoring criteria are specified in the scoring criteria matrix for
each grant program.

The criteria upon which projects will be scored fall into two general categories:

. that are data-oriented and relate to existing or planned bicycle and pedestrian
network connections, access to transit services, other transportation safety measures, cost effectiveness,
and matching funds.

o that relate to the quality of the proposed plan or project.

Objective data-oriented criteria will be based on Geographic Information System (GIS), the 2050 Regional
Transportation Plan and its Sustainable Communities Strategy, Riding to 2050: The San Diego Regional Bike
Plan, and the 2050 Regional Growth Forecast. For information that is not readily available to SANDAG,
Applicants will be asked to provide supplementary data. Points for objective criteria will be calculated by
either the SANDAG Department of Data Analytics and Modeling staff or Contracts and Procurement staff in
accordance with the point structures delineated in the scoring criteria. Those criteria are marked with an
asterisk (*) in the scoring criteria matrix of each program.

For subjective criteria related to the quality of the proposed project, applicants will need to provide responses.
Points for subjective criteria will be awarded by the members of the evaluation panel.

Project rankings will be produced using a “Sum of Ranks” approach. Using this approach, projects will
receive two scores: (1) objective formula-based points that are calculated by either SANDAG Department of
Data Analytics and Modeling staff or Contracts and Procurement staff and (2) subjective quality-based points
that are awarded by members of the Evaluation Panel. The objective points earned will be added to the
subjective points awarded by each evaluator on the panel, and will then be translated into project rankings
for each evaluator. For example, the project awarded the most points from a single evaluator will rank
number one; the project awarded the second most points will rank number two; and so on (one being the
best rank a project can receive). The rankings from each individual evaluator will then be added together for
each project to produce an overall project ranking (Sum of Ranks). Therefore, projects with the lowest overall
numerical rank will have performed the best.

The list of overall project rankings will be used to recommend funding allocations in order of rank. The top-
ranking projects (or the projects with the lowest overall numerical rank) will be recommended for funding in
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descending rank until funding is exhausted. If two or more project applications receive the same rank that is
the funding cut-off score, the following criteria will be used to determine which project(s) will be funded, in
order of priority:

e Infrastructure projects
e Construction readiness (i.e. completion of PA&ED, PS&E, R/W)
e Highest score on the following question:
o Infrastructure Projects: Criteria #5 - Project Readiness
o Non-Infrastructure Projects: Criteria #4 - Methodology
e Highest score on the following question:
o Infrastructure Projects: Criteria #3C — Alignment with ATP Goals

o Non-Infrastructure Projects: Criteria #2 - Alignment with ATP Goals

SANDAG Contracts and Procurement staff will present the list of overall project rankings and corresponding
funding recommendations to the Transportation Committee for recommendation to the SANDAG Board of
Directors. The SANDAG Board will review and recommend the final list of projects to the CTC for
consideration. The CTC will consider the Regional ATP project rankings at its meeting in June 2019.
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INFRASTRUCTURE PROJECTS

INFRASTRUCTURE SCORING CRITERIA GUIDANCE

The following narrative descriptions will be used to assist the evaluation panel in scoring infrastructure project
applications. The Infrastructure Scoring Criteria Matrix on pages 26-27 is a summary of this information.

1. DEMAND ANALYSIS

*NOTE: SANDAG Department of Data Analytics and Modeling staff will calculate the points awarded for this
criteria based on a GIS analysis of the project area relative to the seven factors listed below.

A half-mile buffer will be created around pedestrian improvement projects and a one-mile buffer will be
created around bicycle improvement projects. Data will be gathered for each of the factors for each project
buffer. Results for each factor will be ranked from highest to lowest (except for vehicle ownership, which will
be ranked from lowest to highest), in quintiles (5 equal groups), for all projects. Projects will then be scored
relative to each other by ranking the raw scores from highest (up to 15 points) to lowest (1 point). (Up to 15
points possible)

e Population (highest — lowest) e Activity Centers (highest — lowest)
e Population Density (highest — lowest) e Employment (highest — lowest)
e Employment Density (highest — lowest) e Vehicle Ownership (lowest — highest)

e Intersection Density (highest — lowest)

2. PROJECT CONNECTIONS

*NOTE: The SANDAG Department of Data Analytics and Modeling will calculate the points awarded for
this criteria using the Regional Bicycle Network laid out in SANDAG Riding to 2050: The San Diego
Regional Bike Plan. (Up to 8 points possible)

e  Will the proposed project connect to part of the existing or planned Regional Bicycle Network?
(6 points)

or

e  Will the proposed project construct part of the existing or planned Regional Bicycle Network?
(8 points)

Zero points will be awarded to projects that neither build nor connect to the existing or planned Regional
Bicycle Network.

*NOTE: The SANDAG Department of Data Analytics and Modeling staff will calculate the points awarded
for these criteria. Up to 12 points will be awarded based on proximity to existing or programmed transit
facilities included in San Diego Forward: The Regional Plan (adopted in 2015).
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INFRASTRUCTURE PROJECTS

A regional transit station is defined as any station served by COASTER, SPRINTER, Trolley, Rapid, or Rapid
Express Routes. Distance refers to walking distance based on actual available pathways. Projects that
propose both bicycle and pedestrian improvements will be eligible to receive points for both modes in
this category. (Up to 12 points possible)

e Bicycle improvement within 1.5 miles of a regional transit station (6 points)
and/or

e  Pedestrian improvement within 1/4 mile of a local transit stop (2 points)

e  Pedestrian improvement directly connects to a local transit stop (4 points)

e  Pedestrian improvement within 1/2 mile of a regional transit station (4 points)

e Pedestrian improvement directly connects to a regional transit station (6 points)

Up to 10 points will be awarded based on how well the project will close a gap between existing local
bicycle facilities. Applicant must demonstrate evidence of an existing gap. A gap is defined as a lack of
facilities between two existing facilities, or a situation where there is an undesirable change in facility
type. For example, a project upgrading a connection between two Class Il segments from a Class lll to a
Class Il segment could be closing a gap. Projects that do not propose to close a gap between existing
local bicycle facilities will receive 0 points.

Up to 10 points will be awarded based on how well the project will close a gap in the existing pedestrian
network. Applicant must demonstrate evidence of an existing gap. Examples include missing sidewalk
segments, or enhancement of one or more blocks in between blocks that have previously been
upgraded. Projects that do not propose to close a gap in the existing pedestrian network will receive

0 points.

3. SAFETY AND QUALITY OF PROJECT

Points will be awarded based on the quality of proposed measures and the potential to address community
needs identified by the Applicant. The highest scoring projects will make significant infrastructure changes
that result in reduced speeds and safer environments for bicyclists and pedestrians, balance the needs of all
modes, and include a broad array of devices to calm traffic and/or prioritize bicyclists and pedestrians. Low-
scoring projects will have fewer features and make minimal improvements.

Points for this section will be awarded based on the applicant’s description of safety hazards and/or
collision history within the last 7 years, the degree of hazard(s), and potential for increasing bicycle or
pedestrian trips. Some hazards may be so unsafe as to prohibit access and therefore lack collision data.
Projects lacking collision data may still receive points for creating safe access or overcoming hazardous
conditions.
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INFRASTRUCTURE PROJECTS

To earn points without collision data, the Applicant must describe detractors in the project area that
prohibit safe access (ex. lack of facilities, high traffic volumes/speeds where bicycle/pedestrian trips would
increase with safer access, freeway on/off ramps, blind curves, steep slopes, etc.) Vehicle speed limit and
average daily traffic information will be considered in identifying the degree of hazard. (Up to 18 points
possible)

e One to two correctable collisions involving non-motorized users (2 points)
e Three to four correctable collisions involving non-motorized users (4 points)
e Five or more correctable collisions involving non-motorized users (6 points)

o Creates access or overcomes barriers in an area where hazardous conditions prohibit safe access for
bicyclists and pedestrians (6 points)

e Creates a new or safer crossing for bicyclists and/or pedestrians across railroad or light rail tracks (6
points).

Up to 5 points are available within each of the three project categories: bicycle, pedestrian, and/or traffic
calming measures. Therefore, projects that propose improvements in more than one category are eligible
to earn more points (up to 18 total points possible). Traffic calming measures that consist of roadway
improvements that benefit motorists only will receive O points.

In scoring traffic calming measures, the following minimum thresholds for frequency/effectiveness of
traffic calming devices along a roadway will be taken into consideration:

e Residential Street (20 mph) = Devices every 250 feet (on either side)

e Collector or Main Street (25 mph) = Devices every 400 feet

e Arterial street (35 mph) = Devices every 800 feet

Points will be distributed based on how well the application addresses the following:

e How well will the proposed traffic calming devices address the identified need in the project area?
Are the proposed solutions appropriate for the situation? (Up to 6 points)

e How well will the proposed pedestrian improvements address the identified need in the project area?
(Up to 6 points)

e How well will the proposed bicycle improvements address the identified need in the project area?
(Up to 6 points)
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INFRASTRUCTURE PROJECTS

Points will be awarded based on how well the proposed project aligns with ATP Program Goals. (Up to
18 points possible)

o How well will the proposed project increase the proportion of trips accomplished by biking and
walking? (up to 3 points)

e How well will the proposed project increase the safety and mobility of non-motorized users? (up to 3
points)

o How well will the proposed project advance the active transportation efforts of SANDAG to achieve
greenhouse gas reduction goals as established pursuant to SB 375 and SB 397 (up to 3 points)

e How well will the proposed project enhance public health, including reduction of childhood obesity
though the use of programs including but not limited to projects eligible for Safe Routes to School
Program funding? (up to 3 points)

e How well will the proposed project ensure that disadvantaged communities fully share in the benefits
of the project? (up to 3 points)

o How well will the proposed project benefit many types of active transportation users? (up to 3
points)

Points will be awarded based on the breadth of solutions proposed by the project that are new to the
region/city and if the project leverages advanced technologies. The NACTO Urban Bikeway Design Guide
available at http://nacto.org/cities-for-cycling/design-guide/ will be referred to for examples of innovative
improvements, such as:

e Bike signals and beacons

e Intersection treatments (bike boxes, intersection crossing markings, median refuge islands, through
bike lanes)

e Bikeway signing and marking (colored bike facilities, bike route wayfinding signage/markings)

No points will be awarded for facilities or treatments that have received Federal Highway Administration
approval (ex. Sharrows), unless they are new to the region/city. (Up to 12 points possible)

e Is this project an Federal Highway Administration or state experimentation effort? (4 points)

e Does this project propose innovative solutions that are included in the NACTO Urban Bikeway Design
Guide or propose solutions that are new to the region/city? (6 points)

e Does the project leverage advanced technologies? (2 points)
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INFRASTRUCTURE PROJECTS

4,

SUPPORTIVE POLICIES AND PROGRAMS

This section will be scored based upon the Applicant’'s demonstration of plans, policies, and programs that
support the proposed project. Consideration will be given to both the breadth and depth of plans, policies,
and programs.

Points will be awarded based on how well the Applicant demonstrated that the proposed project will be
complemented by supportive programs including, but not limited to: awareness campaigns, education
efforts, increased enforcement, and/or bicycle parking. Projects that demonstrate collaboration and
integration with the supportive program(s) will be given higher scores. (Up to 6 points possible).

Points will be awarded based on whether the Applicant or relevant local jurisdiction has an adopted
Climate Action Plan (CAP) and/or complete streets policy (or the equivalent, including policies in the
general plan or other documents adopted by the local jurisdiction). (Up to 10 points possible)

e The local jurisdiction has an adopted Climate Action Plan (CAP). (1 point)

e The local jurisdiction has an adopted complete streets policy (or the equivalent, including policies in
the general plan or other documents adopted by the Applicant or relevant local jurisdiction). (1 point)

e How well the Applicant demonstrates that the proposed project will directly reduce GHG emissions
such as through implementation of a CAP, parking strategies, advanced technologies, and/or other
strategies (Up to 8 points possible). The highest-scoring projects will provide supportive evidence,
including quantitative analyses, that demonstrate the project will directly reduce GHG emissions.

5. PROJECT READINESS/COMPLETION OF MAJOR MILESTONES

Points will be awarded based on the completed project development milestones. (Up to 20 points possible)

Neighborhood-level plan, corridor study, or community active transportation strategy. (2 points)

Environmental clearance under the California Environmental Quality Act and the National Environmental
Policy Act if appropriate, or evidence that environmental clearance is not required. (4 points)

Completion of right-of-way acquisition and all necessary entitlements (if appropriate), or evidence that
right-of-way acquisition is not required. (4 points)

Progress toward obtaining final design (plans, specifications, and estimates):
o0 30 percent design completed (3 points)
0 60 percent design completed (6 points)
0 90 percent design completed (9 points)

o Final design completed (10 points)
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INFRASTRUCTURE PROJECTS

6. PUBLIC HEALTH
Up to 10 points will be awarded for projects that will improve public health through the targeting of
populations with high risk factors for obesity, physical inactivity, asthma, or other health issues. Points will be

awarded to applicants that conduct the following:

e Coordinate with the local health department to identify data and risk factors for the community (2
points)

e Describe the targeted populations and the health issues that the project will address (2 points)

e Assess health data using the online California Health Interview Survey (CHIS) tool available at
http://healthpolicy.ucla.edu/chis/Pages/default.aspx (3 points)

e Assess the project’s health benefits using the online Health Economic Assessment Tool (HEAT) available
at http://www.heatwalkingcycling.org (3 points)

7. USE OF CALIFORNIA CONSERVATION CORPS OR A QUALIFIED COMMUNITY CONSERVATION
CORPS

Projects should seek to use the California Conservation Corps or a qualified community conservation corps, as
defined in Section 14507.5 of the Public Resources Code, as partners to undertake or construct applicable
projects in accordance with Section 1524 of Public Law 112-141. Applicants will not be penalized if either
corps determines that they cannot participate in a project. (Up to 5 points possible)

Points will be awarded as follows:

e The applicant sought California Conservation Corps or a qualified community conservation corps
participation on the project (5 points)

e The applicant did not seek California Conservation Corps or a qualified community conservation corps for
participation on the project, or the applicant intends not to utilize a corps on a project in which the corps
can participate (0 points).

8. BENEFIT TO DISADVANTAGED COMMUNITY

For a project to contribute toward the disadvantaged communities funding requirement, the project must
clearly demonstrate, with verifiable information, a direct, meaningful, and assured benefit to a disadvantaged
community. A project is considered beneficial if it fulfills an important need of low-income people in a way
that provides a significant benefit and targets its value. The project’s benefits must primarily target low-
income people while avoiding substantial burdens on a disadvantaged community.

For a project to qualify as directly benefiting a disadvantaged community, the project must:

e be located within or be within reasonable proximity to, the disadvantaged community served by the
project,

e have a direct connection to the disadvantaged community, or
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INFRASTRUCTURE PROJECTS

e Dbe an extension or a segment of a larger project that connects to or is directly adjacent to the
disadvantaged community.

Points will be distributed in relation to the severity of and the benefit provided to the disadvantaged
community affected by the project. (Up to 10 points possible)

e How well the project benefits a disadvantaged community (Up to 10 points)

e The project does not benefit a disadvantaged community. (0 points)

9. MATCHING FUNDS

*NOTE: SANDAG Contracts and Procurement staff will calculate the points awarded for this criteria.

Points for matching funds will be awarded based on the following scale. The matching fund percentage is
derived by comparing the total matching funds relative to the total project cost. (Up to 8 points possible)

e 0% (0 points) e 24.00-31.99% (5 points)
e 0.01-7.99% (2 points) e 32.00-39.99% (6 points)
e 8.00-15.99% (3 points) e 40.00-47.99% (7 points)
e 16.00-23.99% (4 points) e 48.00% and above (8 points)

10. COST EFFECTIVENESS
Ratio of ATP funding request to project score.
*NOTE: SANDAG Contracts and Procurement staff will calculate the points awarded for this criteria.

The ratio is calculated by dividing the total ATP funding request amount by the sum of points earned in
criteria 1 through 9. The ratios will be ranked in descending order and the available 10 points will be

distributed according to rank. The project(s) with the largest ratio will receive 10 points. All other projects will

receive points in the same proportion as their cost effectiveness ratio as compared to the project with the
highest ratio. (Up to 10 points possible)
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INFRASTRUCTURE PROJECTS

INFRASTRUCTURE SCORING CRITERIA MATRIX

Infrastructure projects will be scored and ranked on the basis of applicant responses to the Infrastructure
Scoring Criteria Guidance.

Points calculated by SANDAG's Department of Data Analytics and Modeling or Contracts and Procurement

staff are marked with an asterisk (*).

1.* DEMAND ANALYSIS
Factors contributing to score: population and employment, population | Up to 15
and employment densities, intersection density, vehicle ownership,
and activity centers. (Up to 15 points)
2. PROJECT CONNECTIONS
Ax Regional Bicycle Will the project build or connect to the existing or planned Regional Upto8
Network Bicycle Network?
B.* Existing or Programmed | e Bicycle improvement within 1 %2 miles of a regional transit station (6 | Up to 12
Transit points)
e Pedestrian improvement within 1/4 mile of a local transit stop (2
points)
e Pedestrian improvement directly connects to a local transit stop (4
points)
e Pedestrian improvement within 1/2 mile of a regional transit station
(4 points)
e Pedestrian improvement directly connects to a regional transit
station (6 points)
C. Existing Bicycle Network | How well will the project close a gap between existing bicycle Up to 10
facilities?
D. Existing Pedestrian How well will the project close a gap in the existing pedestrian Upto 10
Network network?
3. SAFETY AND QUALITY OF PROJECT
A Safety and Access Potential for increasing bicycle or pedestrian trips at location with Upto 18
Improvements documented safety hazard or accident history within the last seven
years.Will the project create access or overcome barriers in an area
where hazardous conditions prohibit safe access for bicyclists and
pedestrians? Does the project create a new or safer crossing for
bicyclists and/or pedestrians across railroad or trolley tracks?
B. Impact and How well will the proposed traffic calming devices, pedestrian Upto 18
Effectiveness of improvements, and/or bicycle improvements address the identified
Proposed Bicycle, need in the project area? Are the proposed solutions appropriate for
Pedestrian, and/or the situation?
Traffic Calming
Measures
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INFRASTRUCTURE PROJECTS

C. Alignment with ATP
Goals

How well does the project align with the ATP objectives?

Upto 18

D. Innovation

Is this project a Federal Highway Administration or state
experimentation effort? Does the project propose innovative solutions
that are new to the region/city? Does the project leverage advanced
technologies?

Up to 12

4. SUPPORTIVE POLICIES AND PROGRAMS

A Complementary
Programs

Are capital improvements accompanied by supportive programs such
as an awareness campaign, education efforts, and/or increased
enforcement?

Upto6

B. Greenhouse Gas (GHG)
Emission Reductions

How well will the proposed effort directly reduce greenhouse gas
emissions such as through implementation of a CAP, parking
strategies, advanced technologies, or other strategies?

Upto 10

5. PROJECT READINESS/COMPLETION OF MAJOR MILESTONES

¢ Neighborhood-level plan, corridor study, or community active
transportation strategy. (2 points)

e Environmental clearance (CEQA and NEPA) (4 points)

e Completed right-of-way acquisition (4 points)

e Progress toward obtaining final design

Up to 20

6. PUBLIC HEALTH

Does the project improve public health by targeting populations with
high risk factors for obesity, physical inactivity, asthma, or other health
issues?

Upto 10

7. USE OF CALIFORNIA CONSERVATION CORPS OR A QUALIFIED COMMUNITY CONSERVATION CORPS

Did the applicant seek California Conservation Corps or a qualified
Community Conservation Corps for participation on the project? Does
the applicant intend not to utilize a corps in a project in which the
corps can participate?

Upto5

8. BENEFIT TO DISADVANTAGED COMMUNITY

Does the project benefit a disadvantaged community?

Up to 10

9.* MATCHING FUNDS

Points for matching funds will be awarded based on a scale. The
matching fund percentage is derived by comparing the total matching
funds relative to the total project cost.

Upto 8

10.* COST EFFECTIVENESS

Project grant request, divided by score in criteria 1 through 9, ranked
relative to each other.

Upto 10

TOTAL POINTS 200
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NON-INFRASTRUCTURE PROJECTS

NON-INFRASTRUCTURE SCORING CRITERIA GUIDANCE

The following narrative descriptions will be used to assist the evaluation panel in scoring non-infrastructure
applications. The Non-Infrastructure Scoring Criteria Matrix on pages 33-34 is a summary of this information.

1. DEMAND ANALYSIS

NOTE: SANDAG Department of Data Analytics and Modeling staff will calculate the points awarded based on
a GIS analysis of the project area relative to the seven factors listed below in comparison to all other
submitted project applications.

A half-mile buffer will be created around pedestrian improvement projects and a one-mile buffer will be
created around bicycle improvement projects. Data will be gathered for each of the factors for each project
buffer. Results for each factor will be ranked from highest to lowest (except for vehicle ownership, which will
be ranked from lowest to highest), in quintiles, for all projects. Projects will then be scored relative to each
other by ranking the raw scores from highest (up to 25 points) to lowest (1 point). (Plans: Up to 30 points
possible; EEA Programs: Not Applicable)

e Population e Employment
e Population Density e Employment Density
e Activity Centers e Vehicle Ownership

Intersection Density
2. ALIGNMENT WITH ATP OBJECTIVES

Points will be awarded based on how well the proposed project aligns with the ATP objectives. The highest
scoring projects will demonstrate the potential for measurable impact across multiple objectives. (Plans: Up to
30 points possible; EEA Programs: Up to 30 points possible;)

e How well will the proposed project increase the proportion of trips accomplished by biking and walking?
(Up to 5 points)

o How well will the proposed project increase the safety and mobility of non-motorized users? (Up to 5
points)

e How well will the proposed project advance the active transportation efforts of SANDAG to achieve
greenhouse gas reduction goals? (Up to 5 points)

¢ How well will the proposed project enhance public health, including reduction of childhood obesity
though the use of programs including but not limited to projects eligible for Safe Routes to School
Program funding? (Up to 5 points)

e How well will the proposed project ensure that disadvantaged communities fully share in the benefits of
the project? (Up to 5 points)

¢ How well will the proposed project benefit many types of active transportation users? (Up to 5 points)
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NON-INFRASTRUCTURE PROJECTS

3. COMPREHENSIVENESS AND GREENHOUSE GAS (GHG) EMISSION REDUCTIONS

Points will be awarded according to the comprehensiveness of the proposed project, plan, or program, in
terms of both scope and scale. The quality of the proposed project and its potential to address
community needs identified by the Applicant will be considered.

Plans: The highest scoring projects will: aim to address Complete Streets principles; incorporate
traffic calming measures for the benefit of pedestrians and bicycles; prioritize bike/pedestrian access;
and/or be considered a Community Active Transportation Strategy (CATS). (Up to 30 points possible)

EEA Programs: The highest scoring projects will be larger in scope, scale, or duration; reach
underserved or vulnerable populations that lack vehicular access; complement a capital improvement
project; and/or be part of a larger Transportation Demand Management (TDM) effort. Lower-scoring
projects will be smaller in scope, scale, or duration, and will be independent of any capital
improvement projects. (Up to 30 points possible)

Points will be awarded based on how well the proposed effort will directly reduce GHG emissions. The
highest scoring projects will directly reduce GHG emissions such as through implementation of a Climate
Action Plan (CAP), parking strategies, advanced technologies and/or other strategies. Points will be
awarded as follows (Up to 10 points possible):

The local jurisdiction has an adopted CAP. (1 point)

The local jurisdiction has a complete streets policy or the equivalent, such as policies in the local
jurisdiction’s general plan or other documents adopted by the local jurisdiction’s governing body.
(1 point)

How well will the proposed effort directly reduce greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions? (Up to 8 points
possible).

4. METHODOLOGY

Points will be awarded according to how well the proposed effort will meet the demonstrated need and
project goals.

Plans: Highest scoring projects will include a comprehensive planning process in their scopes of work
that addresses the goals of Complete Streets, prioritizes bicyclist and pedestrian access, plans for
traffic calming, and ties into Safe Routes to School efforts in the project area. (Up to 30 points
possible)

EEA Programs: Highest scoring projects will clearly and succinctly demonstrate how the project scope
of work will directly address the proposed program goals and objectives, and will also list measurable
objectives and/or deliverables. Lower scoring projects will state a generic need, broad goals, and/or
will fail to clearly articulate how the scope of work will address project goals. (Up to 30 points
possible)
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5. COMMUNITY SUPPORT

Points will be awarded according to the inclusiveness of the planning process and evidence that key
stakeholders will be active participants in the process. The highest scoring projects will demonstrate: strong
community support for the project; substantial community input into the planning or other process;
identification of key stakeholders, including underserved and limited English proficiency populations, and
ensuring a meaningful role in the effort.

Lower scoring projects will: have minimal opportunities for community engagement in the scope of work;
include generic letters of support that fail to demonstrate substantive stakeholder involvement; and/or fail to
account for limited English proficiency populations. (Plans: Up to 15 points possible; EEA Programs: Up to 15
points possible)

6. EVALUATION

Points will be awarded for applications that clearly demonstrate a commitment to monitoring and evaluating
the impact and effectiveness of the proposed project. The highest scoring projects will have identified
performance measures in the application, or will include a task for identification of performance measures in
the Scope of Work and/or include specific pre- and post-data collection efforts as part of the project scope,
budget, and schedule in support of evaluating the project’s effectiveness. Lower scoring projects will lack
meaningful evaluation methods or data collection as part of the project. (Plans: Not Applicable, EEA
Programs: Up to 20 points possible)

7. INNOVATION

Points will be awarded for applications that propose innovative solutions that show the potential to serve as a
replicable model for the region/city. The highest scoring projects will include innovative methods of
accomplishing project goals that have not yet been pursued numerous times in the region/city. For
innovations that have been implemented in other regions/cities, the Applicant must demonstrate that the
measure was successful and effective in those cases. Examples of innovative solutions may include, but are
not limited to: CiclosDias or Sunday Streets programs; bike sharing programs; bike corrals; bike stations; or
bike parking ordinances. (Plans: Not Applicable; EEA Programs: Up to 15 points possible)

8. PUBLIC HEALTH

Points will be awarded for projects that will improve public health through the targeting of populations with
high risk factors for obesity, physical inactivity, asthma, or other health issues. Points will be awarded to
applicants that conduct the following (Up to 15 points possible):

e Coordinate with the local health department to identify data and risk factors for the community (4
points)

e Describe the targeted populations and the health issues that the project will address (3 points)

e Assess health data using the online California Health Interview Survey (CHIS) tool available at
http:/healthpolicy.ucla.edu/chis/Pages/default.aspx (4 points)

e Assess the project’s health benefits using the online Health Economic Assessment Tool (HEAT) available
at http://www.heatwalkingcycling.org (4 points)
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9. USE OF CALIFORNIA CONSERVATION CORPS OR A QUALIFIED COMMUNITY CONSERVATION
CORPS

Projects should seek to use the California Conservation Corps or a qualified community conservation corps, as
defined in Section 14507.5 of the Public Resources Code, as partners to undertake or construct applicable
projects in accordance with Section 1524 of Public Law 112-141. Applicants will not be penalized if either
corps determines that they cannot participate in a project.

Points will be awarded as follows:

e The applicant sought California Conservation Corps or a qualified community conservation corps
participation on the project (Plans: Not Applicable; EEA Programs: 5 points possible)

e The applicant did not seek California Conservation Corps or a qualified community conservation corps for
participation on the project, or the applicant intends not to utilize a corps on a project in which the corps
can participate. (Plans: Not Applicable; EEA Programs: O points)

10. BENEFIT TO DISADVANTAGED COMMUNITY

For a project to contribute toward the disadvantaged communities funding requirement, the project must
clearly demonstrate, with verifiable information, a direct, meaningful, and assured benefit to a disadvantaged
community. A project is considered beneficial if it fulfills an important need of low-income people in a way
that provides a significant benefit and targets its value. The project’s benefits must primarily target low-
income people while avoiding substantial burdens on a disadvantaged community.

For a project to qualify as directly benefiting a disadvantaged community, the project must:

e be located within or be within reasonable proximity to, the disadvantaged community served by the
project,

e have a direct connection to the disadvantaged community, or

e be an extension or a segment of a larger project that connects to or is directly adjacent to the
disadvantaged community.

Points will be distributed in relation to the severity of and the benefit provided to the disadvantaged
community affected by the project.

e How well the project benefits a disadvantaged community (Plans: Up to 20 points possible; EEA
Programs: Up to 10 points possible)

e The project does not benefit a disadvantaged community. (0 points)
11. MATCHING FUNDS
NOTE: SANDAG Contracts and Procurement staff will calculate the points awarded for this criteria.

Points for matching funds will be awarded based on the following scale. The matching fund percentage is
derived by comparing the total matching funds relative to the total project cost.
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e 0% (0 points) e 25.00-29.99% (6 points)
e 0.01-4.99% (1 point) e 30.00-34.99% (7 points)
e 5.00-9.99% (2 points) e 35.00-39.99% (8 points)
e 10.00-14.99% (3 points) e 40.00-44.99% (9 points)
e 15.00-19.99% (4 points) e 45.00% and above (10 points)

e 20.00-24.99% (5 points)
12. COST EFFECTIVENESS
Ratio of ATP funding request to project score.
NOTE: SANDAG Contracts and Procurement staff will calculate the points awarded for this criteria.

The ratio is calculated by dividing the total ATP funding request amount by the sum of points earned in
criteria 1 through 9. The ratios will be ranked ag in descending order and the available 10 points will be
distributed according to rank. The project(s) with the largest ratio will receive 10 points. All other projects will
receive points in the same proportion as their cost effectiveness ratio as compared to the project with the
highest ratio (Up to 10 points possible)
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NON-INFRASTRUCTURE SCORING CRITERIA MATRIX

Non-Infrastructure projects will be scored and ranked on the basis of applicant responses to the Non-
Infrastructure Scoring Criteria Guidance. Points calculated by the SANDAG Department of Data Analytics and
Modeling or Contracts and Procurement staff are marked with an asterisk (*).

1* Demand Analysis
Factors contributing to score: population and
empl.o.yme.nt, polpulat|on. and' employmgnt Up 10 30 N/A
densities, intersection density, vehicle ownership,
and activity centers.

2. Alignment with ATP Objectives
How well sioe.s the proposed project align with Up t0 30 Up to
the ATP objectives? 30

3. Comprehensiveness and Greenhouse Gas Emission Reductions
How comprehensive is the proposed project,

A Comprehensiveness plén,. or program?Does this effort aFcompany an Up 10 30 Up to
existing or proposed capital improvement 30
project?

Does the relevant local jurisdiction have an
adopted a Climate Action Plan (CAP) and a
. Complete Streets Policy (or the equivalent)? How
Greenhouse Gas Emission . . Up to

B. Reductions well will the proposed effort directly reduce Upto 10 10
greenhouse gas emissions such as through
implementation of a CAP, parking strategies,
advanced technologies, or other strategies?

4. Methodology
How well will the planning process or proposed Up to
effort meet the demonstrated need and project Up to 30 30
goals?

5. Community Support
Does the planning project include an inclusive
process? Does the project involve broad segments Up t0 15 Up to
of the community and does it have broad and 15
meaningful community support?

6. Evaluation

. . . . Up to
How will the project evaluate its effectiveness? N/A 20

7. Innovation
Does the project propose solutions that show the Up to
potential to serve as a replicable model to the N/A 15
region/city ?
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8. Public Health
Does the project improve public health by
targeting populations with high risk factors for Up t0 15 Up to
obesity, physical inactivity, asthma, or other 15
health issues?
9. Use of California Conservation Corps or a Qualified Community Conservation Corp
Did the applicant seek California Conservation
Corps or a qualified Community Conservation
Corps for participation on the project? Does the N/A Upto5
applicant intend not to utilize a corps in a project
in which the corps can participate?
10. Benefit to Disadvantaged Community
Does the project benefit a disadvantaged Up to
. Up to 20
community? 10
11.* Matching Funds
Points for matching funds are awarded based on
a scale. The matching fund percentage is derived Up 10 10 Up to
by comparing the total matching funds relative to 10
the total project cost.
12.* Cost Effectiveness
Total ATP funding request, divided by score in Up to
o . Upto 10
criteria 1 through 11, ranked relative to each other. 10
TOTAL POINTS 200 200
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Attachment 3

401 B Street, Suite 800 RESOLUTION NO. 2018-20

San Diego, CA 92101
Phone (619) 699-1900
Fax (619) 699-1905
sandag.org

APPROVING THE SUBMISSION OF THE 2019 REGIONAL ACTIVE TRANSPORTATION PROGRAM
SCORING CRITERIA TO THE CALIFORNIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION FOR USE IN THE
COMPETITION

WHEREAS, the Legislature and Governor of the State of California have provided funds for
the Active Transportation Program (ATP) under Senate Bill 99, Chapter 359; Assembly Bill 101,
Chapter 354; and Senate Bill 1 (SB 1); and

WHEREAS, the California Transportation Commission (CTC) has been delegated the
responsibility for the administration of this grant program, and has established necessary procedures
in its ATP Guidelines; and

WHEREAS, the CTC has required in its ATP Guidelines that Metropolitan Planning
Organizations (MPOs) coordinate the competitive selection process to select projects to receive a
portion of the ATP funding; and

WHEREAS, the ATP Guidelines allow MPOs to use a different project selection criteria or
weighting, minimum project size, match requirement, or definition of disadvantaged community for
their competitive selection process with CTC approval; and

WHEREAS, the San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG), as the MPO for the
San Diego region, has developed program guidelines for the 2019 San Diego Regional ATP that utilize
different project selection criteria and weighting and definition of disadvantaged community to be
consistent with its Regional Transportation Plan; and

WHEREAS, the CTC requires the Governing Body of the MPO to approve the proposed
program guidelines for submittal to the CTC; NOW THEREFORE

BE IT RESOLVED that the SANDAG Board of Directors, acting as the MPO Governing Body,
confirms that the 2019 ATP program guidelines for the San Diego regional competition are consistent
with the ATP Guidelines established by the CTC, and hereby recommends the San Diego ATP
Guidelines be submitted to the CTC for consideration.

PASSED AND ADOPTED this 22nd of June 2018.

ATTEST:
CHAIR SECRETARY

MEMBER AGENCIES: Cities of Carlsbad, Chula Vista, Coronado, Del Mar, El Cajon, Encinitas, Escondido, Imperial Beach,
La Mesa, Lemon Grove, National City, Oceanside, Poway, San Diego, San Marcos, Santee, Solana Beach, Vista, and
County of San Diego.

ADVISORY MEMBERS: California Department of Transportation, Metropolitan Transit System, North County Transit
District, Imperial County, U.S. Department of Defense, San Diego Unified Port District, San Diego County Water Authority,
Southern California Tribal Chairmen’s Association, and Mexico.
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July 16, 2018

Ms. Susan Bransen

Executive Director

California Transportation Commission
1120 N Street, MS-52

Sacramento, CA 95814

Dear Ms. Bransen,

Please find attached for the consideration and approval of the California
Transportation Commission on the Southern California Association of
Governments 2019 Active Transportation Program (ATP) Regional Guidelines.
The Regional Guidelines were developed through a collaborative process
between SCAG and county transportation staff and approved the by SCAG
Regional Council. The Regional Guidelines outline the project selection process
for programming approximately $87.5 million through the MPO component
(Regional Program) or the ATP.

The proposed Regional Guidelines (Guidelines) retain most of the same
components as in previous cycles, primarily relying upon and deferring to the
Statewide Call for Proposals and scoring process to evaluate project proposals. In
addition, SCAG will continue a supplemental Call for Proposals to support the
selection of planning and non-infrastructure projects that reflect the needs of the
region. The supplemental Call for Proposals, which will be released in September,
has been structured to meet all of the requirements of the Statewide ATP
Guidelines, while also providing a simplified application for project’s requesting
relatively small awards for plans and programs.

Similar to previous cycles, the Regional Program establishes two categories of

projects: (1) Implementation Projects and (2) Planning & Capacity Building

Projects.
Implementation Projects: No less than 95% of the funding will be
recommended to proposals in this category. The selection process for
Implementation Projects is the same as in previous cycles and is
predominately managed by the county transportation commissions.
Eligible applicants must apply for these funds by submitting an
application through the statewide ATP call for projects. Base scores are
established through the statewide ATP review process. The Regional
Guidelines allow county transportation commissions to prioritize projects
by adding up to twenty (20) points, on a 120 point scale, to supplement
the state-provided base scores. As in previous ATP Regional Guidelines,
the Board of each county transportation commission would be required
to approve the methodology for assigning the additional points, as well
as, approve the final project scores. Total funding available in each
county is based on population-based funding targets.




Planning & Capacity Building Projects: No more than five percent (5%) of
the funding will be recommended to proposals in this category with a cap
of two percent (2%) on planning projects. As in previous cycles, the
project selection process will rely on the statewide ATP application,
scoring and ranking process. To reduce administrative burden and ensure
disadvantaged communities can effectively participate in the process,
SCAG will also provide the option for project sponsors seeking awards to
apply through the supplemental call for projects. Planning awards will be
capped at $250,000; non-infrastructure awards will be capped at
$500,000. Each county transportation commission will take an active role
in scoring and ranking the projects submitted in their respective county
through the supplemental call for projects.

The 2019 Regional Guidelines will include a regional definition for disadvantaged
communities. In addition to the SB 535 Disadvantaged Communities definition,
jurisdictions will also be able to claim disadvantaged status using SCAG’s
Environmental Justice Areas and Communities of Concerns. Per the 2019
Statewide Guidelines, these definitions were developed through a robust
outreach process and approved as part of SCAG’s 2016 Regional Transportation
Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategies.

A staff recommended Regional Program of Projects, assembled by combining
recommendations from the Implementation and Planning & Capability Building
categories will be reviewed by the Chief Executive Officers of the county
commissions to address any outstanding issues and achieve consensus prior to
finalization. The Regional Program recommendations will be approved by the
Boards or Chief Executive Officers of the county transportation commission’s
prior to consideration by SCAG’s Regional Council and submission to the CTC.
Thank you for your collaboration and support in developing a set of guidelines
that effectively balance state and regional needs. We look forward to continuing
to work together toward the successful implementation of the 2019 Active
Transportation Program. If you have any questions, please contact SCAG staff
Sarah Jepson, Manager Active Transportation and Special Programs,
jepson@scag.ca.gov, 213.236.1955.

Sincerely,

W

Hasan lkhrata
Executive Director

ATTACHMENT:
2019 Active Transportation Program Regional Guidelines
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Introduction

Purpose

The intent of this document is to successfully implement the Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO)
component of the California Active Transportation Program (ATP). The following 2019 ATP Regional
Guidelines (Regional Guidelines) outline the roles, responsibilities and processes for selecting projects to
receive funding from the SCAG region’s dedicated share of the 2019 ATP. The Regional Guidelines also
outline the requirements for programming, allocation, project delivery, project reporting, project
administration and program evaluation related to the 2019 Regional Active Transportation Program
(Regional Program). The Regional Guidelines may be revisited and modified for future rounds of funding
in order to remain consistent with the 2019 ATP Statewide Guidelines (Statewide Guidelines), and to
consider innovative concepts and best practices to improve the Regional Program’s efficiency and
effectiveness.

Background

e The goals of the ATP are to:

0 Increase the proportion of trips accomplished by biking and walking;

0 Increase the safety and mobility of non-motorized users;

0 Advance the active transportation efforts of regional agencies to achieve greenhouse gas
reductions goals as established pursuant to SB 375;

0 Enhance public health, including reduction of childhood obesity through the use of programs
including, but not limited to, projects eligible for Safe Routes to School Program funding;

0 Ensure that disadvantaged communities (DAC) fully share in the benefits of the program; and

0 Provide a broad spectrum of projects to benefit many types of active transportation users.

e The DRAFT 2019 Statewide Guidelines, to be adopted by the California Transportation Commission
(CTC) on May 16, 2018, describe the policy, standards, criteria and procedures for the development,
adoption and management of the ATP Statewide Program.

e Per the DRAFT 2019 Statewide Guidelines, 40% of the funds for the ATP must be distributed by MPOs
in urban areas with populations greater than 200,000, with funds distributed to each MPO based on
total MPO population.

e The funds distributed by the MPOs must be programmed and allocated to projects selected through
a competitive process in accordance with the ATP Statewide Guidelines.

e A MPO choosing to use the same project selection criteria and weighting, minimum project size,
match requirement, and definition of DAC as used by the CTC for the statewide competition may defer
its project selection to the CTC.

e MPOs may also issue a separate, supplemental call for projects. If a call for projects is initiated, it will
require development and approval of guidelines and applications. In administering a competitive
selection process, a MPO must use a multidisciplinary advisory group to assist in evaluating project
applications.

e 25% of the regional funds must benefit DAC.
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e The Statewide Guidelines allow for a large MPO to make up to 2% of its 2019 ATP funding available
for active transportation plans in DACs.

e The Statewide Guidelines establish four eligible project types:

(0}

(0]

Infrastructure Projects: Capital improvements that will further the goals of this program. This

typically includes the environmental, design, right-of-way, and construction phases of a
capital (facilities) project. A new infrastructure project will not be programmed without a
complete project study report (PSR) or PSR equivalent. The application will be considered a
PSR equivalent if it defines and justifies the project scope, cost and schedule. Though the PSR
or equivalent may focus on the project components proposed for programming, it must
provide at least a preliminary estimate of costs for all components. PSR guidelines are posted
on the CTC website: http://www.catc.ca.gov/programs/ATP.htm. A capital improvement that

is required as a condition for private development approval or permits is not eligible for
funding from the Active Transportation Program.

Plans: The development of a community wide bicycle, pedestrian, safe routes to school, or
active transportation plan in a DAC.

Non-infrastructure Projects: Education, encouragement, and enforcement activities that

further the goals of this program. The CTC intends to focus funding for non-infrastructure on
start-up projects. A project is considered to be a start-up when no program currently exists.
Start-up projects must demonstrate how the program is sustainable after ATP funding is
exhausted. ATP funds cannot fund ongoing program operations. Non-infrastructure projects
are not limited to those benefiting school students. Program expansions or new components
of existing programs are eligible for ATP funds as long as the applicant can demonstrate that
the existing program will be continued with non-ATP funds.

Infrastructure projects with non-infrastructure components.

e Per Statewide Guidelines, and based on SB 99, the following requirements apply specifically to SCAG:

(0]

(0}

SCAG must consult with the county transportation commissions, the CTC, and Caltrans in the
development of the competitive project selection criteria. The criteria should include
consideration of geographic equity consistent with program objectives;

SCAG must place priority on projects that are consistent with plans adopted by local and
regional governments within the county where the project is located; and

SCAG must obtain concurrence from the county transportation commissions.

e The SCAG Regional Program will be developed through coordination of the ATP Subcommittee. The

ATP Subcommittee is a subcommittee of the SCAG Sustainability Committee. The ATP Subcommittee

is comprised of SCAG staff and representatives from each of the six (6) county transportation

commissions. The Subcommittee drafts the Regional Program Guidelines, the Regional Program and

administers tasks associated with project delivery. The County Transportation Commissions approve

the Regional Program as it pertains to each respective county. SCAG’s Regional Council approves the

Regional Program Guidelines and Regional Program. The California Transportation Commission

approves the Regional Program Guidelines and Regional Program.
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Fund Estimates for 2019 Regional ATP

The 2019 ATP total funding estimate is $437.5m. Per the 2019 ATP Statewide Guidelines, the MPO share
is 40% of the total budget and the SCAG share is 50% of the MPO amount.

The SCAG region’s share of the 2019 ATP is approximately $87.5M, which includes funding in Fiscal Years
2019/20, 2020/21, 2021/22, and 2022/23 to be programmed as follows:

Year Funds
(Fiscal) (SMM)
FY 19/20 19.2
FY 20/21 19.2
FY 21/22 24.5
FY 22/23 24.5
Total 87.5

Eligibility

SCAG intends to apply the eligibility requirements as adopted in the 2019 Statewide Guidelines to the
Regional Program. These requirements include an option for SCAG to provide a Regional Definition of
Disadvantaged Communities. As part the 2016 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP)/ Sustainable
Communities Strategy (SCS), SCAG established “environmental justice areas” and “communities of
concern” as disadvantaged communities through a robust public outreach process that included the
input of community stakeholders. SCAG has submitted these regional definitions of disadvantaged
communities to the Commission for approval to complement existing definitions established through SB
535 and the ATP.

Regional Disadvantaged Communities Definitions

Per the Statewide Guidelines, MPOs have the option to use different criteria for determining which
projects benefit disadvantaged communities. This additional criteria includes Environmental Justice
Areas and Communities of Concern. This criteria can be used in addition to the existing SB 535 criteria.

e Environmental Justice Areas: Environmental Justice Areas are reflected in Transportation
Analysis Zones that show a higher share of minority population or households in poverty than is
seen in the great region as a whole.

e Communities of Concern: Communities of Concern are Census Designated Places or city of Los
Angeles Community Planning Ares that fall in the upper third for their concentration of minority
population households in poverty. This designation is significant in severity due to the degree of
poverty.
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Project Selection Process

SCAG intends to award funding to projects in two program categories. These categories include:
Implementation projects, and Planning & Capacity Building projects.

Implementation Projects Category

Implementation projects include infrastructure, non-Infrastructure, and infrastructure projects with non-
infrastructure components, as defined by the Statewide Guidelines and included in the Background
(above). No less than 95% of the total regional funds shall be dedicated to funding Implementation
projects in the 2019 Regional ATP. Implementation funds shall be allocated to projects in each county
using population-based funding targets.

Implementation Projects Category: Funding Targets

Pop Funding

County % Amount
Imperial 1% 795
Los Angeles 54% 44,906
Orange 17% 13,962
Riverside 12% 10,339
San Bernardino 11% 9,378
Ventura 5% 3,756
Total 100% 83,136

In this category, and consistent with previous ATP cycles, SCAG will select Implementation projects
utilizing the CTC statewide applications, scoring and ranking process and decline its option to issue a
supplemental call for proposals for infrastructure projects. Therefore, an evaluation committee will not
be required at the county or regional level within the SCAG region to separately score Implementation
projects. SCAG will only fund implementation projects submitted through the statewide application
process.

The selection process shall occur as follows:

e Prior to scoring by the CTC, SCAG shall coordinate with each county to ensure that all
Implementation project applications submitted through the statewide call for proposals have
been submitted to the county and SCAG.

e The county transportation commissions shall review the Implementation project applications and
determine which projects are “consistent with plans adopted by local and regional governments
within the county” per the requirements of SB 99. When projects are determined to be consistent,
the county shall authorize up to twenty (20) points to consistent projects.
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e If a county transportation commission assigns additional points (up to 20, as noted above) to a
project for which they are the lead applicant, an explanation shall be provided to SCAG of how
the scoring process resulted in an unbiased evaluation of the project.

e The Board of each respective county transportation commission shall approve the scoring
methodology/guidelines and point assignments, and submit the scores to SCAG for inclusion in
the preliminary ranking of regional projects by December 31, 2018.

e SCAG shall establish a preliminary regional Implementation projects list based on the county’s
submissions that programs no less than 95% of the total regional funds and rely on population-
based funding targets to achieve geographic equity.

e The county may also recommend funding for projects to be included on the Regional Program
contingency list. Projects included on the contingency list shall be included in the program
reflecting the project score provided by the CTC.

Planning & Capacity Building Projects Category

Planning & Capacity Building projects may include the development of non-infrastructure projects and
plans, as defined by the Statewide Guidelines and included in the Background section of the Regional
Guidelines (above). The Regional Guidelines call for no more than 5% ($4.4M) of the total regional funds
be allocated in this category with a maximum of 2% ($1.7 M) being dedicated to Planning projects.

As in previous cycles, the pool of projects considered for funding in this category shall include projects
that are submitted through the CTC’s Statewide ATP Call for Projects using the state’s planning
application, as well as, planning and non-infrastructure projects submitted through the supplemental call
for Planning & Capacity Building projects issued by SCAG. The supplemental call for projects is integrated
with SCAG’s Sustainability Planning Grant (SPG) program and aims to better align planning and capacity
building resources with regional planning priorities and opportunities. The SPG call for projects provides
a more seamless, consolidated process for local jurisdictions and eligible applicants to secure resources
from the ATP, as well as other regional funds programmed by SCAG.

Planning Applications Submitted Through the Statewide Call for Projects

e SCAG is required to consider funding proposals that are submitted, but unsuccessful in securing
funds, through the statewide call for proposals.

e Within the Planning & Capacity Building projects category, SCAG will consider funding all
unsuccessful planning and non-infrastructure applications submitted at the statewide level.

e The planning and non-infrastructure applications will not be re-scored by SCAG. The initial score
provided by the CTC shall be used in ranking the project against projects submitted through the
supplemental call for projects.

e Planning project awards will be capped at $250,000. If the funding request exceeds $250,000, the
project applicant will be required to provide matching funds to fully fund the project.

e Non-infrastructure projects awards will be capped at $S500k. If the funding request exceeds the
$500k cap, the project applicant will be required to provide matching funds to fully fund the
project or the project balance could be awarded through the Implementation Projects Category.
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Alternatively, the county transportation commission may fully fund the project as part of the
Implementation Projects Category, if the project merits award through the process outlined
above.

Supplemental (Sustainability Planning Grants) Call for Projects

SCAG will develop SPG Guidelines, consistent with the parameters established by the Regional
Guidelines, as described below.
The SPG Guidelines will include the same match requirement and definition of DAC as used by the
CTC in the statewide planning selection process.
All Planning projects funded by ATP shall satisfy the CTC’s requirements for the use of planning
funds, including DAC requirements.
To increase the reach and impact of the Regional Program, SCAG will cap funding requests to
$500,000 for all non-infrastructure applications and $250,000 for planning funds.
The Scoring Criteria and associated points available for all project and application types will be as
follows:

= Mobility Benefit—Potential to increase walking/biking (0-35 points)

= Safety Benefit—Potential to reduce the number and risk of pedestrian and bicycle

fatalities and injury (0-25 points)

=  Public Health (0-10 points)

= Disadvantaged Communities (0-10 points)

=  Public Participation (0-10 points)

=  Cost Effectiveness (0-5 points)

= Leverage (0-5 points)
In consultation with the counties and a multi-disciplinary working group, SCAG will develop
applications for planning and non-infrastructure project types. Each application will be closely
aligned with and aim to focus resources on the implementation of regional active transportation
programs and strategies.

To establish a preliminary Planning & Capacity Building project list, applications from the supplemental

call for projects and statewide call for projects will be ranked by county and prioritized by score. Funds

will then be recommended to projects in consideration of the following principles:

The total funding recommended in this category will not exceed 5% of the total Regional Program.
Planning projects funding shall not exceed 2% of the total Regional Program.

Geographic equity, informed by population-based funding targets, shall be pursued and assessed
programmatically across all funding sources programmed through the Active Transportation
component of the SPG.

Recommended Regional Program

SCAG shall create a draft Regional Program that incorporates the preliminary project lists from the

Implementation and Planning & Capacity Building project categories.
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SCAG will analyze the draft Regional Program to ensure it meets the DAC requirements by allocating at
least 25% to projects benefiting DAC (as defined by the Statewide Guidelines).

If the total is less than 25%, SCAG will modify the preliminary regional project list to ensure the 25% mark
is achieved, as follows:

o The lowest scoring project in the region may be replaced with the highest scoring DAC within the
same County. If the county has no other eligible DAC projects, the lowest scoring project shall be
replaced with the highest scoring DAC project(s) from the region.

e This process will be repeated until the 25% target is met.

e This process may lead to an outcome where a county receives less than its population-based share
of the funding, but is necessary to ensure the DAC requirements for the Regional Program are
met.

For ease of administration, SCAG may, with the project sponsor’s permission, consolidate one or more of
the projects on the Planning & Capacity project list into a Regional Planning & Capacity Building project to
be administered by SCAG on behalf of the sponsoring agencies. If sponsoring agencies choose to be part
of the consolidated project, a five percent (5%) fee for service will be included as a task in the project. In
order to provide the data contained in the Caltrans applications, SCAG will transfer the relative data fields
to Caltrans for incorporation into ATP data set.

The final recommended Regional Program will be reviewed by the county transportation commission
staff, Caltrans and CTC staff to make any final adjustments and achieve consensus prior to submitting the
Regional Program recommendations to the Chief Executive Officers (CEO) of the county transportation
commissions and Boards, SCAG’s Regional Council and CTC for approval.

With consensus from the County Transportation Commission CEOs or their designees, SCAG’s Executive
Director may make technical changes to the program as needed to ensure the timely delivery of the
regionally-selected projects.

Programming

Fund Assignments

SCAG is required to recommend the funding assignments for all projects proposed for funding in the
Regional Program. The programming years for the 2019 ATP are State Fiscal Years 2019/20 to 2022/23.
Per the Statewide Guidelines, the ATP must be developed consistent with the fund estimate and the
amount programmed by fiscal year must not exceed the amount identified in the fund estimate. SCAG
will aim to program in a constrained manner. SCAG is also required to recommend the funding source
for each project, such that the program as a whole aligns with the fund estimate for each programming
year. In meeting these requirements, SCAG will adhere to the following process and guiding principles:
e Funding assignments will be made by SCAG and the county transportation commissions

through a collaborative decision-making process.
e Funding in fiscal years 2019/20 and 2020/21 will be state funding only. Funding in fiscal years
2021/22 and 2022/23 will include both state and federal funding.

8
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e Funding assignments will be made to best align the funding source with the project type, size,

and sponsors’ capacity for obligating federal funds; therefore, federal and state funds will not

be equally distributed in each county.

e State funds will be programmed to address the following regional objectives, listed in order

of priority:

0 Satisfy match requirements for federally funded projects. Projects that provide some but

not all of the 11.47% match may need assistance in satisfying the match. State funding is
eligible to bridge the gap in any match funding deficit. State funding shall not exceed
11.47% of total project funding;

Reduce administrative burden for Planning and Non-infrastructure projects and projects
requesting less than $1M; and

Expedite delivery of pre-construction phases of projects to ensure timely delivery of
projects funded for multiple phases.

Partial Awards

e County transportation commissions will be responsible for recommending partial awards for

Implementation projects.

e SCAG and the county transportation commissions will only consider partial awards if the project

sponsor meets one of the following requirements:

o}
o

(0]

The applicant provides funds through additional sources to fully fund the project;
The applicant demonstrates the means by which it intends to fund the construction of a
useable segment, consistent with the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP).
The applicant downsizes the project scope in a manner such that the “new” project would
receive the same scores or ranking as the originally proposed project. The ATP
Subcommittee will determine the eligibility of a downsized project scope based on the
representative county transportation commission’s request. The request shall include:
= An explanation of the proposed scope change;
= The reason for the proposed scope change;
= The impact which the proposed scope change would have on the overall cost of
the project;
= An estimate of the impact the proposed scope change would have on the
potential of the project to increase walking and bicycling as compared to the
benefits identified in the project application (increase or decrease in benefit);
= An estimate of the impact the proposed scope change would have on the
potential of the project to increase the safety of pedestrians and bicyclists as
compared to the benefits identified in the project application (increase or
decrease in benefit); and
= An explanation of the methodology used to develop the aforementioned
estimates.
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O For projects that fall into the Large Infrastructure category as defined in Statewide
Guidelines, the applicant must demonstrate the means by which it intends to fund the
construction of a useable segment, consistent with the RTP.

= Uncommitted funds may only be from ATP or the Local Partnership Program
(formulaic or competitive). The applicant must indicate its plan for securing a
funding commitment; explain the risk of not securing that commitment, and its
plan for securing an alternate source of funding should the commitment not be
obtained. If a project with uncommitted funds is programmed, all funding
commitments for that phase must be secured prior to July 1 of the fiscal year in
which the project is programmed or the project will be removed from the
program.

e If funding is made available (i.e. due to an ineligible project determination), the available
funding will be prioritized for a threshold project receiving a partial award within the county
where the funding was awarded initially. If the available funding exceeds the amount needed
for fully funding the partial award, the surplus shall be made to the highest scoring project on
the contingency list within the county where the funding was initially awarded. The surplus
may also be made available for a partial award in another county, pending approval of the ATP
Subcommittee.

Fund Balance & Contingency List

Any funds that are not assigned by SCAG to projects in the Regional Program will be returned to the state
and incorporated into the fund estimate for subsequent ATP cycles. To maximize funds available in the
region, the following steps will be pursued:

e The initial recommended Regional Program to the CTC will identify projects that program
100% of the region’s share of ATP funds. If a balance exists after each county has exhausted
to the greatest extent possible its funding target and SCAG has exhausted to the greatest
extent possible the Planning & Capacity Building funds, SCAG in consultation with the
counties, will recommend the fund balance be awarded to fully or partially fund the highest
scoring and/or shovel ready “contingency” project(s) (see below) across all counties.

e If the final project on a county’s list exceeds the county’s ATP funding target, the county may
work with the project sponsor to explore the feasibility of a partial award, as noted above. If
a partial award is determined to be insufficient and infeasible, the county may recommend
fully or partially funding to the subsequent highest scoring projects on the county’s list.

e The recommended Regional Program will include a contingency list of Implementation
projects, ranked in priority order by county based on the project’s evaluation score, and
Planning & Capacity Building projects, ranked in priority order based on the project’s
statewide evaluation score. SCAG intends to fund projects on the contingency list should
there be any project failures or savings in the Regional Program. When a contingency project
is advanced for funding due to project failure, SCAG — in consultation with the counties — will
strive to replace the failed project with a project from the same county. In recommending

10
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replacement projects, SCAG and the county transportation commission may consider both
project ranking and project readiness. If contingency projects are not amended into the
program, they will remain unfunded and project sponsors may resubmit them for future ATP
cycles.
e SCAG and/or the county transportation commissions are encouraged to pursue one or more
of the following project management strategies:
0 Review the initial work schedule to determine timeline feasibility and propose
revisions where necessary.

Program Amendments

The Regional Guidelines allow SCAG to amend the Regional Program to remove and advance projects. An
annual report will be provided to the Regional Council on program amendments. Amendments to the
Regional Program may occur under the following conditions and in the following manner:

e If project design, right-of-way or construction are programmed before the implementing
agency completes the environmental process, and following completion of the environmental
process updated information indicates that a project is expected to accomplish fewer benefits
or is less cost effective as compared with the initial project application, then future funding
for the project may be deleted from the program. It is the responsibility of the county
transportation commission to recommend to SCAG that the project be deleted from the
program if warranted. The county transportation commission that recommends project
deletion may, in a reasonable timeframe, recommend replacing the deleted project with a
project on the Contingency List.

e If the project is a Planning & Capacity Building Project and funds have not been allocated by
May 1st of the year the funds are programmed, or the project sponsor has requested that the
project be removed from the Regional Program, then SCAG may recommend deletion of the
project and fund a project on the contingency list, considering project ranking, readiness and
the county from which the deleted project originated.

e If a county transportation commission recommends deletion of a project and has not
identified a replacement project for the contingency list in a reasonable timeframe, then
SCAG will collaborate with the counties to identify a suitable replacement project from the
region-wide contingency list and amend the project into the Regional Program.

e |norder to ensure the timely use of all program funds, the CTC will, in the last quarter of the
fiscal year, allocate funds to projects programmed in a future fiscal year on a first-come, first-
served basis. SCAG will recommend approval of an advancement request if the project is:

0 A Planning project and SCAG deems the project ready for allocation (see Allocation,
below); or

0 An Implementation project, and the county transportation commission recommends
advancement of the project.

11
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FTIP Amendments

All projects funded by the 2019 Regional Program must be amended into the Federal Transportation
Improvement Program (FTIP).

e The county transportation commissions will be responsible for programming all
Implementation projects into the FTIP.
O Projects that are regionally significant and Transportation Control Measures (TCM)
must be individually listed in the FTIP by the county transportation commission.
0 Projects that are not regionally significant or TCMs may be entered as a group listing
by project function, using the applicable classifications under 23 CFR 771.117(c) and
(d) and/or 40 CFR part 93 (See www.dot.ca.gov/hg/transprog/federal/fedfiles/
res publications/grouped pijt listings.pdf)

e SCAG shall be responsible for programming Planning and Non-Infrastructure projects into the
FTIP.

e The county transportation commissions and SCAG shall aim to program all 2019 ATP projects,
regardless of programming year, in the 2019 FTIP amendment cycle.

Allocation

The Regional Guidelines require allocation requests for a project in the Regional Program to include a
recommendation from SCAG. SCAG shall defer this responsibility to the county transportation
commissions for all Implementation projects and provide a concurrence letter to the county which notes
that the project allocation request is consistent with the project as programmed in the FTIP or is being
processed into the FTIP through an amendment or modification that is underway.

The CTC will consider approval of a Letter of No Prejudice (LONP) to advance a project programmed in the
ATP. Approval of the LONP will allow the agency to begin work and incur eligible expenses prior to
allocation. The Amended LONP Guidelines were adopted in October 2017 and are on the CTC's website,
http://www.catc.ca.gov/programs/atp/.

Project Delivery

Per the Statewide Guidelines, ATP allocations must be requested in the fiscal year of project programming
and are valid for award for six (6) months from the date of allocation, unless the CTC approves an
extension. The Commission may extend the deadline only once for each allocation phase and only if it
finds that unforeseen and extraordinary circumstance beyond the control of the responsible agency has
occurred that justifies the extension. The CTC and Caltrans require that the extension will not exceed the
period of delay directly attributed to the extraordinary circumstance and cannot exceed twelve months.
If extraordinary issues exist that require a longer extension, the implementer may request up to 20
months for allocation only. Refer to the ATP Statewide Guidelines for complete project delivery
requirements.

12
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Extension requests for a project in the SCAG Regional Program must include a recommendation by SCAG.
Extension requests will be approved by SCAG under the following conditions:

e If the project is an Implementation project, the county transportation commission has
recommended that the project be extended.

o If the project is a Planning project, SCAG staff has reviewed the project status and
determined that:

0 The project sponsor has made a good faith effort to meet programming
deadlines and that there is a high likelihood that a project extension will result in
project allocation; and/or

0 The justification for the extension indicates a reason that was unforeseen by the
project sponsor and beyond the control of the project sponsor.

Caltrans will track the delivery of ATP projects and submit to the CTC a semiannual report showing the
delivery of each project phase. SCAG will analyze these reports to identify project delivery issues in the
SCAG region and work with the county transportation commissions and the project sponsor to resolve
any issues.

Project Scope Change

In the event that a project requires a scope change, the project sponsor shall submit a request for scope
change to SCAG and the responsible County Transportation Commission for review and approval. The
request for scope change shall include:

e An explanation of the proposed scope change;

e The reason for the proposed scope change. If the request incorporates a change that
alters original designs, the project sponsor shall provide the steps taken to retain the
initial design and the extenuating circumstances that necessitate the design change.
Extenuating circumstances are defined as those which make the project undeliverable
due to costs and/or safety issues;

e The impact the proposed scope change would have on the overall cost of the project;

e An estimate of the impact the proposed scope change would have on the potential of the
project to increase walking and bicycling as compared to the benefits identified in the
project application (increase or decrease in benefit);

e An estimate of the impact the proposed scope change would have on the potential of the
project to increase the safety of pedestrians and bicyclists as compared to the benefits
identified in the project application (increase or decrease in benefit); and

e An explanation of the methodology used to develop the aforementioned estimates.

Project Reporting

As a condition of the project allocation, the CTC will require the implementing agency to submit semi-
annual reports (unless the agency is subject to the Baseline Agreement requirement outlined in the 2019
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ATP Statewide Guidelines) on the activities and progress made toward implementation of the project and
a final delivery report. An agency implementing a project selected in the SCAG Regional Program must
also submit copies of its semi-annual reports and s final delivery report to the county and SCAG. The
purpose of the reports is to ensure that the project is executed in a timely fashion and is within the scope
and budget identified when the decision was made to fund the project. Project reporting forms can be

July 2018

found at http://www.dot.ca.gov/hag/LocalPrograms/lam/forms/lapgforms.htm.

Schedule

Action
CTC adopts ATP Guidelines
Call for projects

RC Approves ATP Regional Program Guidelines
Project applications to Caltrans (postmark date)

Commission approves or rejects MPO Guidelines

County 20 point score submitted to SCAG
Staff recommendation for statewide and small urban and
rural portions of the program

Commission adopts statewide and small urban and rural
portions of the program

Counties submit recommended project lists to SCAG
Project PPRs Due to SCAG

SCAG Draft Regional Program

Deadline for MPO DRAFT project programming
recommendations to the Commission

CEOs Approval
RC Adopts SCAG Regional Program Approval

Deadline for MPO FINAL project programming
recommendations to the Commission

Commission adopts MPO selected projects

14

Date
May 16, 2018
May 16, 2018

July 5, 2018
July 31, 2018

August 15, 2018
December 31, 2018
December 31, 2018

January 2019

February 1, 2019
February 1, 2019
February 15, 2018
February 15, 2019

March 15, 2019
April 4, 2019

April 30,2019

June 2019









Tahoe Metropolitan Planning Organization
2018 Active Transportation Program Guidelines

INTRODUCTION

The Tahoe Metropolitan Planning Organization’s (TMPQ’s) 2018 Active Transportation Program (ATP)
guidelines are consistent with and support the California Transportation Commission’s (CTC) cycle 4 ATP
guidelines. TMPQ'’s process, specifically its application, evaluation criteria, and evaluation committee do
differ slightly from the CTC's process. These processes are described herein, and outlined below. For
more general information on the Linking Tahoe: Regional Grant Program, application materials, and
submittal instructions, please see the Linking Tahoe Regional Grant Program Guidelines.

1. Applicants can jointly submit their applications as a request for ATP funds as well as Surface
Transportation Block Grant (STBG) funds if eligible for both types of funding. These guidelines
are part of the Linking Tahoe: Regional Grant Program, which at times may include multiple
funding sources — ATP and STBG. Projects will only be funded through the ATP program if they
are eligible under the CTC’s eligibly requirements and submitted in the State-Wide Call. Projects
not funded in the State Call will be eligible for the MPO Call.

2. The State ATP application will need to be resubmitted to the TMPO with the main criteria from
the Regional Grant Program (RGP) application and the Performance Assessment completed. The
Performance Assessment helps TMPO meet it’s Regional Grant Program needs, is fined tuned to
be applicable to TMPQO’s regional transportation plan’s goals, and incorporates federal, state,
and regional performance measures. The application still meets the CTC requirement of
qualifying as a PSR or PSR equivalent (including cost estimate and plans).

3. The State’s application evaluation criteria reflect many of the regional goals and performance
measures of the TMPO regional transportation plan, which also support the goals and mission of
the CTC and Caltrans’ Active Transportation program.

4. Asrequired by CTC, the Evaluation Committee includes multidisciplinary advisory group of
TMPO staff, with oversight from the TMPO Executive Committee. Staff representatives come
from the following TRPA departments: Long Range, Transportation and Current Planning.
Evaluation committee expertise includes transit, active transportation, environmental
improvements and project implementation. A final recommendation for project awardee(s) will
be submitted to the CTC for final approval.
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5. Asnoted in the CTC's cycle 4 ATP guidelines, MPQ’s “may use a different minimum funding
size.” The TMPO has elected to decrease the minimum project size from $250,000 to $50,000,
which is approximately 30% of the annual funds competitively distributed by the TMPO.

6. The final ATP project programming recommendations will coincide with the CTC’s cycle 4 ATP
MPO project selection approval in June 2019.

7. TMPO will create a contingency list of projects from those unfunded projects received to be
amended into the program in the event a programmed project is delivered for less or fails,
approve and recommend such amendments for Commission approval. This contingency list will
be provided to the Commission and will be in effect only until the adoption of the next
statewide program.

8. In conformance with the CTC ATP guidelines, a minimum of 25 percent of the funds distributed
to each MPO must benefit disadvantaged communities. A disadvantaged community for the
Tahoe Region, which uses CTC approved definitions, is defined as an area that is below the
statewide median household income or is within a 2-mile radius of a school with at least 40% of
students eligible for free or reduced priced lunch. To determine if your project is within a
disadvantaged community, review this map: http://www.trpa.org/wp-

content/uploads/maps/BasinWideDisadvantagedCommunities.pdf. For other qualifying

requirements, please see CTC's cycle 4 ATP guidelines.

BACKGROUND

The ATP was created by Senate Bill 99 (Chapter 359, Statues 2013) and Assembly Bill 101(Chapter 354,
Statues 2013), to encourage increased use of active modes of transportation, such as walking and biking.
The ATP consolidates various transportation programs - including the federal Transportation
Alternatives Program, state Bicycle Transportation Account, and federal and state Safe Routes to School
programs - into a single program. The program funding is segregated into three components and is
distributed as follows:

e 50% to the state for a statewide competitive program;

e 10% to small urban and rural regions with populations of 200,000 or less for the small urban and
rural area competitive program, and;

e 40% to Metropolitan Planning Organizations in urban areas with recognized populations greater
than 200,000 for the large urbanized area competitive program.

The MPO apportionment is funded through various federal and state funds appropriated in the annual
Budget Act. Funds must be awarded and programmed based on a competitive process in accordance
with the MPO guidelines.

PROGRAM GOALS

TMPQ's goal of the ATP is to support the CTC and Caltrans’ active transportation program goals and the
implementation of the 2017 Linking Tahoe: Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) by increasing active
modes of transportation to provide mobility, social, and environmental improvements. The program
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targets active transportation projects, including but not limited to bike, pedestrian, and safe routes to
schools.

PROGRAM SCHEDULE AND FUNDING

The funding is allocated by the state of California through the CTC and must be awarded to projects
located entirely within the California portion of the Tahoe Region. Funding capacity for this cycle is
estimated at a total of $326,000 or $163,000 annually for 2019/20 and 2020/21 and $209,000 annually
for 2021/22 and 2022/23. There is no local match required on ATP funds, however, applicants that are
able to demonstrate a match will have an opportunity to score higher on the application.

APPLICATION REQUIREMENTS

Applicants to the Linking Tahoe: Regional Grant Program ATP funds, must fill out a brief TMPO
application including the TMPO Project Assessment and include the State of California ATP application.
The state project application must include the signature of the Chief Executive Officer or other officer
authorized by the applicant’s governing board. The state has five different applications available for
applicants to complete depending on the project type and size. It is incumbent on the applicant to
complete the application appropriate for their project. The five application types are:

e Large Project, Infrastructure only or Infrastructure/Non-infrastructure: Projects with a total
project cost of greater than $7 million will be considered a Large Project and must use the Large
Project application. Any project requesting over $10M in ATP funding will be required to host an
onsite field review with Caltrans and CTC staff.

e Medium Project, Infrastructure only or Infrastructure/Non-infrastructure: Projects with a total
project cost between $1.5 million to $ 7 million will be considered a Medium Project and must
use the Medium Project application.

e Small Project, Infrastructure only or Infrastructure/Non-infrastructure: Projects with a total
project cost less than $1.5 million will be considered a Small Project and must use the Small
Project application.

e Non-infrastructure Only

e Plan

DEFINITION OF DISADVANTAGED COMMUNITIES (DAC)

The TMPO has elected to use a different criterion for determining which projects benefit a DAC. The
TMPO ATP application requires that the applicant clearly identify whether the project is located within a
disadvantaged community using the Project Assessment form. A disadvantaged community for the
Tahoe Region is defined as an area that is below the statewide median household income or is within a
2-mile radius of a school with at least 40% of students eligible for free or reduced priced lunch.

ELIGIBILITY OVERVIEW

1. Projects must be listed in the 2017 RTP constrained project list.

2. Projects must be submitted to the State ATP Call before being considered for the MPO Call.
Template located here: http://www.catc.ca.gov/programs/atp/. If the project is not funded or does
not receive all funding it can then be submitted to the MPO ATP Call for Projects. All final
recommendations are sent for approval to the California Transportation Commission.
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3. Allocation of funds must follow the Caltrans 2019 ATP Guidelines:
http://www.dot.ca.gov/ha/LocalPrograms/atp/cycle-4.html and CTC 2019 ATP Guidelines:
http://www.catc.ca.gov/programs/atp/

4. Applicants must be able to comply with all federal and state laws, regulations, policies and
procedures required to enter into a Master Agreement and follow the processes in the Caltrans
Local Assistance Procedures Manual: http://www.dot.ca.gov/hg/LocalPrograms/lam/lapm.htm
Additional time should be included in project time line if there is not an existing Master agreement
in place to illustrate funds will be obligated and expended in the appropriate fiscal year.

5. All phases of work are eligible: Environmental, Preliminary Engineering, Right of Way, Construction.

ELIGIBLE PROJECTS AND ACTIVITIES
Funds are available for a variety of projects including but not limited to:
1. New bicycle and pedestrian facilities

Improvements to existing bikeways and walkways
Safe routes to school projects

Connectivity of bike paths

Education programs to increase active transportation
Establishment or expansion of bike share program

No vk wN

Installation of traffic control devices to improve safety of pedestrian and bicyclists

INITIAL PROJECT EVALUATION ELIGIBILITY SCREENING
TMPO staff will conduct an initial project screening to determine if a submitted project will proceed to
the evaluation process. TMPO staff will use the following screening criterion:

1. The project must have been submitted to the State ATP Call for projects.

2. The project must be listed in the constrained project list of the 2017 Regional Transportation Plan
(RTP). Projects may be contained in a “grouped project” or broader category listing in the RTP.
Please contact TMPO staff as necessary to confirm.

3. The project must be ready for programming in the Federal Transportation Improvement Program;
ATP is funded from various federal and state funds appropriated in the annual Budget Act.

4. The project sponsor must demonstrate technical capacity and reliability for delivering similar
projects (scale and complexity).

5. Projects requesting construction funding must have environmental, engineering and right-of-way
completed by the time funds are requested.

IMPLEMENTATION AND OVERSIGHT REQUIREMENTS

Beyond the implementation and oversight requirements set forth in the Linking Tahoe: Regional Grant
Program Goals and Criteria, all ATP funded projects must also follow and be aware of the below
requirements:

1. The CTC has specific reporting requirements for ATP projects. Implementing agencies must
submit the following reports to CTC and the MPO:
a. progress reports (semi-annual or quarterly),
b. completion report and
c. final delivery report.

2. Applicants must work with Caltrans District Local Assistance to prepare the Allocation request
for the CTC and the Request for Authorization (E76) process for obligation of the funds. Follow
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the processes in the Caltrans Local Assistance Procedures Manual:
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hg/LocalPrograms/lam/lapm.htm

3. To ensure timely use of funds, TMPO shall retain the right to redirect program funding to other
agencies and projects so as not to lose funding to the Tahoe Region. For ATP funded projects,
TMPO will maintain a project contingency list. If an awarded project is not able to meet funding
programming and allocation guidelines and milestones, funding may be moved to a project on
the contingency list, with approval from the CTC. Extension requests for a project in the MPO
selected portion of the program must include a recommendation by the MPO, consistent with
the preceding requirements.

4. Allocation requests for a project in the MPO selected portion of the program must include a
recommendation by the MPO.

PROJECT EVALUATION CRITERIA

Team evaluators will review and score applications using the following selection criteria and relative
weighting (maximum of 70 points):

Work plan and Timeline. Project application should clearly illustrate the current stage of the project, the 15
delivery work plan, and a detailed project timeline with key milestones demonstrating the capacity to deliver in points
timely manner.

Demonstrated Need. The applicant should clearly identify the purpose and need of the project and whether 10
the project is located within a disadvantaged community. A disadvantaged community for the Tahoe Region is points
defined as an area that is below the statewide median household income or is within a 2-mile radius of a school
with at least 40% of students eligible for free or reduced priced lunch.

Project Performance Assessment. The applicant will show how the project meets TMPQ’s goals and 25
performance measures. Please see the attached Transportation Assessment Metrics and complete the points
qguestions within each category and all supplemental questions.
Potential for project success. Applicant’s ability to carry out project based on: 15

=  Readiness of Project points

=  Reasonable work-plan

=  Coordination with public

=  Project leadership and council/board endorsement

=  Available funding to complete and maintain the project

Matching funds. If matching funding are provided, applicant must identify non-federal matching funds. Match 5

is not required for ATP funds. However, project applications that can show match for ATP will be the most points
competitive.
TOTAL POINTS 70
points

2018 ATP Program Cycle 2 Page | 5



210 North Church St. Suite B.
Visalia, California 93291
Phone (559)623-0450

Fax (5659)733-6720
www.tularecog.org

July 11, 2018

Ms. Susan Bransen

Executive Director

California Transportation Commission
1120 N Street, MS-52

Sacramento, CA 95814

Dear Ms. Bransen,
Subject: Proposed ATP Cycle 4 MPO Component Project Selection Guidelines

The Tulare County Association of Governments (TCAG) is pleased to present for your review our
proposed ATP Cycle 4 MPO Component Project Selection Guidelines. The guidelines were prepared
in cooperation with member agencies, stakeholders, and the public. Attachment A consists of the
proposed guidelines which were unanimously approved by the TCAG Board of Directors on June 18,
2018. Attachment B is the TCAG Board resolution of approval.

The TCAG guidelines use the CTC statewide ATP guidelines with some additions and modifications.
These additions and modifications include:

e Agencies are allowed to phase and segment their projects due to the lower amount of funding
available in the MPO component;

e Establishment of a contingency project list in the event of project failures and/or savings from
projects selected for funding under the Cycle 4 MPO component;

e Bonus points for projects which: are in the Measure R expenditure plan; were previously funded
under the Transportation Enhancement (TE) Program; or are part of an agency-adopted
Complete Streets Plan or a local or regional ATP plan;

e Higher scoring for projects benefiting severely disadvantaged communities; and

e Bonus points for projects that use local and/or regional measure funds for the environmental,
design, and right-of-way phases.

Should you have any questions, please contact Gabriel Gutierrez at (559) 623-0465 or
ggutierrez@tularecog.org. We appreciate your consideration of the proposed guidelines at the
upcoming August 2018 CTC meeting.

Sincerely,

Ay

Ted Smalley
Executive Director

Attachments: Attachment A (Proposed Guidelines)
Attachment B (Resolution of Approval)

Dinuba Exeter Farmersville Lindsay Porterville Tulare Visalia Woodlake County of Tulare
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Tulare County Association of Governments

MPO Component Project Selection Guidelines for
Cycle 4 of the Active Transportation Program
(Adopted June 18, 2018)

This document serves as TCAG’s Cycle 4 ATP MPO Component Project Selection Guidelines.
The guidelines substantially follow those of the California Transportation Commission, but
include a number of differences based on the region’s existing policies and priorities.

TCAG will not issue a call for projects for the MPO Component. Only those projects submitted to
Caltrans for consideration in the Statewide Component will be considered for funding under the
MPO Component. One hard copy and one electronic copy (on CD or USB flash drive) of each
application must be received by TCAG no later than July 31, 2018 to be considered in the MPO
Component.

General Criteria

Project Phasing and Segmentation

Due to the smaller amount of funding available under the MPO Component, agencies will be
allowed to phase or segment their projects. The agency must show that the project phase or
segment is a useable segment and still qualifies for ATP funding. In addition, the agency must
include a detailed description of all the changes proposed, revised project cost estimates, and
cost/benefits changes associated with the revision(s). The following documents must be
submitted:

1. Cover letter describing in detail the project revisions and an explanation of how the
revised project is a useable segment and how the project still qualifies for ATP
funding.

2. Revised engineer’s cost estimate

3. Revised Project Programming Request form

4. Description of Cost/Benefit changes as a result of the project revisions.

Project Scoring

TCAG will not use the scores received by each project under the Statewide Component for its
MPO Component. Each project will be reviewed by the local project evaluation committee and
given a new score.

Contingency List

TCAG will prepare a list of contingency projects, ranked in priority order based on the project’s
evaluation score. TCAG would fund projects on the contingency list should there be any project
failures or savings from projects selected for funding under the Cycle 4 MPO Component. This
will ensure full use all MPO Component ATP funds, and that no ATP funds are lost from the
region. The contingency list is valid until the adoption of the next ATP Statewide Component
project funding recommendations.



Preliminary Phase Funding

In order promote efficient and timely project delivery, agencies are encouraged to use local
funds and/or regional measure funds for the environmental, design and right-of-way phases.
Agencies are encouraged to use ATP funds for construction only and for right-of-way costs in
excess of the $100,000. Additional points will be awarded to projects employing this
recommendation.

Scoring Criteria

Benefit to Disadvantaged Communities

The 2019 ATP Guidelines state that MPOs may use different criteria for determining which
projects benefit Disadvantaged Communities if the criteria are approved by the Commission.
TCAG will use the same criteria from the 2019 ATP Guidelines with the following exception:

Five (5) additional points will be awarded for projects benefiting
severely disadvantaged communities (less than 60% of the statewide
median income)

Need

In order to encourage agencies to submit infrastructure projects for funding through the Active
Transportation Program, an additional 5 bonus points will be awarded under this criteria to
projects that consist of Safe Routes to School infrastructure or Bicycle and/or Pedestrian
infrastructure. If the project contains Non-Infrastructure elements, the cost for the non-
infrastructure component cannot exceed 25% of the total project cost in order to be awarded the
5 bonus points.

Public Participation and Planning

The scoring criteria for the MPO Component will emphasize those projects which are part of an
adopted plan (general plan, specific plan, ATP plan, bike plan, etc.) and the project’s
relationship to system planning. A map showing how the project fits within the adopted plan
shall be submitted to TCAG at the time project’s initial application submittal to the Statewide
Component. While not required for the Statewide Component submittal, agencies are
encouraged to include the map as part of submittal as it could result in a higher number of
points being awarded under the Public Participation and Planning scoring criteria. (Note: should
the project submitted for ATP funding be a part of the adopted Tulare County Regional Active
Transportation Plan (RATP), maps which would satisfy this criteria are available in the RATP
document).

Bonus Points: Projects which meet the criteria identified below will be awarded additional points
as follows:

Additional

Criteria Points

Projects which are a part of
the Measure R expenditure 5
plan




Projects which were
previously funded under the 5
Transportation Enhancement
(TE) Program.

Projects which are part of an
agency-adopted Complete
Streets Plan or Policy, Local 3
ATP Plan, or Regional ATP
Plan.

*TCAG staff will perform the eligibility analysis for
awarding the additional points.

Leveraging

In order to encourage the use of local and regional measure funds for the preliminary phases of
ATP projects, 5 additional points will be awarded for projects using local or regional measure
funds for the environmental, design, and right-of-way phases.

Past Performance
For the MPO Component, in addition to performance on past ATP project, the agency’s past

performance on delivering CMAQ projects will also be used in determining a score. TCAG staff
will provide a score for this criterion.
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Tab 25

August 8, 2018

Ms. Susan Bransen

Executive Director

California Transportation Commission
1120 N Street MS 52

Sacramento, CA 95814

RE: Adoption of the 2019 Active Transportation Program Regional Guidelines -
Disadvantaged Communities Criteria

Dear Ms. Bransen:

At its August 15-16, 2018 meeting the California Transportation Commission (CTC) will be
acting on the 2019 Active Transportation Program (ATP) Regional Guidelines for six of the
ten Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs) responsible for programming ATP funds
to projects in the MPO competitive component of the ATP. This action will include the
approval of regional definitions for disadvantaged communities as allowed for in the
statewide ATP guidelines adopted by the CTC in May 2018. While we understand the
reasoning for several of these MPO requests to approve regional definitions for
disadvantaged communities—to stay competitive with other regions that have developed
expanded definitions—we find that the concept of regional or local definitions remains
inappropriate for a statewide competition and seek to return to using only statewide
definitions in future cycles of the ATP.

Under the current ATP guidelines, an applicant may qualify the community served by their
project as a disadvantaged community using six different criteria of which four provide a
basis for statewide comparison and two rely on regional or local measures. The latter two,
the “Regional Definition” and “Other” criteria, allow for disadvantaged communities to be
defined on a regional or local basis and thereby excuse counties from using a consistent,
objective criterion. This conflicts with the intent of Senate Bill 99 (SB99), as well as Senate
Bill (SB 535), to hold a statewide competition and ensure state funds benefit disadvantaged
communities. As a result of the growing number of regional definitions in use for the ATP,
there is increasing uncertainty as to whether ATP funds will actually benefit California’s
most disadvantaged communities. Regions around the state are, understandably, jockeying
to modify the criteria beyond a statewide investment focus in order to benefit their areas
specifically—with the intent of geographically dispersed investment outcome, rather than
one driven by a needs based objective. But this element of the ATP is not intended to be a
formula, “return to source” funding program. It is meant to be competitive, recognizing
that all regions will not, in fact, perform the same as others. That is the point— and
overlaying regional or local criteria to essentially redirect funds to a broader base will result



Ms. Susan Bransen
August 8, 2018
Page 2

in the most disadvantaged communities in the state losing out on this vital investment. The
state must remain objective and focused on how it invests into communities of need.

Los Angeles County is home to 47% of the California residents that live in the top quartile of
disadvantaged areas in the state according to the California Communities Environmental
Health Screening Tool 3.0. On a daily basis they are confronted with the worst health
impacts of various types of pollution, but are equipped with the fewest resources to address
these issues due to income and other impediments. SB 99 states that it is the intent of the
Legislature for disadvantaged communities to share fully in the benefits of the Active
Transportation Program (ATP) and consequently requires 25% of ATP funds go to projects
that benefit disadvantaged communities. It is important that these funds are truly directed
to the most disadvantaged communities in the state, based on a standardized definition. We
believe the current ATP guidelines do not fully support this outcome due to the permitted
use of tailored Regional Definitions for disadvantaged communities.

We are committed to work with the CTC and the MPOs across the state to eliminate all
regional definitions and return to using only statewide definitions that ensure fairness by
comparing all regions objectively according to the standardized metrics that identify
disadvantaged areas—a return to the intent of SB 99 to target investments to the state’s
communities of greatest need. We look forward to working with your staff and our regional
partners in the next cycle to ensure that we can all collectively support the active
transportation needs of California’s most disadvantaged communities. Should you have any
questions regarding these comments, please feel free to contact Wil Ridder, Executive
Officer, at (213) 922-2887 or ridderw@metro.net.

Sincerely,

Therese W. McMillan
Chief Planning Officer

cc: Laurie Waters, CTC
Hasan Ikhrata, SCAG
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August 3, 2018

Laurie Waters, Associate Deputy Director
California Transportation Commission
1120 N Street, MS-52

Sacramento, CA 95814
laurie.waters@dot.ca.gov

VIA E-MAIL

Re: Recommendations for Regional Disadvantaged Communities Definitions in the
Active Transportation Program (ATP)

Dear Ms. Waters,

On behalf of the undersigned organizations, we commend the California Transportation
Commission (CTC) and your leadership in the implementation of the Active Transportation
Program (ATP) as a comprehensive statewide commitment to expand safe, active travel--
especially for disadvantaged communities, schools, and residents. In response to the recent
approval of numerous regional disadvantaged communities definitions for the ATP Cycle 4, we
have outlined several recommendations to strengthen the program to maximize the benefits of
the program for all Californians:

Remove the Regional Disadvantaged Communities (DAC) Definitions in ATP Cycle 4 or
Disallow Severity Points for Regional DAC Definitions

Beginning in the ATP Cycle 3, the CTC created additional tiers of disadvantage severity to
ensure that the program’s investments were reaching the state’s most disadvantaged
communities. Despite the ATP Cycle 4 guidelines requiring that proposed regional DAC
definitions be stratified by severity, the publicly available materials from approved regional
DAC definitions do not clearly comply with this requirement. Most regional DAC definitions
that have been approved by CTC staff take a multi-indicator approach that set minimum
thresholds to qualify as a regionally-defined DAC; however, none of the approved 7 regional
DAC definitions provided a publicly available explanation to disadvantage severity stratification
as required by the ATP guidelines. Accordingly, we urge CTC staff to remove all regional
DAC definitions for consideration in ATP Cycle 4. As an alternative, our organizations
urge you to disallow severity points for all regional DAC definitions.
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Eliminate Regional DAC Definitions for ATP Cycle 5 and Beyond

While our organizations were supportive of experimenting in ATP Cycles 3 and 4 to allow for
regional DAC definitions, we now believe that the currently proffered regional DAC definitions
contain so much variability in indicators and methodologies that it renders a statewide approach
to investments in DACs difficult, if not downright impossible. For example, the currently
approved regional definitions vary vastly in terms of timeliness of data used (SACOG and
SANDAG use 2009-2013 ACS, while MTC and SBCAG use 2010-2014 ACS and SRTA uses
2012-2016 ACS data), geographic units of analysis (SRTA and SBCAG use Census block
groups, while MTC and SCCRTC uses Census tracts and SACOG uses both Census tracts and
block groups depending on the indicator), methodologies for qualifying (some require meeting
thresholds in more than one indicator, while others only require meeting a threshold in a single
indicator), and degree of stakeholder involvement in the development of the regional DAC
definitions.

We are particularly concerned with regional DAC definitions that only require meeting one
indicator, particularly when that indicator does not relate to low-income or minority status per
Title VI requirements. For example, SBCAG’s regional DAC definition allows for census block
groups with more than 20% of its population 75 years or older to qualify as disadvantage without
regard to race or income status, resulting in areas such as Montecito to qualify as
disadvantaged despite 80.3% of its residents being non-Hispanic white, a median household
income of $138,872, and where 98.4% of households have access to at least one car (and a
whopping 76.2% of households have access to at least two cars) per 2012-2016 ACS data. We
believe this is an example of some regions’ blatant perversion of the state’s intent to
invest resources in disadvantaged communities and should not be tolerated by the CTC.
Moreover, our organizations see no added benefit for the ATP to allow a regional DAC definition
when the median household income qualifier is an available option. To continue with the Santa
Barbara County as an example, of its 91 Census tracts, 22 already qualify not only as
disadvantaged but severely disadvantaged per the ATP’s median household income qualifier (3
tracts have no data)--meaning a quarter of Census tracts in the County already qualify as
disadvantaged per the state’s definition.

We believe that the ATP’s current menu approach provides enough flexibility to all regions and
communities across the state, while also retaining an overarching consistent statewide
framework to ensure projects are meaningfully providing benefits to truly disadvantaged
communities in alignment with the Program’s intent and statutory goal related to disadvantaged
communities. Accordingly, until CTC is willing to establish clear minimum guidelines and
accepted methodologies for how regions should define their disadvantaged communities, we
respectfully urge you to eliminate regional DAC definitions in ATP Cycle 5 and beyond
and to withhold severity points from applications that rely on a regional metric this cycle.
We are more than willing to assist the CTC in defining these minimum guidelines and accepted
methodologies and suggest leveraging the expertise of the existing Disadvantaged
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Communities subcommittee of the Active Transportation Program Technical Advisory
Committee.

We thank you for all your hard work on the ATP and look forward to continuing our partnership
to safeguard, strengthen, and improve the program.

Sincerely,
Tony Dang, Executive Director Angela Glover Blackwell, Chief Executive Officer
California Walks PolicyLink

Jonathan Matz, California Senior Policy Manager Chanell Fletcher, Director
Safe Routes to School National Partnership ClimatePlan

Linda Khamoushian, Senior Policy Advocate

California Bicycle Coalition

Encl.

cc:
Susan Bransen, Executive Director, California Transportation Commission,
susan.bransen@dot.ca.gov
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Excerpts from Santa Barbara County Association of Government’s Regional DAC
Definition Submission
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2012-2016 ACS Data for Montecito
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Tab 26

Memorandum

To: CHAIR AND COMMISSIONERS CTC Meeting: August 15-1 6, 2018

Reference No.: 4.23
Action

Published Date: August 3, 2018

From: SUSAN BRANSEN Prepared By: Stephen Maller
Executive Director Chief Engineer

subject: PROGRAM GUIDELINES: TIMELY USE OF FUNDS PROVISIONS

ISSUE:

Should the California Transportation Commission (Commission) retain its current
timely-use-of-funds policies as specified in the Commission adopted competitive program
guidelines?

RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends the Commission continue to use existing timely-use-of-funds policies as
specified in the Commission adopted competitive program guidelines to hold responsible
agencies accountable for timely delivery of public fund commitments.

BACKGROUND:

Senate Bill (SB) 45 (Chapter 662, Statutes of 1997) consolidated many highway and rail
transportation programs into the State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP). Prior to
SB 45, the Commission’s Financial Guidelines provided direction on programming,
allocation, award, timely-use-of-funds and other requirements for the varied highway and
rail programs. Post SB 45 the Commission reissued its Financial Guidelines as the STIP
Guidelines to incorporate the new SB 45 provisions. At that time, the Commission stipulated
that the Caltrans State Highway Operation and Protection Program would follow the STIP
Guidelines as appropriate.

In response to a decrease in timely project delivery, the Legislature passed SB 837 (Chapter
53, Statutes of 1998) which added the following timely-use-of-funds provisions under
Government Code Section 14529.8:

(a) Funds may be allocated by the commission for each project element during the fiscal
vear that is identified in the state transportation improvement program and the funds
shall be available for expenditure during that fiscal year and the following two fiscal
years. Any funds not allocated, or allocated but not encumbered, during the period
specified in this section, shall remain in the State Highway Account or Public
Transportation Account, or be returned to that particular account, as the case may be.

STATE OF CALIFORNIA CALIFORNIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION
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(b) Upon a finding that an unforeseen and extraordinary circumstance beyond the
control of the responsible agency has occurred that justifies an extension, the commission
may extend the deadlines specified in subdivision (a). The deadline extensions shall not
exceed the period of delay directly attributed to the extraordinary circumstance and in
no event be more than 20 months. The commission shall not grant more than one
extension.

The Commission amended its STIP Guidelines to incorporate the timely-use-of-funds
provisions of Government Code Section 14529.8 and allowed for one up to 20-months
extension for unforeseen and extraordinary circumstance beyond the control of the
responsible agency and only for the period of delay directly attributed to the extraordinary
circumstance per unique stage in a project’s progress:

1. Allocation Time Extension

2. Contract Award Time Extension

3. Project Completion Time Extension
4.  Project Expenditure Time Extension

As the Commission developed guidelines in consultation with transportation stakeholders
for newly enacted transportation programs such as the Active Transportation Program
(ATP), Solutions for Congested Corridors Program (SCCP), Trade Corridor Enhancement
Program (TCEP) and Local Partnership Program (LPP), the Commission included
timely-use-of-funds provisions in the program guidelines to hold Caltrans and local
governments accountable for the efficient investment of public funds and accountable to the
people through performance goals that are tracked and reported as required by Streets &
Highways Code Section 2032.5 (a). All the program guidelines mirror the STIP Guidelines
in that the provisions allow for extensions in the four unique project stages, the requests
must show an unforeseen and extraordinary circumstance beyond the control of the
responsible agency, the deadline extensions shall not exceed the period of delay directly
attributed to the extraordinary circumstance, the requests cannot be for more than 20-months
under any circumstance, and the Commission shall not grant more than one extension per
unique project stage. Several program guidelines specify a more restrictive maximum
extension period of no more than 12-months due to the extremely competitive nature of the
programs.

Staff recommends the Commission continue applying the existing timely-use-of-funds
policies as specified in the Commission adopted program guidelines. However, there are
other options the Commission could consider since the timely-use-of-funds requirements
specified in Government Code Section 14529.8 refer only to the STIP.

The Commission could choose not to allow any time extensions in the Commission adopted
competitive programs since there is no statutory authority that addresses the consideration
of time extensions. Also, due to the competitive nature of the programs, each programmed
project was deemed to have competed well for limited state resources compared to other
submitted applications. If a programmed project is not able to reach completion via the
adopted schedule, the funding for that project would lapse and could be available for
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reprogramming at a subsequent cycle or could be reallocated to the next eligible project that
was not funded because of funding capacity limitations.

The Commission could choose to allow multiple time extensions within a defined time span
of each unique project stage say 12-months, 20-months or any other number of months the
Commission pleases to use in the Commission adopted competitive programs since there is
no statutory authority that precludes such consideration of time extensions. Such multiple
time extensions would reduce accountability and if invoked several times at each unique
project stage would add years to project delivery. For example if multiple extensions are
granted at each project stage and the defined time is 20-months, the total project delay could
be 80-months (6.67 years). If the defined time is 12-months, the total project delay could be
48-months (4 years).

The Commission could allow unlimited time extensions in the Commission adopted
programs other than the STIP. Unlimited time extensions would result in significantly
reduced accountability and additional workload for the Commission, Caltrans and
Commission staff. One consequence of unlimited time extensions would be that few
projects are completed in a reasonable amount of time and the public could perceive that
the Commission and project sponsors are incapable of on time delivery of promised projects.

The current Commission timely-use-of-funds policy of granting only one time extension per
unique project stage is not overly taxing for projects as is illustrated by the following
statistics: from 2014 through June 2018, under the Commission’s current ATP program
guidelines the Commission allocated funds to 751 ATP projects, approved 344 ATP time
extensions of which 16 lapsed and resulted in the failure of 4 ATP projects that could not
meet their timely-use-of-funds provisions. This is a failure rate of 0.5 percent, but does keep
project sponsors accountable for on time delivery of their projects. The number of extension
requests will surely increase if multiple or unlimited time extensions were to be granted, but
granting multiple extensions would not necessarily lead to a decreased failure rate. Further,
it is not certain that granting multiple time extensions will improve the delivery of any given
project. Often, multiple time extension requests are an indication of more deeply ingrained
project scope and cost problems that additional time extensions will not necessarily solve.

STATE OF CALIFORNIA CALIFORNIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION
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Memorandum

To: CHAIR AND COMMISSIONERS CTC Meeting: August 15-1 6, 2018

Reference No.: 4.29
Action

Published Date: August 3, 2018

From: SUSAN BRANSEN Prepared By: Robert Nelson
Executive Director Deputy Director

subject: ADOPTION OF THE SENATE BILL 1 ACCOUNTABILITY AND TRANSPARENCY
GUIDELINES AMENDING RESOLUTION G-18-09

ISSUE:

Should the California Transportation Commission (Commission) adopt the amended Senate Bill
(SB) 1 Accountability and Transparency Guidelines under Section “SB1 Program Accountability”
(page 3), as set forth in Attachment A and as stated here:

Furthermore, the Commission expects agreements and contracts between the Department and
recipient agencies to reflect the project scope, project cost, and project schedules on all projects
which were programmed and allocated by the Commission.

Agreements should reflect project scope, project cost, project schedule, and anticipated benefits
as set forth in the project application and programmed by the Commission. Project costs
reimbursed are to be only made for costs arising to carry out the project scope, project costs, and
project schedule as set forth in the project application and programmed by the Commission.

RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends that the Commission adopt the amended SB 1 Accountability and Transparency
Guidelines set forth in Attachment A.

BACKGROUND:

The Road Repair and Accountability Act of 2017 (Senate Bill [SB] 1, Chapter 5, Statutes of 2017)
provides the first significant, stable, and on-going increase in state transportation funding in more
than two decades. The Legislature has provided additional funding to and increased the
Commission’s role in several existing programs, and created new programs for the Commission
to oversee including, but not limited to, the Active Transportation Program, the Local Partnership
Program, the Local Streets and Roads Program, the Solutions for Congested Corridors Program,
the State Highway Operation and Protection Program, the State Transportation Improvement
Program, and the Trade Corridor Enhancement Program.

SB 1 states that “it is the intent of the Legislature that the Department of Transportation and local
governments are held accountable for the efficient investment of public funds to maintain the
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public highways, streets, and roads, and are accountable to the people through performance goals
that are tracked and reported.”

The Commission’s responsibility for the accountability of SB 1 program funds focuses on the
identification and reporting of expected and actual benefits of the projects along with the delivery
of projects within their approved scope, cost, and schedule and reporting these findings to the
Legislature and the public in a transparent and timely manner.

The SB 1 Accountability and Transparency Guidelines are modelled after the Proposition 1B
Accountability Implementation Plan and describe the Commission’s accountability structure. This
structure is intended to communicate the Commission’s expectations and specifically emphasize
program and project accountability and allow for transparent and effective decisions and the timely
delivery of transportation system improvements and resulting benefits.

The Commission adopted the SB 1 Accountability and Transparency Guidelines on
March 21, 2018. Subsequently, proposed SB1 Accountability and Transparency Guidelines
amendments were adopted by the Commission on May 16, 2018.

Attachments:

Attachment A: SB 1 Accountability and Transparency Guidelines
Attachment B: Resolution G-18-43

STATE OF CALIFORNIA CALIFORNIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION
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CALIFORNIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION

Adoption of the Senate Bill 1 Accountability and Transparency Guidelines
RESOLUTION G-18-43
Amending Resolution G-18-09

WHEREAS, on April 28, 2017, the Governor signed Senate Bill (SB) 1 (Beall, Chapter 5,
Statutes of 2017), known as the Road Repair and Accountability Act of 2017, and created
new and augmented existing programs, including, but not limited to, the Active Transportation
Program, the Local Partnership Program, the Local Streets and Roads Program, the Solutions for
Congested Corridors Program, the State Highway Operation and Protection Program (SHOPP),
the State Transportation Improvement Program, and the Trade Corridor Enhancement Program;
and

WHEREAS, SB 1 states that “it is the intent of the Legislature that the Department of
Transportation and local governments are held accountable for the efficient investment of public
funds to maintain the public highways, streets, and roads, and are accountable to the people
through performance goals that are tracked and reported”; and

WHEREAS, the California Transportation Commission (Commission) is responsible for the
accountability and transparency of the SB 1 program funds under its purview; and

WHEREAS, the Commission adopted the SB 1 Accountability and Transparency
Guidelines on March 21, 2018; and

WHEREAS, the Commission adopted amendments to include consequences for
noncompliance with the SB 1 Accountability and Transparency Guidelines at its meeting on
May 16, 2018; and

WHEREAS, the Commission considered a proposed amendment at its meeting on August
15, 2018.

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the Commission adopts the amended SB 1
Accountability and Transparency Guidelines, as presented by staff on August 15, 2018; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the purpose of these guidelines is to identify the
Commission’s policy and expectations and thus emphasize program and project
accountability; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Commission intends to exercise programmatic
oversight for the delivery of SB 1 projects with regard to benefits, scope, cost, and schedule
consistent with the program objectives and executed agreements; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Commission, through its guidelines, has set forth
its expectation that the California Department of Transportation will provide the
administrative oversight for SB 1 Programs and ensure that the terms and conditions of the
Commission’s guidelines and subsequent programming, allocation, reporting, and other
actions are followed; and



2.5

2.6

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Commission staff is authorized to make minor
technical changes as needed to the guidelines; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Commission directs staff to post these guidelines
to the Commission’s website.
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BACKGROUND

The Road Repair and Accountability Act of 2017 (Senate Bill [SB] 1, Chapter 5, Statutes of 2017)
provides the first significant, stable, and on-going increase in state transportation funding in more
than two decades. The Legislature has provided additional funding to the California
Transportation Commission (Commission), increased its role in several existing programs, and
created new programs for the Commission to oversee. These programs include the Active
Transportation Program, the Local Partnership Program, the Local Streets and Roads Program, the
Solutions for Congested Corridors Program, the State Highway Operation and Protection Program,
the State Transportation Improvement Program, and the Trade Corridor Enhancement Program.

SB 1 states that “it is the intent of the Legislature that the Department of Transportation
and local governments are held accountable for the efficient investment of public funds to
maintain the public highways, streets, and roads, and are accountable to the people through
performance goals that are tracked and reported.”

The Commission’s responsibility for the accountability of SB 1 program funds is focused on the
identification and reporting of expected and actual benefits of the projects along with the delivery
of projects within their approved scope, cost, and schedule, and reporting these findings to the
Legislature and the public in a transparent and timely manner.

APPLICABILITY

These Accountability and Transparency Guidelines (Guidelines) are applicable to the Active
Transportation Program, Local Partnership Program, Solutions for Congested Corridors Program,
State Highway Operation and Protection Program, and Trade Corridor Enhancement Program,
collectively referred to herein as SB 1 Programs. The Guidelines are intended to supplement the
Commission's programmatic guidelines for each SB 1 Program. In the event of a conflict between
the provisions outlined in these Guidelines and those provided in specific programmatic guidelines
adopted by the Commission, the provisions of these Guidelines will govern. These Guidelines are
effective immediately upon approval by the Commission and may be amended at any time subject
to a Commission action at a duly noticed Commission meeting. While the Commission is
authorized to program and allocate funding for SB 1 Programs, the California Department of
Transportation (Department) provides the administrative oversight for SB 1 Programs and ensures
that the terms and conditions of the Commission’s guidelines and subsequent programming,
allocation, reporting, and other actions are followed.
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PURPOSE

SB 1 Program funded projects include but are not limited to highway, transit, active transportation,
local streets and roads, congestion relief, trade corridor and other related projects, some of which
are significantly complex, representing significant costs, constrained schedules, and are subject to
many project delivery processes each with considerable impacts to timely project delivery. These
Guidelines are intended to communicate the Commission's expectations and emphasize program
and project accountability. Specifically, as described in these Guidelines, the Commission intends
to exercise programmatic oversight for the delivery of SB 1 projects with regard to benefits, scope,
cost, and schedule consistent with the program objectives, project applications, and executed
agreements.

SB 1 PROGRAM ACCOUNTABILITY

Modelled after certain aspects of the Proposition 1B Accountability Implementation Plan, these
Guidelines describe the Commission's accountability structure that is intended to allow for
transparent and effective decisions and the timely delivery of transportation system improvements
and resulting benefits. The following describes the components of this accountability structure.
Please note, while not all SB 1 funded projects are subject to the Front-End Accountability and In-
Progress Accountability requirements, all SB 1 projects are subject to the Follow-up
Accountability requirements.

At a minimum, the Department is responsible for establishing and implementing operating
procedures and controls that are consistent with Commission policies, guidelines as well as state
and federal regulations. The Department will ensure policy and procedural documentation is
maintained and updated in an accurate and timely manner. The Department will also ensure that
the established policies and procedures are followed. Furthermore, the Commission _expects
agreements and contracts between the Department and recipient agencies to reflect the
project scope, project cost, and project schedules on all projects which were programmed
and allocated by the Commission.

Agreements should reflect project scope, project cost, project schedule, and anticipated
benefits as set forth in the project application and programmed by the Commission. Project
costs reimbursed are to be only made for costs arising to carry out the project scope, project
costs, and project schedule as set forth in the project application and programmed by the
Commission.

A. Front-End Accountability

The Commission expects the Department to coordinate all Baseline Agreements (Attachment A)
for the following programs and projects:

e Baseline Agreements are required for all projects meeting the thresholds described above
regardless of funding source.

e Active Transportation Program — only projects with a total project cost of $25 million or
greater or a total programmed amount of $10 million or greater adopted in the 2017 Active
Transportation Program Augmentation and subsequent program amendments and
adoptions.
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e Competitive Local Partnership Program — only projects with a total project cost of $25
million or greater or a total programmed amount of $10 million or greater.

e Solutions for Congested Corridors Program — all projects

e State Highway Operation and Protection Program — only projects with a total project cost
of $50 million or greater, or a total programmed amount (in right-of-way and/or
construction, support and capital cost) of $15 million or greater adopted in the 2018 State
Highway Operation and Protection Program and subsequent program amendments and
adoptions.

e Trade Corridor Enhancement Program — all projects

If a project that initially falls below the aforementioned thresholds later increases to equal or
exceed the threshold requirements, a Baseline Agreement will be required within 60 days of when
the change is identified.

A Baseline Agreement will be amended, if a project receives additional SB 1 Program funds in a
subsequent programming cycle, if there is a change in the responsible parties, or at the discretion
of the Commission.

Each Baseline Agreement shall be signed by a duly authorized officer (ex: Board Chair, Executive
Director) of the Applicant and the Implementing Agency, the Department’s Director, and the
Commission's Executive Director.

The Baseline Agreements set forth the agreed upon expected benefits, project scope, schedule, and
cost, and provide a benchmark for comparison to the current status of the project and the forecast
of conditions under a no-build scenario. These Baseline Agreements will also identify the agency
responsible for meeting the reporting requirements and, for locally implemented projects, identify
the Department’s responsibilities relative to the type and location of the project. The Baseline
Agreement is considered the front-end document that forms the foundation for the Commission's
in-progress and follow-up accountability.

The Commission shall approve all Baseline Agreements at a regular Commission meeting within
four months after a project has been adopted into a SB 1 Program. The following exceptions apply:

e For projects adopted into the 2017 Active Transportation Program Augmentation, the
Baseline Agreements are due four months after adoption of these Guidelines.

e For projects that have not received environmental clearance, Baseline Agreements are due
six months after the Lead Agency’s certification of the Final Environmental Impact Report,
Negative Declaration, Mitigated Negative Declaration, or Notice of Exemption.

e For projects requesting an allocation of funding for a component other than environmental,
at the May 2018 or June 2018 Commission meetings, the Baseline Agreement shall be
approved by the Commission no later than the October 2018 Commission meeting.

e No Baseline Agreement will be required for State Highway Operation and Protection
Program Emergency Response projects that are necessary to respond promptly to damages
to the state highway system caused by floods, slides, earthquakes, fires, and other
significant events.

The Commission may delete a project for which no Baseline Agreement is executed. The
Commission will not consider approval of a project allocation, except for the environmental
project component, without an approved Baseline Agreement.
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For all SB 1 Program projects, the Commission requires that the Department enter into agreements
(cooperative or funding) with implementing agencies that in pertinent part will include the
accountability and transparency principles and best management practices outlined in these
Guidelines, any specific requirements in the individual programmatic guidelines, and be consistent
with executed Baseline Agreement. The Commission is not a signatory to cooperative or funding
agreements described in this section.

B. In-Progress Accountability

The following outlines the in-progress accountability steps the Commission intends to employ to
assure that SB 1 Program funded projects are successfully delivered consistent with the respective
program guidelines, Commission programming and allocation actions, and cooperative or funding
agreements by and between SB 1 Program funding recipients and the Department.

1. Ongoing Program Monitoring and Review

Implementing agencies are responsible for managing the scope, cost, and schedule of the project
consistent with the adopted programs and executed agreements. Commission staff shall receive
routine program and project progress reports from the Department. Commission staff may also
schedule routine status meetings with implementing agencies, and will perform routine
assessments of project progress as compared to the executed agreements. The purpose of this
assessment is to identify possible issues of concern, establish an understanding of related impacts,
and prepare agenda items for the Commission. Commission staff anticipates placing projects that
are unable to maintain delivery and cost commitments on a "watch list" and expects these projects
to be identified in the progress reports. Projects will remain on the watch list until a corrective
action is taken by the agency and deemed satisfactory by the Commission.

Implementing Agencies are responsible for oversight and accountability that foster transparency
and efficient use of resources to assist in maintaining public confidence. During the course of
the project, the following accountability requirements will be monitored:
e Satisfactory progress toward project completion, including:
O Maintaining the approved schedule
0 Performing work as described in the approved Scope of Work
0 Maintaining the approved project budget
0 Achieving expected benefits
e Retention of financial records that document and support all expenditures.
e Accurate and timely reports and reimbursement requests.
e Timely and complete responses to any communication and requests for information by
the Commission and/or Department.

2. Program or Project Amendments

The Commission will consider program or project amendments at its regular meetings. Program
or project amendments requested by implementing agencies shall receive the approval of the same
entities that signed the agreements (cooperative, funding, or baseline) before presentation to the
Commission and will be processed in accordance with the respective programmatic guidelines.
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3. Allocation of Funds

The Commission will allocate funds only when the implementing agency requests an allocation
that has been prepared in accordance with the respective programmatic guidelines. The
Commission will consider allocation requests on its regular agenda.
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C. Program Reporting

The Commission will use various reporting mechanisms to provide regular updates to the public
and the Legislature as described below and in the Follow-up Accountability Section.

The Department will send, at a minimum, reminders to Implementing Agencies 30 days before
reports are due and again if reports are 30 days past due. Additionally, the Department will, in
coordination with Implementing Agencies, create and distribute a list of Implementing Agencies
with late reports to current distribution lists and will post the list to the Department website.
Implementing Agencies with reports 60 days past due will be considered noncompliant with the
accountability requirements.

1. Progress Report

Once a project has been adopted into one of the SB 1 Programs, the Implementing Agency, unless
otherwise specified, will submit regular and timely project updates to the Department. The
Department will prepare a program progress report for each SB 1 Program and submit to the
Commission. Commission Staff will use the reports to identify issues and concerns that may be
presented to the Commission for further action.

The first progress reports will be presented to the Commission at its October 2018 meeting and
will cover the period of March 2018 through August 2018. Subsequent quarterly program progress
reports will be presented to the Commission every December (July through September period),
March (October through December period), June (January through March period) and October
(April through June period). Beginning in July 2019, progress reports will become semi-annual
and will be presented to the Commission in March (July thru December period) and October
(January through June period).

The progress report shall be written in plain language and include information appropriate to assess
the current state of the overall program and each project as compared to the previous report.

The first section of the progress report will be the overall program summary taking into account
all projects in the SB 1 Programs and will identify, at a minimum, the total programmed and un-
programmed funds, total dollars allocated, number of projects allocated, number of completed
projects, and a summary of the benefits (outputs and outcomes) achieved with the completed
projects.

The second section of the progress report will be for all ATP projects and all programs subject to
the Baseline Agreement requirement, as listed on Page 3, and will include the following:

e The current cost, schedule, scope and expected benefits as compared to the cost, schedule,
and scope approved under the Baseline Agreement, or for projects that have not yet
cleared environmental, as compared to the cost, schedule, and scope approved at the time
the project was adopted into the respective program, and a status of the construction
contract award, if applicable.

e A summary describing any changes to the scope, cost, schedule, and expected benefits of
the project and a corrective action plan if necessary, since the last report.

e Incurred expenditures to date for all project component costs, with the SB 1 Program
funds identified separately.
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e Identification and discussion of any significant issues that may affect implementation of
the project including, but not limited to, financial constraints and commitments, and risks
and impacts.

e Status of the Completion and Final Delivery Reports submittals for completed projects or
completed project segments. This requirement will apply to all projects in the SB 1
Programs. See the Follow-up Accountability section for more details.

2. Annual Reports

The Commission will provide in its annual report to the Legislature a summary of its activities
relative to the administration of the SB 1 Programs. This report may also discuss significant
issues with these programs, and may recommend legislative proposals that could facilitate their
implementation.

The Department will provide the Commission with a draft copy of its October Progress Report
no later than August 15 of each year.

D. Follow-up Accountability

Beginning with the 2017 Active Transportation Program Augmentation, 2018 Formulaic and
Competitive Local Partnership Programs, 2018 Solutions for Congested Corridors Program,
2018 State Highway Operation and Protection Program (only projects subject to the Baseline
Agreement requirement), and 2018 Trade Corridor Enhancement Program, the Implementing
Agency, unless otherwise specified, will submit timely Completion and Final Delivery Reports
to the Department for all projects receiving funds in the aforementioned programs. The
Department will review and approve the reports prior to submitting to the Commission.
Commission staff will use the reports to identify issues and concerns that may be presented to the
Commission for further action.

1. Completion Reports

Within six months of construction contract acceptance or the project becoming operable (open to
the public), whichever comes sooner, the Implementing Agency shall provide a Completion Report
to the Department on the scope of the completed project, its estimated final cost, estimated
schedule, and project benefits as compared to those included in the executed project agreements.
Additionally, the Completion Report shall describe the methodologies and assumptions used to
evaluate how the project benefits were calculated as compared to the methodologies and
assumptions used in the executed project agreements. In the event the project benefits identified
in the Completion Report differ from those identified in the executed program agreements
(cooperative, funding, or baseline), the difference must be noted, quantified, and explained.
Documentation used for the benefit evaluation shall be preserved and made available for review
by the Department, the Commission, the Transportation Inspector General, Department of Finance,
and/or the California State Auditor, if requested. The Completion Report should not be delayed
due to claims, plant establishment periods, ongoing environmental mitigation monitoring, or other
reasons.

For projects receiving SB 1 Program funds for pre-construction components only, the Department
shall provide the Completion Report to the Commission within six months of the conclusion of
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the pre-construction component. The Completion Report will include the scope of the project
component, its estimated final cost, and duration as compared to those included in the executed
project agreements. Additionally, the Completion Report shall provide an updated schedule, a
description of how the project will progress to construction, and a discussion on how the project
will continue to provide the benefits described in the executed project agreements (cooperative,
funding, or baseline).

For projects delivered in segments, a Completion Report is required for each segment and a
summary Completion Report is required when the final project segment is complete. An audit
may be done on one or all segments of a segmented project.

2. Final Delivery Reports

A Final Delivery Report must be submitted within 180 days of the conclusion of all remaining
project activities beyond the acceptance of the construction contact to reflect final project
expenditures, any changes that occurred after submittal of the Completion Report and an updated
evaluation of the benefits. The Commission may include this information in its annual reports to
the Legislature.

3. Audits of Project Expenditures and Outcomes

SB 1 created the position of Transportation Inspector General as Director of the Independent Office
of Audits and Investigations to ensure the Department, and external entities that receive state and
federal transportation funds from the Department, are spending those funds efficiently, effectively,
economically, and in compliance with applicable state and federal requirements.

The Inspector General is required to review policies, practices, and procedures and conduct audits
and investigations of activities involving all state transportation funds.

The Inspector General is required to report at least annually to the Governor, Legislature, and
Commission with a summary of investigation and audit findings and to report to the Secretary of
Transportation and the Department’s Director and Chief Deputy Director on an ongoing basis.

The Commission expects that audits will be conducted on a representative sample of projects from
each of the respective SB 1 Programs and provide a finding on the following:

e  Whether project costs incurred and reimbursed comply with the executed project
agreements or approved amendments thereof; state and federal laws and regulations;
contract provisions, and Commission guidelines.

e Whether project deliverables (outputs) and outcomes are reasonable in comparison with
the project cost, scope, schedule and benefits described in executed project agreements or
approved amendments thereof.

Additional audits, if deemed necessary, may be requested by the Commission during the
implementation phases of the project. In addition to any final audit performed, it may be beneficial
to provide semi-final audits when a project is substantially completed. It is expected that the
findings from these audits will be included in the Inspector General’s reports to the Commission.
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E. Consequences for Noncompliance

To the extent that the Department or other Implementing Agencies do not meet the
aforementioned accountability requirements they will be considered noncompliant agencies. The
Commission expects that the Department will recommend and the Commission will determine
appropriate actions for noncompliant agencies. In addition to the actions described throughout
this document, actions may include, but are not limited to, the following:

1. Local Governments

e The Department will provide a written warning to the Implementing Agency identifying
deficiencies, necessary remedies, and timeline for corrections.

e The Implementing Agency may be requested to appear before the Commission to explain
how and when the noncompliant issues will be resolved.

e The Commission expects the Department to recommend whether a noncompliant agency
should be placed on a watch list.

e For the most egregious situations, the agency may be subject to further actions, including
the following:

0 Deemed ineligible for future allocations or programming actions, at the discretion
of the Commission.

O A penalty, as recommended by the Department and approved by the Commission,
in the form of reduced reimbursements on all invoices until the noncompliance
issues are corrected. This penalty shall remain in effect until the reporting cycle
after the noncompliance has been resolved.

2. Department

The Department acts as both the Program Administrator and Implementing Agency. To the extent
that the Department does not meet the aforementioned accountability requirements, either as the
Program Administrator or an Implementing Agency, the Commission will determine appropriate
actions for noncompliance. In addition to the actions described throughout this document, actions
may include, but are not limited to, the following:

e Appear before the Commission to explain how and when the noncompliance issues will
be resolved.

e The Commission will determine whether the Department should be placed on a watch
list.

e The Department will remain on the watch list until a corrective action, satisfactory to the
Commission, is taken by the Department and communicated to the Commission.

e The Department, if remaining on the watch list beyond the next reporting cycle, may be
subject to further actions, including the following:

0 Deemed ineligible for future allocations or programming actions, at the discretion
of the Commission.

F. Attachments

Attachment A: Project Baseline Agreement Template

Attachment B: SB1 Accountability and Transparency Guidelines Baseline Agreement and
Reporting Matrix
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Memorandum

To: CHAIR AND COMMISSIONERS CTC Meeting: August 15-1 6, 2018

Reference No.: 4.5
Information

Published Date: August 3, 2018

From: SUSAN BRANSEN Prepared By: Robert Nelson
Executive Director Deputy Director

subject: DEVELOPMENT OF GUIDELINES FOR THE STATE ROUTE 710 SURPLUS
PROPERTY PROCEED REINVESTMENT PROGRAM

SUMMARY:

Senate Bill (SB) 416 (Chapter 468, Statutes of 2013) requires that the California
Transportation Commission (Commission), in consultation with the affected communities
and the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority, adopt guidelines that
describe the policy, standards, criteria and procedures for programming and allocating
funds resulting from the sale of State Route 710 (State Route 710) surplus properties.

The kick-off workshop to develop the State Route 710 Surplus Property Proceed
Reinvestment Program Guidelines is planned for September 2018 in Southern California.
The workshop, open to all interested stakeholders, will provide an overview of enabling
legislation and seek input to inform guidelines development.

Release of the draft guidelines is anticipated in November 2018 for presentation to the
Commission at the December 2018 Commission meeting. Staff anticipates presenting
final guidelines to the Commission for consideration at the January 2019 meeting.

BACKGROUND:

Streets and Highways Code Section 118.6 states that the California Department of
Transportation (Caltrans), to the greatest extent possible, will offer to sell or exchange
property that is determined by Caltrans to be excess to their needs. The Roberti Act, SB
86 (Chapter 1116, Statutes of 1979), added priorities for the disposal of residential
properties originally acquired for the State Route 710 extension and required that the
properties be sold in a manner that will preserve, upgrade, and expand the supply of
housing available to affected persons and families of low or moderate income.

SB 416 (Liu, Chapter 468, Statutes of 2013) made numerous changes to the Roberti Act,
including establishing the State Route 710 Rehabilitation Account for the deposit of
proceeds from sales and requiring the Commission to develop guidelines to fund
transportation projects located in Pasadena, South Pasadena, Alhambra, La Cafiada
Flintridge, and the 90032 postal code. SB 416 specifies that the State Route
710 Rehabilitation Account shall not exceed $500,000 and that funds exceeding that
amount, less any reimbursements due to the federal government, shall be transferred to
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the State Highway Account in the State Transportation Fund for allocation by the
Commission pursuant to adopted guidelines.

Eligible projects may include, but are not limited to: sound walls; transit and rail capital
improvements; bikeways; pedestrian improvements; signal synchronization; left turn
signals; and major street resurfacing, rehabilitation, and reconstruction.

Specifically, Government Code Section 54237.7 states the following:

“Notwithstanding Section 183.1 of the Streets and Highways Code, the Department of
Transportation shall deposit proceeds from sales pursuant to this article into the SR-710
Rehabilitation Account, which is hereby created. Notwithstanding Section 13340, funds
in the account are hereby continuously appropriated to the department without regard to
fiscal years for the purpose of providing repairs required pursuant to subdivision (b) of
Section 54237. The total funds maintained in the account shall not exceed five hundred
thousand dollars ($500,000).

Funds exceeding that amount, less any reimbursements due to the federal government,
shall be transferred to the State Highway Account in the State Transportation Fund to be
used for allocation by the California Transportation Commission (commission)
exclusively to fund projects located in Pasadena, South Pasadena, Alhambra, La Cariada
Flintridge, and the 90032 postal ZIP Code. Projects shall be selected and prioritized by
the affected communities in consultation with the Los Angeles County Metropolitan
Transportation Authority, pursuant to guidelines developed by the commission.

The Los Angeles Metropolitan Transportation Authority shall submit a proposed
program of projects and the commission shall have final authority to approve the projects.
Eligible projects may include, but are not limited to: sound walls; transit and rail capital
improvements; bikeways; pedestrian improvements; signal synchronization; left turn
signals,; and major street resurfacing, rehabilitation, and reconstruction. The funds shall
not be used to advance or construct any proposed North State Route 710 tunnel.

Any funds remaining in the SR-710 Rehabilitation Account on the date that final payment
due for the last of the properties repaired has been made, less any reimbursements due to
the federal government, shall be transferred to the State Highway Account in the State
Transportation Fund, to be used exclusively for the purposes described in this section.”

STATE OF CALIFORNIA CALIFORNIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION



Tab 29

Memorandum

To: CHAIR AND COMMISSIONERS CTC Meeting:  August 15-16, 2018

Reference No.: 4.14
Information

Published Date: August 3, 2018
From: SUSAN BRANSEN Prepared By: Teresa Favila

Executive Director Associate Deputy Director

subject: UPDATE ON THE 2018 REPORT OF THE STATE TRANSPORTATION
IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM BALANCES, COUNTY AND INTERREGIONAL
SHARES

SUMMARY:

The California Transportation Commission (Commission) is required to maintain a long-term
balance of shares, shortfalls, and surpluses for the regional and interregional improvement
programs, which collectively make up the State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP).
The Commission is also required to make the share balances through the preceding fiscal year
available for review by all regional agencies at the time of each fund estimate no later than August
15 of each year.

Commission staff transmitted this year’s report to all regions and to the California Department of
Transportation (Caltrans) on August 8, 2018. The report includes both county and interregional
share balances, with listings of projects programmed from those balances. The report’s
transmittal letter (Attachment A) and summary table of balances (Attachment B) are attached.
The full report is available on the Commission’s website (www.catc.ca.gov) and can also be
obtained by contacting the Commission’s office.

BACKGROUND:

Streets and Highways Code Section 188.11 requires that the Commission maintain a long-term
balance of shares, shortfalls, and surpluses for the regional and interregional programs. This
statute also requires the Commission to make the balances through the preceding fiscal year
available for review at the time of each fund estimate and by no later than August 15 of each year.
The balances are to include shares from the prior fund estimate, amounts programmed in the STIP,
surpluses or shortfalls due to reservations or advancements, and adjustments as provided for in
statute.

Attachments:

- Attachment A: 2018 Report of STIP Balances County and Interregional Shares letter to the
regions and Caltrans

- Attachment B: Summary of STIP Share Balances through June 30, 2018
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August 1, 2018
To: Regional Agencies and the California Department of Transportation

2018 Report of STIP Balances
County and Interregional Shares

The California Transportation Commission’s (Commission) twenty-first annual report of State Transportation
Improvement Program (STIP) county share and interregional share balances is provided with this letter for
your review. Streets and Highways Code Section 188.11 mandates that the Commission maintain a record of
balances and that it make the balances through the end of each fiscal year available for review by regional
agencies not later than August 15 each year.

This year’s report of share balances includes allocations approved through the June 28, 2018 Commission
meeting. The balances in this report are based on capacity identified through 2022-23 in the 2018 STIP fund
estimate, adopted in August 2017. The balances also include all current cash commitments made for AB 3090
reimbursements.

STIP project listings are included in the report for the primary purpose of documenting the use and availability
of county and interregional shares. The Commission breaks down the programming of STIP projects into two
distinct categories: highway projects; and rail and transit projects. Although these listings provide a useful
summary of STIP projects, the project descriptions are brief and should not be regarded as complete and
authoritative. The California Department of Transportation maintains a database with more complete project
descriptions, and final authority rests with specific Commission actions and corresponding supporting
documentation.

Please direct any comments or questions regarding this report to the Commission’s Assistant Deputy Director,
Teresa Favila, at 916-653-2064 or by email at Teresa.Favila@catc.ca.gov.

Sincerely,

SUSAN BRANSEN
Executive Director



SUMMARY OF STIP SHARE BALANCES
Through June 30, 2018

Attachment B

August 15-16, 2018

Reference No. 4.14

($1,000's)
STIP County and Interregional Share Balances
Total Share Amount Unprogrammed Balance

County Amount Programmed Balance Advanced

Alameda 62,403 44,215 18,188 0
Alpine 4,002 4,127 0 125
Amador 6,942 3,003 3,939 0
Butte 24,715 27,312 0 2,597
Calaveras 9,957 9,957 0 0
Colusa 4,396 1,995 2,401 0
Contra Costa 112,306 87,337 24,969 0
Del Norte (7,311) 186 0 7,497
El Dorado CTC 6,044 5,959 85 0
Fresno 63,013 23,157 39,856 0
Glenn 7,968 5,730 2,238 0
Humboldt 32,552 36,376 0 3,824
Imperial 40,712 43,396 0 2,684
Inyo 26,719 46,543 0 19,824
Kern 114,751 134,312 0 19,561
Kings (11,109) 373 0 11,482
Lake 23,807 23,735 72 0
Lassen 25,562 20,021 5,541 0
Los Angeles 483,824 594,314 0 110,490
Madera (6,356) 2,061 0 8,417
Marin (24,451) 886 0 25,337
Mariposa 7,236 3,607 3,629 0
Mendocino 11,191 10,616 575 0
Merced 32,491 6,388 26,103 0
Modoc 7,324 7,591 0 267
Mono 28,268 25,150 3,118 0
Monterey 75,143 74,507 636 0
Napa 21,086 20,708 378 0
Nevada 7,651 6,159 1,492 0
Orange 238,507 245,623 0 7,116
Placer TPA (24,688) 840 0 25,528
Plumas 10,254 8,379 1,875 0
Riverside 156,875 162,447 0 5,572
Sacramento 91,981 72,305 19,676 0
San Benito 7,483 14,886 0 7,403
San Bernardino 203,943 203,943 0 0
San