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Solano Transportalion Aulhorily

One Harbor Center, Suite 130

Suisun City, California 94585 MEETING NOTICE
Area Code 707 December 8, 2004
424- ° 4
24-6075 o Fax 424-6074 STA Board Meeting
Suisun City Hall Council Chambers
Members: 701 Civic Center Drive
Bericia Suisun City, CA
Dixon
Fairfield 6:00 P.M. Regular Meeting
Rio Vista
Solano County MISSION STATEMENT - SOLANO TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY
smsun_lclty To improve the quality of life in Solano County by delivering transportation
VZE\;\S : system projects to ensure mobility, travel safety, and economic vitality.
Time set forth on agenda is an estimate. Items may be heard before or after the
times designated.
ITEM BOARD/STAFF PERSON
I CALL TO ORDER - CONFIRM QUORUM Chair MacMillan
(6:00 — 6:05 p.m.)

IL. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

I11. APPROVAL OF AGENDA

Iv. OPPORTUNITY FOR PUBLIC COMMENT

(6:05- 6:10 p.m.)

Pursuant to the Brown Act, each public agency must provide the public with an opportunity to speak on any matter
within the subject matter jurisdiction of the agency and which is not on the agency’s agenda for that meeting,
Comments are limited to no more than 5 minutes per speaker. By law, no action may be taken on any item raised
during the public comment period although informational answers to questions may be given and matters may be
referred to staff for placement on a future agenda of the agency.

This agenda shall be made available upon request in alternative formats to persons with a disability, as required by

the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C. Sec. 12132) and the Ralph M. Brown Act (Cal. Govt. Code
Sec. 54954.2). Persons requesting a disability-related modification or accommodation should contact Kim Cassidy.,
Clerk of the Board, at 707.424.6008 during regular business hours, at least 24 hours prior to the time of the meeting.

V. EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR’S REPORT Daryl K. Halls
(6:10-6:15 p.m.) — Pg 1




VI.

VIIL

VIIL

COMMENTS FROM STAFF, CALTRANS AND MTC
(6:15-6:30 p.m.)

A.  Caltrans Report

B. MTC Report Yader Bermudez
C. STA Report
1. Funding the Transit Element of the CTP Elizabeth Richards
2. Accelerated Project Delivery Mike Duncan
3. Proclamation of Appreciation — Rischa Slade Daryl Halls
4. Letter of Appreciation to Yader Bermudez, Caltrans Mike Duncan
CONSENT CALENDAR

Recommendation: Approve the following consent items in one motion.
(Note: Items under consent calendar may be removed for separate
discussion.)

(6:30-6:35 p.m.) - Pg. 7

A. STA Board Minutes of October 13, 2004 Kim Cassidy
Recommendation: Approve minutes of October 13, 2004, — Pg. 9

B. Review Draft TAC Minutes of December 1, 2004 Johanna Masiclat
Recommendation: Receive and file. — Pg. 15

C. FY 2003-04 Fourth Quarter Financial eport Mike Duncan
Recommendation: Receive & File - Pg. 21

D. Contract Amendment for Specialized Legal Services Daryl Halls
Recommendation:

Authorize the Executive Director to amend the consultant
services agreement with Nossaman, Guthner, Knox & Elliott,
LLP, for legal services associated with the development of the
CTEP and Programmatic Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for
the CTEP for an additional $13,500 and a total amount not to
exceed $23,500. - Pg. 25

E. Surplus of One Solano Paratransit Vehicle Mike Duncan
Recommendation:
Authorize STA to dispose of one surplus Paratransit vehicle and
approve Resolution No. 2004- A Resolution of the Solano
Transportation Authority Declaring One Surplus Vehicle”.- Pg. 27

ACTION ITEMS - FINANCIAL

\
None to present.



IX. ACTION ITEMS — NON FINANCIAL

A. Countywide TLC Planning Grants Call for Projects

Recommendation:
1. Issue a “Call for Projects” for Countywide TLC Planning
Grants.

2. Approve the amendment to the Vacaville Creek Walk
Extension to McClellan Street TLC Project for inclusion in
the county TLC Program.

(6:35 - 6:40 p.m.) - Pg. 31

Letter of Support to MTC for Caltrans Partnership Planning
Grant/”Smarter Growth Along the I-80/Capitol Corridor”
Recommendation:

Authorize the STA Chair to sign a Letter of Support for a Caltrans
Partnership Planning Grant Application Submitted by MTC entitled
“Smarter Growth along the I-80/Capitol Corridor”

(See Attachment B).

(6:40 — 6:45 p.m.) — Pg. 45

Small UZA Payback Plan

Recommendation:

Authorize the Chair to forward a letter to Caltrans opposing the
plan to have Solano County transit operators cover the cost of the
advance of small UZA funds to Santa Rosa Transit.

(6:45 — 6:50 p.m.) — Pg. 57

Proposed 2005 Legislative Priorities and Platform
Recommendation:

Authorize the Executive Director to distribute the Proposed STA
2005 Legislative Priorities and Platform for 30 day review and
comment period.

(6:50 — 7:00 p.m.) - Pg. 63

X. INFORMATION ITEMS (No Discussion Necessary)

A,

Accelerated Project Delivery

Informational — Pg. 73

Funding for Transit Element of the Comprehensive
Transportation Plan

Informational — Pg. 75

Solano/Napa Multi-Modal Travel Demand Model (Phase 1)
Informational — Pg. 89

STIP-TIP Financial Constraint
Informational — Pg. 101

Robert Guerrero

Dan Christians

Mike Duncan

Daryl Halls

Mike Duncan

Elizabeth Richards

Dan Christians/
Joe Story, DKS

Mike Duncan




XIL.

XIL

E. Highway Projects Status Report Mike Duncan

1) I-80/1-680/SR 12 Interchange

2} North Connector

3) 1-80/1-680/1-780 MIS/Corridor Study

4) 1-80/1-680/1-780 Transit Corridor
Study

5) Caltrans Auxiliary Lanes Project

6) Jepson Parkway

7) Highway 37

8) Highway 12 (Jameson Canyon and 12/29
Interchange)

9) Highway 12 (East)

10) I-80 Widening (Dixon to Vacaville)

11} SR 113 (Downtown Dixon)

Informational - Pg. 111

F. Regional Measure 2 (RM2) Update and Revisions Mike Duncan
Informational — Pg. 115

G. Funding Opportunities Summary Sam Shelton
Informational — Pg. 173

BOARD MEMBERS COMMENTS

ADJOURNMENT
The next regular meeting of the STA Board is scheduled for
January 12, 2004, 6:00 p.m. at Suisun City Hall Council Chambers.
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MEMORANDUM
DATE: December 1, 2004
TO: STA Board
FROM: Daryl K. Halls
RE: Executive Director’s Report — December 2004

The following is a brief status report on some of the major 1ssues and projects currently
being advanced by the STA. An asterisk (*) notes items included in this month’s Board
agenda.

Measure A Narrowly Fails Passage

The results are in from the November 2, 2004 General Election and, with 63.88% of
Solano County voters voting yes, Measure A narrowly failed to obtain the necessary
66.7% for passage. Staff is working with the Solano County Registrar of Voters to
assemble the results of the election by city and precinct. On January 12, 2005, D.J.
Smith, the consultant for the Measure A expenditure plan, will review the election results
with the Solano Transportation Improvement Authority (STIA) Board.

Funding the CTP Continues with a Focus on Transit Capital and Operating *

In September 2005, I presented an overview of the Comprehensive Transportation Plan
(CTP), highlighted the projected $3 billion funding shortfall projected over the next 30
years, and the discussed the myriad of funding sources available in the future to fund a
few of the projects contained in this plan. In October, Mike Duncan presented an
informational report on the regional, state and federal funds expected to be available over
the next 25 years to fund the Arterials, Highways, and Freeways Element of the CTP.
This month, Elizabeth Richards will continue this discussion with a presentation on the
local, regional, state and federal funds currently and expected to be available over the
next 25 years to fund transit capital and operating for Express and Commuter Bus and
Ferry Services, current Inter-city and future Commuter Rail, and local and countywide
Paratransit Services. These services comprise the Transit Element of the STA’s
Comprehensive Transportation Plan (CTP).

STA Lands Federal Appropriations Earmarks for Two Solano County Projects
Last week, the STA learned that two priority transportation projects have been slated to
recetve federal earmarks thanks to the assistance of Congressman George Miller and
Congresswoman Ellen Tauscher. The Vallejo Intermodal (Ferry/Bus) Station is
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scheduled to receive $1.25 million and the Fairfield/Vacaville Intermodal {Rail/Bus)
Station has been targeted to receive $500,000.

Marci Coglianese and Rischa Slade to Depart STA *

Last month, the STA Board recognized the many of contributions of departing Rio Vista
Mayor Marci Coglianese by honoring her with the STA special award at the 7" Annual
STA Awards. This month, we will be thanking departing Vacaville Council Member
Rischa Slade for her many years of service, dedication and accomplishments in support
of transportation issues and projects of importance to the City of Vacaville and Solano
County.

Caltrans Plans Ribbon Cutting Event for 1-80/I-680 Auxiliary Lanes Project
Caltrans has tentatively set the date and time of Friday, December 17, 2004, at 10:30 a.m.
to commemorate the completion of the 1-80/1-680 Auxiliary Lane project with a ribbon
cutting event. STA staff is working with Caltrans to confirm the location and speakers
for the event. In addition, we have begun initial preparation for a similar event to
celebrate the completion of phase 2 of the SR 37 widening project. This event will likely
be held sometime in late February or March 2005. Staff will schedule both events on
your calendar when they are confirmed.

STA and MTC Co-host Unmet Transit Needs Hearing for FY 2005/06

On Wednesday, December 1, 2004, STA and the Metropolitan Transportation
Commission (MTC) co-hosted the Unmet Transit Needs Hearing for FY 2005-06. STA
Board Member and MTC Commissioner fYim Spering and Alameda County Supervisor
and MTC Commissioner Scott Haggerty presided over the hearing. The Unmet Transit
Needs Hearing is required in order for Solano County jurisdictions to be eligible to use a
percentage of their local Transportation Development Act (TDA) funds for local streets
and roads. Currently, the County of Solano and the cities of Dixon, Rio Vista, Suisun
City and Vacaville opt to use a percentage of their TDA funds for streets and roads. The
hearing was held at the Ulatis Community and Cultural Center in Vacaville.

Discussion of Legislative Priorities for 2005 *

Staff has prepared for review and discussion by the STA Board the draft Legislative
Priorities and Platform for 2005. At this meeting, staff is recommending the Board
distribute the platform for review and comment and then take formal action at the STA
Board meeting of January 14, 2005, Our State Lobbyists, Shaw/Yoder, Inc., has been
scheduled to attend this same STA Board meeting. Our Federal Lobbyist, Mike Miller
with the Ferguson Group, has been invited to attend the Board meeting in February.

STA Committee Appointments Scheduled for January 2005
At the STA Board meeting on January 14, 2005, staff is planning to agendize several
committee appointments. These include the Capitol Corridor Joint Powers Authority




Board Alternate, Chair and at least two additional appointments for the Alternative
Modes Committee, and selection of STA representatives to serve on the Yolo-Solano
AQMD/STA Joint Screening Committee. At the same meeting, the selection of the new
STA Chair and Vice-Chair for 2005 is scheduled. The new STA Chair is then tasked
with selection of the Executive Committee for 2005. The new Chair is scheduled to take
over at the February Board meeting.

Attachments:
A. STA Acronym’s List
B. Updated STA Calendar
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ABAG
ADA
APDE

AQMP
BAAQMD

BAC
BCDC

ATTACHMENT A

Solano Transportation Authority
Acronyms List
Updated 8/30/04

Association of Bay Area Governments
Americans with Disabilities Act
Advanced Project Development
Element (STIP})

Air Quality Management Plan

Bay Area Air Quality Management
District

Bicycle Advisory Committee

Bay Conservation and Development
Commission

CALTRANS California Department of

CEQA
CARB
CCTA
CHP
CIP
CMA
CMAQ
CMP
CNG
CTA
CTC
CTEP

CTP

DBE
DOT

EIR
EIS
EPA

FHWA
FTA
GARVEE
GIS

Transportation

California Environmental Quality Act
California Air Resource Board

Contra Costa Transportation Authority
California Highway Patrol

Capital Improvement Program
Congestion Management Agency
Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality
Congestion Management Program
Compressed Natural Gas

County Transportation Authority
California Transportation Commission
County Transportation Expenditure
Plan

Comprehensive Transportation Plan

Disadvantage Business Enterprise
Federal Department of Transportation

Environmental Impact Report
Environmental Impact Statement
Federal Environmental Protection
Agency

Federal Highway Administration
Federal Transit Administration

Grant Anticipation Revenue Vehicles
Geographic Information System

HIP
HOV

ISTEA

ITIP

ITS

JARC
JPA
LTA
LEV
LIFT
LOS
LTF

MIS

MOU
MPO
MTC

MTS
NEPA
NCTPA

NHS

OTsS

PCC
PCRP

PDS
PDT
PMP
PMS
PNR
POP
PSR

Housing Incentive Program
High Occupancy Vehicle

Intermodal Surface Transportation
Efficiency Act

Interregional Transportation
Improvement Program

Intelligent Transportation System

Jobs Access Reverse Commute
Joint Powers Agreement

Local Transportation Authority

Low Emission Vehicle

Low Income Flexible Transportation
Level of Service

Local Transportation Funds

Major Investment Study
Memorandum of Understanding
Metropolitan Planning Organization
Metropolitan Transportation
Commission

Metropolitan Transportation System
National Environmental Policy Act
Napa County Transportation Planning
Agency

National Highway System

Office of Traffic Safety

Paratransit Coordinating Council
Planning and Congestion Relief
Program

Project Development Support
Project Delivery Team
Pavement Management Program
Pavement Management System
Park and Ride

Program of Projects

Project Study Report



RABA
REPEG

RFP
RFQ
RTEP
RTIP

RTMC

RTP
RTPA

SACOG

SCTA
SHOPP

SNCI
SOV
SMAQMD

SP&R
SRITP
SRTP
STA
STAF
STIA

STIP

STP
TAC
TANF

TAZ
TCI
TCM
TCRP

TDA
TEA
TEA-21

Revenue Alignment Budget Authority
Regional Environmental Public
Education Group

Request for Proposal

Request for Qualification

Regional Transit Expansion Policy
Regional Transportation Improvement
Program

Regional Transit Marketing
Committee

Regional Transportation Plan
Regional Transportation Planning
Agency

Sacramento Area Council of
Governments

Sonoma County Transportation
Authority

State Highway Operations and
Protection Program

Solano Napa Commuter Information
Single Occupant Vehicle
Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality
Management District

State Planning and Research

Short Range Intercity Transit Plan
Short Range Transit Plan

Solano Transportation Authority
State Transit Assistance Fund
Solano Transportation Improvement
Authority

State Transportation Improvement
Program

Surface Transportation Program
Technical Advisory Commiftee
Temporary Assistance for Needy
Families

Transportation Analysis Zone
Transit Capital Improvement
Transportation Control Measure
Transportation Congestion Relief
Program

Transportation Development Act
Transportation Enhancement Activity
Transportation Efficiency Act for the
21% Century

TDM
TFCA
TIP
TLC

TMTAC
TOS
TRAC
TSM
UZA
VTA

W2Wk

Transportation Demand Management
Transportation for Clean Air Funds
Transportation Improvement Program
Transportation for Livable
Communities

Transportation Management Technical
Advisory Committee

Traffic Operation System

Trails Advisory Committee
Transportation Systems Management

Urbanized Area
Valley Transportation Authority (Santa
Clara)

Welfare to Work

WCCCTAC West Contra Costa County

Transportation Advisory Committee

YSAQMD  Yolo/Solano Air Quality Management

ZEV

District

Zero Emission Vehicle




s 1r a STA MEETING SCHEDULE
_ : (For The Calendar Year 2004)
Soflana Leanspatiation Authorty Updated 12/1/04
DATE TIME DESCRIPTION LOCATION CONFIRMED
Dec. 16 10:30 a.m. | I-80/1-680 Auxiliary Lane Dedication TBD
Dec. 22 10:00 a.m. | Intercity Transit Consortium STA Conference Room X
Dec. 22 1:30 a.m. | Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) STA Conference Room X

g INTWHDV.LLY
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DATE: November 29, 2004

TO: STA Board

FROM: Kim Cassidy, Clerk of the Board

RE: CONSENT CALENDAR (Any consent calendar item may be pulled for
discussion)

Recommendation:

The STA Board approve the following attached consent items:
A. STA Board Minutes of October 13, 2004

B. Review Draft TAC Minutes of December 1, 2004

C. FY 2003-04 Fourth Quarter Budget Report
D. Contract Amendment for Specialized Legal Services
E.  Surplus of One Solano Paratransit Vehicle
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SOLANO TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY
Minutes for Meeting of
October 13, 2004
CALL TO ORDER

Chair MacMillan called the regular meeting to order at 6:03 p.m. A quorum was confirmed.

MEMBERS
PRESENT: Karin MacMillan (Chair) City of Fairfield
Mary Ann Courville (Vice Chair)  City of Dixon
Steve Messina City of Benicia
Ed Woodruff (Member Alternate)  City of Rio Vista
Jim Spering City of Suisun City
Len Augustine City of Vacaville
Pete Rey (Member Alternate) City of Vallejo
John Silva County of Solano
MEMBERS
ABSENT: Marci Coglianese City of Rio Vista
Tony Intintoli City of Vallejo
STAFF
PRESENT: Daryl K. Halls STA-Executive Director
Melinda Stewart STA-Assistant Legal
Counsel
Dan Christians STA-Asst. Exec.
Dir./Director of Planning
Mike Duncan STA-Director of Projects
Elizabeth Richards STA-SNCI Program
Director
Kim Cassidy STA-Clerk of the Board
Robert Guerrero STA-Associate Planner
Jenntfer Tongson STA-Projects Assistant
ALSO
PRESENT: Morrie Barr City of Fairfield




Gary Cullen City of Suisun City

Gian Aggarwal City of Vacaville
Mark Akaba City of Vallejo
Bernice Kaylin League of Women
Voters Solano County
Ron Richardson Jacob’s Engineering Group

IIlL. APPROVAL OF AGENDA

On a motion by Member Messina, and a second by Member Spering, the STA Board
approved the agenda.

IV, OPPORTUNITY FOR PUBLIC COMMENT
Nomne presented.

V. EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR’S REPORT
Daryl Halls provided an update on the following topics:

e STA Board Sets Ambitious Overall Work Program

e Nominees for the 7™ Annual STA Awards

¢ Funding the CTP Continues with a Focus on the Highways and
Streets and Roads

e Linking Transportation and Land Use Planning with Adoption
of Draft County TLC and Pedestrian Plans

» Board Meeting Cancelled for November

VI COMMENTS FROM STAFF, CALTRANS AND MTC
A. Caltrans Report:
None Presented.

B. MTC Report:
Member Spering noted that the MTC Annual Report would be
emtailed before October 31, 2004,

C. STA Report
1. Presentation — Funding the Arterials, Highways, and Mike Duncan
Freeways Element of the CTP
Mike Duncan provided an update on funding the Arterials,
Highways, and Freeways Flement of the CTP

2. Announcement of Nominees for the 7" Annual STA Jennifer Tongson
Awards — November 10, 2004
Jennifer Tongson announced nominees for the 7™ Annual
STA Awards ceremony.
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3. Cancel STA Board Meeting of November 10, 2004 Daryl Halls
The STA Board approved by consensus cancellation of
the November 10, 2004 STA Board meeting.

VII. CONSENT CALENDAR

On a motion by Member Spering and a second by Member Augustine, the consent items
were approved with the exception of Agenda Item VILA, STA Board Minutes of
September 8, 2004, which was pulled for separate discussion by Chair MacMillan.

B. Review Draft TAC Minutes of September 29, 2004
Recommendation: Receive and file.

C. Modification to Classification Range for Financial Analyst/Accountant
Recommendation:
1. Modify Compensation Range for Budget Analyst/Accountant Position as
specified in attachment A,
2. Authorize amending the STA’s FY 04-05 budget by transferring expenditure
savings from the 1-80/1-680/1-780 Corridor and Major Investment Study to
fund the position for six months in FY 04-05.

D. Extension of Contract for State Lobbying Representation Transportation
Services — Shaw/Yoder
Recommendation:
Authonze the Executive Director to extend the contract for Lobbying Representation
Services with Shaw & Yoder, Inc. for services through September 30, 2005 for an
amount not to exceed $36,000.

E. Solano/Napa Multi-Modal Travel Demand Model (Phase 1) Contract
Amendment
Recommendation:
Approve a $25,000 contract amendment with DKS Associates to complete the Phase 1
Solano Napa Multimodal Travel Demand Model.

F.  Support of Welfare to Work LIFT Grant Applications
Recommendation:
Authonze the Chair to sign letters of support for Low Income Flexible Transportation
grant applications supporting the Welfare to Work Transportation Plan for the
following projects: 1) Extended Transit for CalWORKSs and 2) DRIVES.

G.  Letter of Support for Caltrans Planning Grant for Sonoma Boulevard (SR 29)
Corridor Study
Recommendation:
Authorize the STA Chair to sign a letter of support for the City of Vallejo’s
application to Caltrans for a Community — Based Transportation Planning Grant for
the Sonoma Boulevard (SR 29) Corridor Study.

11




STA Board Minutes of September 8, 2004
Recommendation: Approve STA Board minutes of September 8, 2004.

Chair MacMillan requested an amendment to the STA Board minutes of
September 8, 2004 as follows: Chair MacMillan abstained from the vote on
Agenda Item IX.A (Legislative Update — September 2004).

On a motion by Member Messina, and a second by Member Spering, the STA
Board approved Agenda Item VILA as amended.

IX. ACTION ITEMS: NON-FINANCIAL

A.

STA Board Approval of Priority Projects/Overall Work Plan for FY 2004-05
and FY 2005-06

Daryl Halls reviewed 42 specific projects and programs currently on the STA Board
adopted Priority Projects List and Overall Work Plan for FY 2004-05 and FY 2005-
006, including the projects deleted or modified to reflect an updated status. He
indicated that five new tasks have been added, and if the STA Board approves the
Overall Work Plan, staff will evaluate available fund sources and resources, and
develop a comprehensive plan to fund priority projects that are currently unfunded.

Recommendation:
Approve the following:
Approve STA’s Overall Work Program for FY 2004-05 and FY 2005-06.

On a motion by Member Alternate Woodruff, and a second by Member Silva, the
staff recommendation was approved unanimously.

MTC Transit Connectivity Study

Daryl Halls provided an overview of MTC’s draft Transit Connectivity Study and
reviewed the study’s key findings that identified four barriers to transit connectivity.
He further noted the Transit Connectivity Study’s recommendations and the staff
recommendation to add the Fairfield Transportation Center to the list of Regional
Transit Hubs because of its central location and multiple express bus connections.

Recommendation:

Approve the following:

Authorize the STA Chair to sign a letter to the Metropolitan Transportation
Commission requesting that the Fairfield Transportation Center be added to the
list of Regional Transit Hubs included in MTC’s Transit Connectivity Study.

On a motion by Member Silva, and a second by Member Spering, the staff
recommendation was approved unanimously.
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Solanoe Countywide Transportation for Livable Communities (TLC) Program
Plan

Robert Guerrero discussed STA’s preparation for the initial allocation of County TLC
Funds based on the developed Solano Countywide TLC Program Guidelines and the
draft Solano County TLC Plan. He noted the TL.C Plan identifies approximately $68
million in TLC projects countywide. He indicated that upon adoption by the STA
Board the TLC Plan will be incorporated into the Alternative Modes Element of the
Solano Comprehensive Transportation Plan and that only projects listed in the TLC
Candidate Projects list would be eligible for TLC funds allocated by the STA.

Recommendation:

Approve the folowing:
Approve the Solano Countywide Transportation for Livable Communities Plan.

On a motion by Member Spering, and a second by Member Silva, the
recommendation was approved unanimously.

Solanoe Countywide Pedestrian Plan

Robert Guerrero reviewed the development of the final draft Solano Countywide
Pedestrian Plan. He noted there is some overlap between the Countywide Pedestrian
Plan, Countywide Bicycle Plan and Transportation for Livable Communities Plan and
that stand-alone pedestrian projects have a total estimated cost of $25 million over 25
years. He indicated the Countywide Pedestrian Plan will be included as part of the
Alternative Modes Element of the Comprehensive Transportation Plan when
approved by the STA Board.

Board Comments:
Vice Chair Courville requested that pedestrian friendly points of travel and
ADA compliancy be taken into account in the plan.

Recommendation:

Approve the following:
Approve the Solano Countywide Pedestrian Plan,

On a motion by Member Messina, and a second by Vice Chair Courville, the
amended recommendation was approved unanimously.

INFORMATION ITEMS — No Discussion Necessary

Qam BEEOAW»

Funding the Arterials, Highways, and Freeways Element of the CTP
Status of Unmet Transit Needs Process for FY 2005-06

TLC Planning Grants

State Transportation Funding Update

Federal “First Cycle” STP/CMAQ/TE Obligation

Regional Local Streets and Roads Funding
MTC’s Regional Bicycle/Pedestrian Program

13




H. Funding Opportunities Summary
XL BOARD MEMBER COMMENTS

XIL ADJOURNMENT
The STA Board meeting was adjourned at 6:40 p.m. The next regular meeting of the

STA Board is scheduled for December 8, 2004, 6:00 p.m. at Suisun City Hall Council
Chambers.

14




IL

1.

sTa

Solanc Cranspottation »uthotity

Agenda Item VILB
December 8 2004

TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE

CALL TO ORDER

DRAFT

Minutes of the meeting of
December 1, 2004

The regular meeting of the Technical Advisory Committee was called to order at
approximately 1:30 p.m. in the Solano Transportation Authority’s Conference Room.

Present:

TAC Members Present:

Others Present:

APPROVAL OF AGENDA

Dan Schiada
Charlie Beck
Gary Cullen

Dale Pfeiffer
Mark Akaba

Paul Wiese

Ed Huestis

Gian Aggarwal
Cameron Qakes
Craig Goldblatt
Daryl Halls

Dan Christians
Mike Duncan
Elizabeth Richards
Robert Guerrero
Sam Shelton
Johanna Masiclat

City of Benicia
City of Fairfield
City of Suisun City
City of Vacaville
City of Vallejo
County of Solano

City of Vacaville
City of Vacaville
Caltrans

MTC

STA

STA

STA

STA/SNCI

STA

STA

STA

By consensus, the STA TAC unanimously approved the agenda.

OPPORTUNITY FOR PUBLIC COMMENT

None presented.
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IV.  REPORTS FROM CALTRANS, MTC AND STA STAFF

Caltrans: Cameron Oakes announced that Yader Bermudez has been promoted to

Deputy Director for Maintenance.

MTC: Craig Goldblatt announced to the TAC the Unmet Transit Needs Process

meeting today at 6:00 p.m. at the Ulatis Community Center in Vacaville.

STA: Robert Guerrero reminded the TAC of MTC’s Regional Bicycle and

Pedestrian Program. All applications will need to be reviewed by the
Bicycle Advisory Committee on December 16, 2004,

Robert also announced the Solano Countywide Pedestrian Plan and the
Countywide Transportation for Livable Communities (TLC) Plan is now
available on the STA’s website.

Mike Duncan distributed and reported on MTC’s December 1, 2004
memoradum regarding the STIP Project Delivery for Projects
Programmed in FY 2004-05 and FY 2005-06.

Sam Shelton provided additional funding opportunity information for the
Traffic Engineering Technical Assistance Program.

V. CONSENT CALENDAR

On a motion by Paul Wiese, and a second by Charlie Beck, the STA TAC approved the
Consent Calendar.

Recommendation:

A.

B.

mmg 0

Minutes of the TAC Meeting of September 29, 2004

Recommendation: Approve minutes of September 29, 2004.

STA Board Meeting Highlights —

October 13, 2004

STIA Board Meeting Highlights —

October 13, 2004

Updated STA Meeting Schedule for 2004

Funding Opportunities Summary

Surplus of One Solano Paratransit Vehicle

Recommendation:

Recommend the STA Board of Directors approve Resolution No. 2004- “A
Resolution of the Solano Transportation Authority Declaring One Surplus Vehicle”.
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VI

ACTION ITEMS

A.

Letter of Support to MTC for Caltrans Partmership Planning Grant/”Smarter
Growth Along the I-80/Capitol Corridor”

Dan Christians reviewed the purposes and objectives of the grant application to be
submitted to MTC for a joint planning project for a 2005-06 Caltrans Partnership
Planning grant entitled “Smarter Growth Along the 1-80/Capitol Corridor”. The
study area would include Solano, Yolo, Sacramento and Placer counties.

Recommendation:
Recommend the STA Board approve a Letter of Support to MTC for Caltrans
Partnership Planning Grant/”’Smarter Growth Along the 1-80/Capitol Corridor”.

On a motion by Dale Pieiffer, and a second by Paul Wiese, the STA TAC approved
the recommendation.

Countywide TLC Planning Grants Call for Projects

Robert Guerrero recommended the STA issue a call for projects for Countywide TLC
planning grants. He noted that after the STA Board approves a Call for Projects,
STA will distribute a TL.C planning grant application. Applicants will be required to
have a resolution of support from their Council or Board due to STA no later than
February 9, 2005.

Dale Pteifier, City of Vacaville, proposed an amendment to an existing Vacaville
TLC Project, Vacaville Creek Walk Extension to McClellan Street.

The TAC unanimously approved the proposal by the City of Vacaville,

Recommendation:

1. Recommend the STA Board issue a “Call for Projects” for Countywide TLC
Planning Grants.

2. Recommend the STA Board approve the amendment for the Vacaville Creek
Walk Extension to McClellan Street,

On a motion by Charlie Beck, and a second by Gary Cullen, the STA TAC approved
the recommendation as amended.

Proposed 2005 Legislative Priorities and Platform

Daryl Halls summarized the proposed draft with recommended modifications of the
STA’s 2005 Legislative Platform and Priorities to be distributed to the STA Board
for 30-day review and comment. The recommended modifications to the proposed
draft are Legislative Priority# 6, Legislative Priority #7, Legislative Platform Item
I.1, and Legislative Platform Item X.2.
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Dale Pfeiffer, City of Vacaville, requested some clarifications and modifications to
different sections of the platform.

Recommendation:

Forward the Proposed STA 2005 Legislative Priorities and Platform to the STA
Board with a recommendation to distribute for 30 day review and comment including
the clarifications and modifications identified during the meeting,

On a motion by Dale Pfeiffer, and a second by Dan Schiada, the STA TAC
approved the recommendation.

Small UZA Payback Plan

Mike Duncan outlined the “remedial plan” addressed by Caltrans in their September
27, 2004 letter to MTC to recover $1,490,209 federal advanced funds made to Santa
Rosa. He explained the recovery of funds would occur over three federal fiscal years
from allocations to the UZAs in the MTC region that are identified in the Governors
apportionment. The proposal by Caltrans would take almost $900,000 from Vallejo,
Fairfield, and Vacaville transit funds to cover the “debt” owned by Santa Rosa.

Recommendation:

Recommend the STA Board authorize the Chair forward a letter to Caltrans opposing
the plan to have Solano County transit operators cover the cost of the advance of
small UZA funds to Santa Rosa Transit.

On a motion by Charlie Beck, and a second by Dale Pfeiffer, the STA TAC
approved the recommendation.

VII. INFORMATION ITEMS

A.

Funding for Transit Element of the Comprehensive Transportation Plan
Elizabeth Richards presented a general overview of the $441 million funding
shortfall for the capital and operating costs of intercity bus service, intercity
passenger rail, ferry services, intercity transit service for senior and disabled
(Paratransit), and support systems. She also 1dentifted the primary sources of funding
for the needs in the Transit Element of the CTP.

Solano/Napa Mutli-Modal Travel Demand Model (Phase 1)

Dan Christians provided an update on the development of the Solano/Napa Model.
The model is scheduled to be presented at the STA Board meeting on December 8,
2004.

Dan also distributed a memo, dated November 30, 2004, “Update on Development of
the Solano/Napa Model” prepared by DKS Associates.
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Wrap up of Results of Measure A

Daryl Halls provided a summary wrap up of the election results on Measure A, which
failed to achieve the required 2/3 vote for passage of a local transportation sales tax.
He noted that STA staff will be secking direction from the STA Board at the January
12, 2004 meeting regarding next steps in pursuit of a local funding source to help
alleviate the estimated $3 billion transportation funding shortfall projected over the
next 25 years.

STIP-TIP Financial Constraint

Mike Duncan discussed MTC’s proposed strategy to reconstrain the Bay Area TIP
while the TIP Air Quality Conformity Analysis is underway in conjunction with
adoption of T-2030. He provided additional information for the RTIP and ITIP
showing the proposed changes reflecting in the reconstrained TIP.

Accelerated Project Delivery

Mike Duncan reviewed Solano County’s position to compete for limited State and
Federal funds for major highway projects and the project development schedule for
competitive projects to be included in the State Transportation Improvement Program
(STIP).

Highway Projects Status Report

1)} 1-80/1-680/SR 12 Interchange

2) North Connector

3) I-80/1-686/1-780 MIS/Corridor Study

4) 1-80/1-680/1-780 Transit Corridor Study

5) Caltrans Auxiliary Lanes Project

6) Jepson Parkway

7) Highway 37

8) Highway 12 (Jameson Canyon and 12/29 Interchange)

9) Highway 12 (East)

10)1-80 Widening (Dixon to Vacaville)

11) SR 113 (Downtown Dixon)
Mike Duncan provided a status report on the major highway projects in Solano
County. He also distributed a revised report adding Item# 11 SR 113 (Downtown
Dixon} to the list of highway projects as requested by City of Dixon’s Janet Koster.

Regional Measure 2 (RM2) Update and Revisions

Mike Duncan provided an update on the proposed RM2 Operating Support Program
for Regional Express Bus (REB) and RM2 Policies and Procedures Revisions and
Addition of RM2 Performance Measures for Transit Operating.
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H. Final Review of the Needs Assessments in the Arterials, Highways and Freeways
Element of the CTP 2030
Sam Shelton requested each TAC member review and provide final changes to the
“Needs on Routes of Regional Significance, Draft CTP Update:” and “Needs
Assessment” appendix (local needs listing) prior to or at the next TAC meeting on
December 22, 2004. He stated that final input will help STA prepare the final CTP
update for a TAC action item at the January 26, 2005 TAC meeting.

VIII. ADJOURNMENT

The meeting was adjourned at approximately 3:40 p.m.. The next regular meeting of the
STA TAC is scheduled for Wednesday, December 22, 2004 at 1:30 p.m.
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Sofano Cransportation uthotrity

DATE: December 1, 2004
TO: STA Board
FROM: Daryl Halls, Executive Director
Nancy Whelan, Finance Consultant
RE: FY 2003-04 Fourth Quarter Financial Report

Background:
In December 2003 the STA Board approved the mid-year revision to the adopted FY

2003-04 STA budget. In May 2004 a third quarter financial report was presented to the
STA Board, indicating that expenditures for the year through March 2004 were within
anticipated revenues. In the final quarter of the fiscal year minor budget modifications
were made to conform the budget to the accounting system. With the close of the fiscal
year, the final financial records upon which the annual audit is based are available. This
information has been compiled and is presented as the FY 2003-04 fourth quarter
financial report.

Discussion:

The FY 2003-04 fourth quarter financial report is shown in Attachment A. This report
accounts for revenues and expenditures for the period from July 1, 2003 through June 30,
2004. This year-end report indicates that expenditures for the previous fiscal year were
within the available revenues.

Budget versus actual variances in department management/administration expenses are
due largely to partial year vacancies (unfilled positions}, or slightly lower than budgeted
benefits costs. Expenditures for several studies such as the local transit studies, and
SNCI programs such as the Incentives program and guaranteed ride home program were
less than the budgeted amounts. The revenue for these studies and programs is carried
into FY 2004-05. Similarly, multi-year projects such as the [-80/I-680/SR 12 Interchange
PA/ED may have annual budget variances where expenditures are greater than or less
than the budgeted amount on an annual basis, but the total project expenditures are within
budget over time.

Solano Paratransit services do not generally flow through the STA budget. However,
STA is the owner of vehicles used in the Solano Paratransit service, In FY 2003-04,
certain vehicles were at the end of their useful life and were sold. The revenues from the
sale and expenditure for radios and antennae for the replacement vehicles are reflected in
STA’s budget and as of the fourth quarter of the year.
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The year-end STA fiscal audit is under way and will be delivered soon. No significant
findings are anticipated. Following completion of the Annual Audit for FY 2003/04,
staff will agendize for Board consideration a FY 2004/05 budget amendment that will
include recommendations for programming of FY 2003/04 carry over funds.

Recommendation:
Receive and file
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STA QUARTERLY FINANCIAL REPORT
Fourth Quarter FY 2003-04 (100% of Year Complete)
July 1, 2003 - June 30, 2004

REVENUES EXPENDITURES
Operatlons FY 03-04 Adopted Raceived YTD % Operations FY 03-04 Adopted Spent YTD o
Gas Tax (Reserve Accournt) $50,000] $50,000; 100%| Operati Manag Admini: i $945,218 $861,526 1%
Inferest 39 §13,945 STA Board of Direclors $44,660 $34,859 78%
STP §540,343 $490,381 1% Expenditure Flan $177,642 $463.966 92%
Gas Tax $237,320) 3237 320 10G%) LContributions to STA Reserve Account $a $0
YSAQMD: $37.000} $37,000f 100%]
sTIR $263,723) $263,012 100% Subtofal $1,167,460 $1.060,351 1%
TCRP 25.2 $35,5001 $20,248| §7%)
DMVIAVA $5.0008 £3,000] 100%] SNGH
STIP-TAP $40,600 $59,562 147% SNCI Management/Administration $389,909 * $364,790 94%
TCRP 25.3 $30.400] $34,383] 113% Employer/Van Pool Outreach $10,000 $7,816 0%
PCRP| $3,500 $2,322 66%) SNCI General Marketing $72,841 $29,306 41%
TCI $339 929 $295 080y BT % Fall Campaign) $20,000 $2,062 10%.
Trails $60,000| $66,957] 112% Bixa lo Werk Campaign 510,000 $9,580: 86%
TDA Adt_4/8 $464,248 $441,561 5% Bikelinks Maps $13,000 $9,8871 6%
TOA Art. 3 $43,081 $43,061, 100%] Incentives 364,000 $11,067 18%
TFCA $353,366) $236,524] B7%] Speciatized City Services $10,000 $2,535 25%,
STAF! $532,000) $717,804 135%] Guaranteed Ride Home Program $10,000 $326 3%
LIFT $33,000 304 0% Transit Management Administration $0 $0: 0%
CBC $50,000] £28,579 57%] Rio Visia Van Pool Program $33,000 30 0%
RIDES £356,441 $348.511 96%; Community Based Transit Study $29,235 §28,580 73%
State TEA $23,538 $25.209 107% Local Transit Studies $154,956 $26,662 17%
Other Revenue $0) $10,949
Spensors 325,000 $22,7501 91%; Subtolal $822,991 $492,120 0%
Subfofal $3,523,989 $3,450,208 883 Projoct Davelopment
Project Managemenlﬂ\dminislraliunj $63.012 $72,001 114%
TFCA Progirams STIP Project Monlloring $40,500 $37.867 93%
TECA 3349475 $324,997| 93%] Traffic Safety Plan Updata $5,000/ 0 0%
Union St.MMain St. Feaslbiiily Study, $10,000 $0 0%,
Regional impact Fee Foasibility Study $0 $0 Q%
Sublotal $349,475 §324,997 93%] SR 113 MIS/Corvidor Study %0 30 0%,
SR 12 Bridge Study| $0 50 0%
Abarndorred Vehicle Abat. f Jepson Packway EIR $1,726,660 $1,814,193 106%
DMV $345,000} $348,355] 101 %] Morth Connector PAIED $986.800 3881914 89%)|
Solano Paratransi Capital 36 $4 665
Sublotal $346,000 $349,358 101%] 1-80/680/780 Gomidor Transit Sludy. $223,859 $227.786 102%
1-80/680/780 Conidor Study (Seg. 2-5) 3289.715] $269,686 100%
1-80/680/78¢ Corridor MIS 3329502 $i0467 64%
Jggson Parkway 1-BG/680/%2 In!emhms PAJED $1.860,500 705,780 42%
TP $220,000) $302.947] 138%)
Demo 1528 $1,500,000; $1,560,967 Q%] Sublotal 34,528,988 $4,324,954 78%.
Subtotal £1,720,000 $4,803,909, 105%] Strategic Planning
Planring Management/Administration §154,653 $140,992| 9%
North Comnactar Solanalinks Marketing $55,000 $23,687 43%
TCRP 25.2 $986,800] $5685,426] 20%| Genaral Markeling §55,000 $21,528 9%
Events $37,500 $17.317 A%
Sublotal $986,8060: $885,426 0% Model Development/Maintenance 5283723 $253,047 B9%
Solano County TLC Program $150,000 $96,117 4%
Sofano Paratransit Comprehensive Transporiation Pian $25,000 $25,000! 100%
Sale of Property] $0 $5,550 Countywide Pedastrian/Trails Plan $91,538 $103.33¢ 13%
Countywide Bicycle Plan $35,081 $28,8501 82%
Sublotal 0 £6,550, 20002 Bike Route Signs $5,000 §1,400 28%
Senior and Disabled Transit Study| £90.000, $69,562 %
1-80/680/780 Transit Study Transit Conaclidation Feasibilily Study: ¢ $0 0%
PCRP| $223,859 $220.813] 89% Dixon/Aubum Rall Study $16,000 $10,000 100%
OaktandfAubum Commuter Rail Study $25,000 $2.475; 1%
Sublotal $223,859 $220,813 98%) FF/WV Rail Station Design $60,000 $5.450 9%
Roule 30 3237085 $237.065 100%
1-80/680/780 Corridor Study (Seg 2-5) Suisun Amtrak 1ot $339,929 $295,080 87%
sTP $333,80 $190 459 5% TFCA Programs $705,061 $507,591 2%
SP&R $252,04 $252,910) 100%, DMV Abandoned Yehicle Abatement $353,671 $349,355 99%
STIP {PPM) $ 30]
Sublotal $2,712,721 32,188,247 81%
Sublotal $586,740 $443.369 T6%|
Route 30
1-80/G80/12 PAED Oparaling Subsidy $0 $50,000
TCRP 25.3| $1,860,500 $748,684] 42%
Sublotal 30 $60,000
Sublolal £1,860,500] $736,684 42%]
[ TOTAL, ALLEXPENDITURES | $10,232,1601 $8,125,672] 79%]
Solanma Parairansit Operations
SBTAF $0 §17,080)
Subtotal $0 $17,080
Houta 30
Interast 0 $2,222]
Subtatal 3 $2,222
TOTAL, ALL REVENUE I $9,596,363 | $8,292,614 | 86%)
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DATE: November 30, 2004

TO: STA Board

FROM: Daryl Halls, Executive Director

RE: Contract Amendment for Specialized Legal Services

Background:
in 2004, the Solano Transportation Improvement Authority (STIA) developed and

approved the expenditure plan for Measure A, a proposal to raise the county sales tax by
Y5 cent over a 30 year timeframe to fund an estimated $1.4 billion countywide
transportation expenditure plan titled the “Traffic Relief Plan for Solano County”. On
November 2, 2004, Measure A was supported by 63.88% of Solano County voters that
cast their vote during this election, but the measure failed to attain the 2/3 (66.7%) voter
threshold of Solano County voters necessary for passage.

CONSULTANT AND LEGAL ASSISTANCE TO SUPPORT DEVELOPMENT OF
THE EXPENDITURE PLAN
In support of the Traffic Relief Plan for Measure A, the Solano Transportation Authority
(STA) funded the following:
1. Anupdate to the Programmatic Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the
expenditure plan
2. Consultants to assist in the development of the expenditure plan and the public
education and information effort, and legal services
3. Two public information brochures and website describing the projects in the
expenditure plan
4. Specialized Legal Services

The private sector retained and funded separately a campaign consultant and pollster to
guide the efforts of the Measure A campaign.

On Januvary 14, 2004, the STA Board approved authorizing the Executive Director to
retain consultant assistance to assist the Board and staff in the development of the
following tasks for an amount not to exceed $125,000:

1. Expenditure Plan Coordination/Public Input/Public Information
2. Update of the Programmatic EIR for the CTEP
3. Legal Services

On February 11, 2004, the STA Board authorized the Executive Director to retain the
consultant services of Smith, Watts & Company for coordination of the development of
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the expenditure plan, public input process and public information materials for an amount
not to $10,000. Subsequently, the STA Board authorized increasing this contract to
$25,000 to cover the cost of coordinating an expanded public input process and the
development of additional public information materials. As part of the action on
February 11, 2004, the STA Board also authorized the Executive Director to retain the
consultant services of Nossaman, Guthner, Know & Elliott, LLP, for legal services
associated with the development of the County Transportation Expenditure Plan and the
Programmatic Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the CTEP for an amount not to
exceed $10,000.

Discussion:

On July 14, 2004, the STA Board authorized the allocation of additional funds for CTEP
specific consultant services. As part of this action, staff informed the Board that $5,000
in additional funds would be reserved to cover the anticipated cost of some remaining
specialized legal services to be performed by Stan Taylor (Nossaman, Guthner, Knox &
Elliott, LLP) pertaining to the final review and preparation of the sales tax ordinance,
ballot summary and public noticing procedures. Based on a number of questions raised
by members of the STIA Board and the public, staff utilized Stan Taylor’s legal services
for some additional research tasks beyond the initial timeframe and scope of the contract.
This has resulted in an aggregate cost of specialized legal services of $23,500 in support
of the CTEP. Originally, staff and STA legal counsel had estimated a total expenditure
of $15,000.

Staff has reviewed all of the actual expenditures for consultant services in support of the
development of CTEP and has identified enough cost saving from the other CTEP
consultant services contracts to cover the additional costs of the specialized legal services
with the funds already authorized previously by the STA Board for the development of
the CTEP. Staff recommends the STA Board approve authorizing the Executive
Director to amend the contract for specialized legal services with Nossaman, Guthner,
Knox & Elliott, LLP, for an amount not to exceed $13,500.

Fiscal Impact:
The estimated cost for this contract amendment is $13,500 and can be covered through

expenditure savings from the other CTEP related consultant contracts previously
authorized by the STA Board. '

Recommendation:

Authorize the Executive Director to amend the consultant services agreement with
Nossaman, Guthner, Knox & Elliott, LLP, for legal services associated with the
development of the CTEP and Programmatic Environmental [mpact Report (EIR) for the
CTEP for an additional $13,500 and a total amount not to exceed $23,500.
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DATE: December 1, 2004

TO: STA Board

FROM: Mike Duncan, Director for Projects

RE: Surplus of One Solano Paratransit Vehicle

Background:
The Solano County Paratransit Program is managed by the Solano Transportation

Authority and operated by Fairfield-Suisun Transit through an agreement with the STA.
This program serves elderly and disabled residents of northern Solano County (Dixon,
Fairfield, Rio Vista, Suisun City, Vacaville, and Solano County), providing special transit
services for these residents. The Solano Transportation Authority owns ten small buses
that are used for Solano Paratransit Program operations.

Discussion:

Over the past few years, STA has been able to replace several of the older Solano
Paratransit buses. As buses are replaced, the older vehicles are disposed of by surplus
action. Currently, one vehicle is surplus due to its age and number of miles and is
scheduled for disposal by auction or direct sale. Fairfield-Suisun Transtt will dispose of
the vehicle and will provide the net proceeds from the disposal of the vehicle to the STA.
Proceeds from the disposal of the vehicle are returned to the Solano Paratransit vehicle
capital account.

Fiscal Impact:
The disposal of the Solano Paratransit vehicle has no impact to the STA general fund.

Proceeds from the sale of the vehicle will be returned to the Solano Paratransit capital
fund. '

Recommendation:

Authorize STA to dispose of one surplus Paratransit vehicle and approve Resolution No.
2004-  “A Resolution of the Solano Transportation Authority Declaring One Surplus
Vehicle”.

Attachment
A. Resolution No. 2004-
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ATTACHMENT A

RESOLUTION NO. 2004-
A RESOLUTION OF THE SOLANO TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY
DECLARING ONE SURPLUS VEHICLE

WHEREAS, one Solano Paratransit vehicle has been identified by staff as surplus and the
identification is attached as Exhibit I, and

WHEREAS, said item in Exhibit I is hereby deemed to be of no benefit to the Solano
Transportation Authority.

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the Board of the Solano Transportation
Authority does hereby declare said item in Exhibit I to be surplus and directs the Executive
Director to authorize and approve the disposition of said items by any of the following methods:
Individual Advertisement, Bid, and Sale for items valued in excess of $500; Delivery and Sale
through Contracted Private Auctioneer.

PASSED AND ADOPTED at a regular meeting of the Solano Transportation Authority
Board of Directors, duly held on December 8, 2004.

Karin MacMillan
Chair

I, DARYL K. HALLS, the Solano Transportation Authority Executive Director, do hereby certify
that the above and foregoing resolution was regularly introduced, passed and adopted by said
STA at a regular meeting thereof held this 8" day of December 2004,

Daryl K. Halls
Executive Director

Attested:

Kim Cassidy, Clerk of the Board
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EXHIBIT I

SURPLUS VEHICLE LIST
YEAR MAKE MODEL VIN DISPOSITION
1992 Ford 12/8+2 Bus IFDKE37M2NHB 18348 | Surplus
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DATE: December 1, 2004

TO: STA Board

FROM: Robert Guerrero, Associate Planner

RE: Countywide TLC Planning Grants Call for Projects

Background:
The Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) administers funds for the

Transportation for Livable Communities (TLC) program. The purpose of the program is to
support community based transportation projects that bring new vibrancy to downtown areas,
commercial cores, neighborhoods, and transit corridors, enthancing their amenities and
ambiance and making them places where people want to live, work and visit. The TLC
program provides funding for projects that are developed through an inclusive community
planning effort, provide for a range of transportation choices, and support connectivity
between transportation investments and land uses.

MTC's TLC program includes a separate Countywide T1.C component that allows the nine
Bay Area Congestion Management Agencies (CMAs) to administer a percentage (based on
population) of the TLC funds for countywide priority projects. As part of the STA's
Countywide TLC program, limited planning funds are available through the Transportation
Planning Land Use Solutions (T-PLUS) Program, which was increased to a maximum of
$50,000 over a two-year period per project, based on the TAC's recommendation at their
August 25, 2004 meeting,

A few key activities recently completed related to the Countywide TLC program include:
1) Solano Candidate TLC Project Field Review meetings  Summer 2004

2) STA Board Adopted Countywide TLC Guidelines September 8, 2004
3) STA4 Board Adopted TLC Plan October 13, 2004
Discussion:

STA staff is recommending the STA Board issue a call for projects for Countywide TLC
planning grants. The STA will distribute a TLC planning grant application consistent with
the Solano Countywide TLC Guidelines (Attachment A) shortly after the STA Board
approves a Call for Projects. Applications will be due to the STA by January 28, 2005 with
the STA Board subsequently approving the award of planning grants.

Applicants will be required to have a resolution from their council or board committing .
support and local match for their TLC planning grant request. The resolutions will be
accepted by STA staff after the January 28th application deadline, but no later than
February 9, 2005.
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The STA is attempting to increase the planning funds based on the needs expressed by
several member agencies to develop and refine their conceptual projects in preparation
for future TLC capital funds. Staft'is currently investigating options to increase the TLC
Planning Grants budget (through June 30, 2006) to approximately $150,000 to $200,000
by utilizing future T-PLUS funds as well as other potential federal funds.

The City of Vacaville requested an expansion of the Vacaville Creck Walk Extension to
McClellan Street TLC project to include the adjacent downtown and consisting of
residential, commercial and retail areas. This area is identified as a redevelopment area
and the City is pursuing integrating TLC components into this area. This project was
approved as one of the projects in the adopted TLC plan for Solano County.

The STA TAC and Consortium unanimously voted to recommend the STA Board issue a
‘Call for Projects’ for Countywide TLC Planning Grants at their December 1, 2004
meetings. The TAC also recommended approval of an amendment to the Vacaville
Creek Walk Extension to McClellan Street Project to include the adjacent multi-use
downtown commercial/retail/residential area within the project.

Recommendation:
1. Issue a'Call for Projects' for Countywide TLC Planning Grants,
2. Approve the amendment to the Vacaville Creek Walk Extension to McClellan
Street TLC Project for inclusion in the county TL.C Program.

Attachment:

A. Solano TLC Program Guidelines
B. Vacaville Creek Walk Extension to McClellan Street Project Location Map
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ATTACHMENT A

SOLANO TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY

Solano Countywide
Transportation for Livable
Communities (TLC) Program

Guidelines
September 2004
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DRAFT COUNTYWIDE TRANSPORTATION FOR LIVABLE
COMMUNITIES (TLC) PROGRAM GUIDELINES

COMMUNITY DESIGN PLANNING PROGRAM

TRANSPORTATION PLANNING LAND USE SOLUTIONS (T-PLUS)

Program Description

The Community Design Planning Program funds community design and planning processes to
retrofit existing neighborhoods, downtowns, commercial cores, and transit station areas and
stops in order to create pedestrian, bicycle, and transit-friendly environments. The key objective
of this program is to provide funding support to local govemments, transportation agencies, and
community-based organizations to explore mnovative design concepts and plans that relieve
congestion by alternatives modes of transportation through an inclusive, community-based
planning process. Community design planning processes often lead to the development of
capital projects that can compete for funding at a regional level The community planning
process typically results n transportation/land-use concept plans; streetscape design concept
plans; detailed drawings, construction cost estimates, and implementation plans for specific
capital projects.

Who Can Apply?

Community design planning grants are awarded on a competitive basis. Local governments,
transportation agencies, and community-based nonprofit organizations may receive funding.
Non-governmental organizations may act as the lead sponsor, but must partner with a local
govermnment agency to carry out the planning project. Grant recipients will be required to enter
into a funding agreement with STA to carry out the project and attend a workshop on grant

administration.

How Much Funding is Available?

'The STA is planning to aflocate a new range up to $25,000 on an annual basis and a maximum of
$50,000 per project over a two year period per project for this program. A 20 percent local
match is required. Local match is defined as the dollars used to match the planning work on the
project. STA may consider allocating planning funds on a multiyear basis.

Eligible Activities

Project activities cligible for funding include conducting community design and visioning
workshops; designing streetscape improvements that promote pedestnian, bicycle and transit
activities; preparing neighbothood revitalization plans to strengthen community identity;
developing transportation and land-use plans for redevelopment areas or prepanng concept
plans, drawings and design guidelines for capital projects.

How will Projects be Evaluated?
Part One: Evaluation Criteria
1. Study Need




Proposal includes an issue statement that clearly identfies the purpose and need of the
planning project along with desired outcomes.

Project pertains to a defined physical locaton.

Project pertains to a physical setting where deficiencies exist {or will exist), and which, if
remedied, will provide significant community benefit and community benefit through
walkability, pedestrian safety, traffic calming, transit access, bicycle gap closure projects.

2. TLCProgram Goals

a.

Project addresses one or more TLC program goals and demonstrates how well the goals
are met.

3. Project Scope

a,

Project describes a collaborative planning process to be undertaken by identfymng the:

¢ community stakeholders (e.g., residents, business proprietors, property owners,
neighborhood associations, nonprofits, community-based organization, etc),
local governmental agency, and the transit operator that will be involved and
their roles

¢ outreach strategy to solicit input from a diversity of participants

b. Describe how the intended project cutcomes include one or more of the following:

»  Community stakeholder participation and support

» Plans for providing congestion relief through improvements to pedestrian,
bicycle and transit facihities, and in particular improvements to strategic links
between transit nodes and activity hubs to encourage non-automobile use

o Plans for providing congestion relief through the development of higher density
housing and mixed-use development near existing or planned transit
infrastructure

4. Project Administration

a.

Project will result in a specific and clear work product that will guide the project to the
next level of planning, and/or form the basis to compete for funding for capital projects
identified i planning process.

Project will be completed within the Metropolitan Transportation Commussion's (MTC)
allocation schedule (a 1-2 year timeline). Project sponsor commits to begin the project
immediately once the Commission approves the project. Note: once projects are
underway, STA/MTC will consider time extensions if the project sponsor demonstrates
progress on the planning process and demonstrates a real need for additional time to
adequately conduct community outreach or technical analysis.
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c. Project sponmsor commits to pursuing the project recommendations, including
subsequent planning activities, and to pursue preliminary engineering and construction
funds for capital projects as feasible.

5. Solano Comprehensive Transportation Plan

a. Project is an adopted TLC candidate project identified in the STA’s Comprehensive
Transportation Plan (CIP). Applicants may also reference the STA's Countywide
Pedestrian Plan and the Countywide Bicycle Plan for pedestrian and bicycle friendly
design concepts for consideration in their TLC candidate project scope. The Pedestrian
and Bicycle Plan are part of the CTP's Alternative Modes Element.

Part Two: Additional Factors

If a project meets the evaluation criteria listed above, STA will use the following factors to
further evaluate competing projects for TLC assistance:

1. Project Innovation: To what degree does the project demonstrate innovation in
project scope and community outreach techniques? Is this project different in scope and
type than other candidate projects?

2. Land Use/Transportation Links: To what degree does the project provide
congestion relief through support of building higher density housing and mixed uses
developments, connecuvity particularly in existing downtowns, commercial cores,
neighborhoods, and transit stops/ cormdors?

3. Local Match: To what degree is the local match beyond the required match offered as
part of the proposed project’s total cost? To what degree does the project use TLC
funds to leverage other funding? To what degree does the sponsor provide in-kind
services (staff time or costs) towards the project?

4. Low-income Community: Does the project serve a low-income neighborhood, as
demonstrated by Census data on income and/or poverty level compared to the city or
county as a whole?

Application Process
Step t: STA 1ssues a “call for projects” on an annual basis.

Step 2: Applicants submit a project proposal to STA for funding consideration. The planning
proposal should include the amount of TLC funds requested, amount and source of local match,
brief descnption of sponsor and study pariner(s), how project [ulfills evaluation criteria shown
above, preliminary scope of work that descrbes each temized task to be undertaken and the
resulting work product(s) per task, project budget and schedule for the project by itemized
task/ work product, and project area map and existing conditions photos.

Step 3: STA staff and representatives from STA’s Alternative Modes/Screening Committee,
approved by the STA Board, evaluates project proposals.
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Step 4: The STA Board will approve Countywide TLC projects based upon the
recommendations provided by a Alernatve Modes/Screening Committee, STA staff, and
available funding.

Step 5: Following approval, grant recipients will enter into a funding agreement with STA and
attend a special workshop on community planning and grant administration.
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CAPITAL PROGRAM

COUNTYWIDE TLC & TE CAPITAL PROGRAM

Program Description

The Capital Program funds transportation infrastructure improvements that provide congestion
relief through to pedestrian, bicycle and transit facilities. The key objectives of this program are
to encourage pedestrian, bicycle and transit wips; support a community’s larger infill
development or revitalization effort; and provide for a wider range of transportation choices,
connectivity, improved internal mobility, and stronger sense of place. Typical TLC capital
projects include new or mnproved pedestrian facilicies, bicycle [facilities, transit access
improvements, pedestrian plazas, traffic calming and streetscapes. Funds can be used for
preliminary  engineering (design and environmental), nght-of-way acquisition, and/or
construction.

Who Can Apply?

Capital Program grants are awarded on a competitive basis. Local govemments, transit
operators, and other public agencies are eligible rectpients of the federal funds. Community-
based organizations and nonprofits may be co-partners but cannot receive the funds. Grant
recipients will be required to take the capital project through the federal-aid process with
Caltrans Local Assistance, and obligate or commit the federal funds by the regional obhgauon
deadline specified by MTC. In addition, grant recipients will be required to attend a training
workshop on project implementation and the federal-aid process.

How Much Funding is Available?

STA and MIC allocate federal Surface Transportation Program (STP), Congestion Mitigation
and Air Quality (CMAQ) Improvements Program, or Transportation Enhancements (TE) Funds
toward the capital project. Grant amount ranges from $50,000 to $500,000 per project. A local
match of 11.5 percent of the total TLC project cost is required.

Eligible Activities

Project activities eligible for funding include bicycle and pedestrian paths and bndges; on-street
bike lanes; pedestrian plazas; pedestrian street crossings; streetscaping such as median
Jandscaping, street trees, lighting, fumiture; traffic calming design features such as pedestrian
bulb-outs or transit bulbs; transit stop amenities; way-finding’ signage; and gateway features.
While these discrete activities are eligible for funding, STA is looking for a transportation capital
project that is well-designed, uses a variety of design features, results in numerous community
benefits, and is part of a community’s broader revitalizaton and development efforts.

How will Projects be Evaluated?
Part 1: Project Readiness Criteria

The following criteria will be used to evaluate whether a project will be able to meet the fund
obligation deadline. Projects must secure a federal authorizatuon to proceed with construction
by the obligation deadline set by STA.
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Has a collaborative planning process involving the local OVEINIMEnt agency, ComMunity
stakeholders, transit district(s), and others affected by the project taken place? (If the
planning process has not been undertaken, please consider applying in a future cycle
once the process 1s completed.)

Is the project fully funded with TLC capital funds? Is the project dependent upon other
funding yet to be secured? Please provide a project budget showing all funding amounts
and fund sources secured for the project, and describe how any funding shortfalls wilt be
covered.

Is the project dependent upon another uncompleted major capital project?

What type of environmental document required by CEQA and NEPA will be (has been)
prepared, and when would it be (was i) certified? What environmental issues may
require more detailed study?

Is the project entirely within the local agency’s right-of-way? Are any new right-of-way,
permits or easements needed, and when would it be acquired (from non-TLC sources) if
needed?

Is there a utility relocation phase within the project area but implemented separately
from the project?

Have all affected departments within the local govermment agency, transit agency,
and/or other public agency (1) been involved in the development of the project and (2)
reviewed the project to ensure project feastbility?

8. Has your public works staff reviewed and approved the conceptual plan?

10.

Is there significant local opposition that may prevent the project from meeting the
funding obligation deadline?

Are there any pending lawsuits related to the project?

Part 2: Basic Eligibility Criteria

All basic eligibility criteria below must be met before a project can be reviewed according to the
evaluation criteria under Part 3. Brieﬂy descnbe how the project satisflies each catenon.
Following grant approval, the project sponsor will submit a goverming board approved
resolution confirming the requirements described below have been met.

11.

12.
13,

14.

15.
16.

Project is adopted m the Solano Comprehensive Transportation Plan as part of the TLC
Plan in the Alternative Modes Element

The funding request is greater than $50,000 and less than $500,000.

The project sponsor assures that a local match of at least 11.5 percent of the total project
cost will be available.

'The project sponsor agrees to abide by all applicable regulations, including the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the American with Disabilities Act (ADA).

The project 1s well-defined and results in a usable segment.

The project sponsor understands and agrees to the STA project delivery requirements as

described below.

%9




)

Federal funds through the TLC Capital Grants program are fixed at the
programmed amount, therefore any cost increase would not be funded through
TLC.

Projects are to be designed and built consistent with the project description
contained i the grant applicaton, and # approved, as programmed in the
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP).

A field review with Calwrans Local Assistance and STA staff will be completed
within six (6) months of grant approval.

'The appropriate NEPA document for the project will be cerufied through the office
of Caltrans Local Assistance within twelve (12) months of grant approval.

The project design drawings will be submitted to STA for review and comment at
various design stages, typicaily 30%, 60%, 90%, and 100% subrmittals.

Completed Plans, Specifications, and Estimates (PS&E) package will be submitted to
STA, MTC, and Caltrans Local Assistance by no later than April 1 in the year of
regional obligation deadline.

Federal funds will be obligated by the fund obligation deadline established by STA
or MTC for this grant cycle.

The “before” and “after” photos of the project will be sent to STA for use in
publications, press releases, reports, etc. about the TLC program.

STA will be notified immediately to discuss potential project implications that will
affect the delivery of the project.

The project sponsor commits to maintaining the project.

Part 3: Capital Evaluation Criteria

If a project meets all the screening factors identified in Parts 1 and 2, 1t is evaluated according o
the criteria shown below. For each category, 2 project will be assigned a “high”, “medium”, or
“low” rating. Funding priority is based on the degree to which the project meets these cniteria.

1. TLC Program Goals

e Project addresses one or more 'TLC program goals and demonstrates how well the goals
are met.

2. Community Involvement

* Project resulted from an inclusive and collaborative planning process with community
stakeholders, including low-income, minority community representatives (if applicable),
as demonstrated by new or strengthened project parmerships, outreach efforts to a
diversity of participants, and innovative planning techniques used to solicit public input.

e A planning document (such as a transportation-land use plan, urban design/landscape
concept plan, design development plan, specific plan, general plan etc.) from which the




project was derived, or a conceptual design iflustrating the project, has been prepared
and made available to the public for review and comment.

Project 1s supported by the local agency (including planning, public works, engineering,
traffic, and/or redevelopment deparuments/ agencies), transit operator(s), and
community stakeholders who are affected by the project.

3. Project Impact

The project remedies a current or anticipated problem and will result in one or more of the
following community benefits:

Transit Corridor Improvements: promotes TLC related improvements for transit hubs,
ferty terminals, rail stations, and park and rde facilities that support transit services
(express bus, rail, ferry) along the 1-80/680/780 & SR 12 comdors,

. Transportation Choices: project provides for a range of transportation options to access
jobs, shopping, recreation and other daily nceds as a means of relieving traffic
congestion.

Pedestrian and Bicycle Access: project improves connectivity and direct pedestrian or
bicycle access to the downtown, commercial core, neighborhood, or transit
stop/ corridor.

. Transit Access: project improves transit accessibility and connectivity to a major activity
center.

Safety and Security: project reduces the number of pedestrian/bicycle injuries and
fatalities, and addresses safety and security concerns around transit facilities.

Street Design: project promotes good street design to encourage pedestnian, bicycle and
transit trips such as narrow traffic lanes, wide sidewalks, marked crosswalks, landscape
buffers, etc.; promotes safe road-shating between bicycles and vehicles; and complies
with the American with Disabilives Act and applicable street design standards.

Traffic Calming: project reduces driving speeds to facilitate safe pedestrian, bicycle, and
vehicle travel and street crossings.

. Streetscape Design: project creates pedestrian, bicycle and transit {riendly environments
through street trees, landscape buffers, pedestrian-scaled lighting, wide sidewalks, etc.

Communtty Design: project enhances the look and feel of the community and fosters a
strong sense of place through upgrades to the physical environment and cohesive
designs of streets, buildings, and public spaces.

Air Quality: project improves mobility via walking, biking, or taking transit, and thus
reduces vehicle trips and improves air quality.

Economic Development: project acts as a catalyst to generate local economic
development opportunities, parucularly withun disadvantaged communities.

4, Land Use Links
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o Descnbe how the proposed project supports channeling new growth to areas of the
region with established infrastructure and existing residental development, employment
centers, and other major activity centers such as retail and cultural facilides.

o Descrbe how the proposed project is located in a project area that is currently zoned, or
will be rezoned, to support the development of a diverse mix of housing (parucularly
high-density, affordable, and/or mixed-income developments), retail, commercial, or
office uses.

o  Describe how the proposed project is located in a project area where major transit
infrastructure exists or is planned in to serve the land use developments.

¢ Descnbe how the proposed project directs investment to a traditionally low-income
community, as demonstrated by Census data on income and/or poverty level compared
to the city or county as a whole.

e Describe how the proposed project would help provide congestion relief by supporting
increased use of transit, rideshaning, bicycle and pedestrian facilities and services.

Application Process
Step I STA issues a “call for projects” on an annual basis.

Step 2: Applicants submmit a project proposal to STA for funding consideration. The project
proposal should include amount of TLC funds requested, amount and source of local match,
brief description of sponsor and study partner(s), detailed description of the specific capital
improvements to be funded by TLC, how project fulfills evaluation criteria shown above, project
finance plan for preliminary engineering, right-of-way and construction phases, project schedule
for preliminary engineering, fight-of-way and construction phases, and project area map and
photos.

Step 3: STA evaluates project proposals with assistance from representatives from STA’s
Screening Committee, approved by the Altemnative Modes Committee.

Step 41 The STA Board will approve Countywide TLC projects based upon the
recornrmendations provided by a Screening Committee, STA staff, and available funding.

Step 5: Following approval, grant recipients will submit to STA a board-approved resolution
demonstrating commitment to fund and build the project and attend a workshop on project
implementation and the federal-aid process. Grant recipients will be required to take the TLC
capital project through the federal-aid process with Caltrans Local Assistance and comply with
STA’s project review process. Funds retumed to STA for any reason will be reprogrammed
according to Commission policy.
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Agenda Item IX.B
December 8, 2004

S51T1Ta

Solano Crarnsporiation ludhotity

DATE: November 29, 2004

TO: STA Board

FROM: Dan Christians, Asststant Executive Director/Director of Planning
RE: Letter of Support to MTC for Caltrans Partnership Planning Grant/

"Smarter Growth Along the I-80/Capitol Corridor”

Background:

Each year Caltrans awards Partnership Planning Grants to Metropolitan Planning
Organizations such as the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) to conduct
regional and statewide planning studies including corridor studies, land use/smart growth
studies and studies of intermodal facilities. These grants are very competitive and letters
of support are encouraged. In 2001-02, STA and MTC were successful in receiving a
$300,000 Partnership Planning grant for the [-80/1-680/1-780 Major Investment &
Corridor Study.

For 2005-06, $1,000,000 will be available statewide for Partnership Planning grants and a
maximum grant cannot exceed $300,000. Project benefits must include ways to:
strengthen the economy;

e improve public involvement and consensus;
* collect data on state, regional and local transportation facilities; and
+ improve the ability to plan and implement transportation service, systems and
projects that improve mobility statewide.
Discussion:

With input from STA staff, MTC has put together and submitted the attached grant
application for a 2005-06 Caltrans Partnership Planning grant entitled *“ Smarter Growth
Along the 1-80/Capitol Corridor” (see Attachment A). This joint planning study area
would inchude Solano, Yolo, Sacramento and Placer counties.

One of the main purposes of the study is to compile the two regions’ (MTC and
Sacramento Area Council of Governments) demographic forecasts and growth scenarios,
compare modeling projections and evaluate the transportation investments for the
comridor. The study would also facilitate in-depth dialog among the two regions and the
four counties located adjacent to the corridor.

Study objectives will include ways to pursue complementary land use patterns, better
jobs-housing balance, and a stronger utilization of alternative travel modes including
carpools, ridesharing, public transportation, walking and cycling. The study proposes to
help fund Phase 2 of the new Solano Napa Travel Demand Model with $75,000 to
complete the transit model component.

45




The project would have a steering committee comprised of local government, STA,
regional agencies, Caltrans, air districts and the business community.

On December 1, 2004, both the SolanoLinks Transit Consortium and the STA TAC
supported this application request.

Recommendation:

Authorize the STA Chair to sign a Letter of Support for a Caltrans Partnership Planning
Grant Application Submitted by MTC entitled “Smarter Growth along the 1-80/Capitol
Corridor” (see Attachment B).

Attachment:

A, Caltrans Partnership Planning Grant Application entitled “Smarter Growth along
the 1-80/Capitol Corridor”

B. Letter of Support for Caltrans Partnership Planning Grant Application Submitted
by MTC for the I-80/Capitol Corridor (to be provided under separate cover)
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ATTACHMENT A

Five complete hard copies of the application package for FY 2005/06 Transportation Planning
Grant Program must be received by 5:00 pm on Friday, October 15, 2004 at the appropriate
Caltrans District Planning Office. Applicants are also required to submit an electronic file of the
application package in Microsoft Word. Submit additional sub-recipients (if more than one) on a
separate sheet.

Grant Program: Partnership Planning

Project Title: Smarter Growth along the 1-80/Capitol Corridor

Location (county/city); 1-80/Capitol Corridor (Solano, Yolo, Sacramento, Placer counties)

Association of Bay Area
Governments, Sacramento
Council of Governments,
Metropolitan Transportation Solano Transportation

Organization Commission Authority

Contact Person James Corless Ken Hough (SACOG)
Mailing Address 101 8" Street 415 L Street, Ste 300
City Quakland, CA Sacramento, CA

Zip Code 94607 05814

E-mail icorless@mic.ca.gov khough(@sacog. org
Telephone (510} 464-7733 (916) 321-9000

Fax (510) 464-7848 (916) 321-9551

Grant Funds Requested $300,000 | Partnership Planning

Cash Local Match $75,000 | MTC/ABAG/SACOG
In-kind Local Match $20,000 | MTC/ABAG/SACOG
Qther Funding N
Total Cost $395,000

To the best of my knowledge, all information contained in this proposal is true and correct.

Steve Heminger
Signature of Authorized Official (Applicant} Print Name

California Department of Transportation Planning Grants
Page 1
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Sacramento-Northeast Bay Area Joint Planning Project
Smarter Growth Along the I-80/Capitol Corridor

II. PROJECT SUMMARY

Over the next two decades, growth pressures will increase significantly in both the San Francisco
Bay Area and the Sacramento regions, specifically along the -80/Capitol Corridor through
Solano, Yolo, Sacramento and Placer counties. As the two regions {ry {o manage this growth
through a variety of incentives and planning efforts aimed at promoting more compact
development patterns, they are doing so with only a minimal ability to exchange information,
demographic data, and lessons learned.

The joint planning project proposed in this application will create a new interregional
collaboration to provide a critical compilation of demographic projections and smart growth
forecasts for the corridor. This information will be used to test the transportation and air quality
impacts of smart growth plans and policies. Such comparative information will highlight critical
public policy choices for transportation investments and land use decisions in the corridor and
recommend changes to existing transportation and demographic models. A comprehensive
assessment of the study, including the key policy implications, will be summarized in a final
report that will be written for a statewide audience.

II1. PURPOSE AND NEED

Both the San Francisco Bay Area and the Sacramento regions have recently undertaken
comprehensive smart growth planning efforts to promote more compact development patterns
and reduce the burden on regional transportation infrastructure. Both regions are planning to
house more of thetr own workers, thus producing an improved jobs-housing relationship, fewer
vehicle miles traveled, and reduced commuting from outside each region. Both regions are also
planning for significant investments in future highway and transit infrastructure, including
carpools, vanpools, Amtrak’s Capitol Corridor, new commuter rail service, the widening of I-80
and more. The overall goal of the project is to maximize the effectiveness of transportation
investments along the I-80/Capitol Corridor by better understanding and planning for future
demand for jobs and housing in a way that minimizes traffic congestion and air poliution,
maximizes travel in alternatives to single occupant vehicles, and supports the smart growth
principles adopted by both regions.

The purpose of this joint planning proposal is to: (1) compile the two region’s demographic
forecasts and smart growth scenarios to compare and contrast key assumptions related to
housing, employment, and travel growth trends; (2) compare the joint interregional projections
with both local general plans along the corridor and the predicted future market demand for infill
development and transit-oriented housing; (3) evaluate the transportation investment and air
quality impacts of the two region’s smart growth scenarios for the corridor; and (4) use the

California Department of Transportation Planning Grants
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findings and analysis from the compiled interregional projections to define key policy
implications for the corridor from both transportation and land use perspectives, in addition
assisting in the upgrades of, or recommend changes for, statewide, regional and local models that
cover the corridor,

The project will be guided by an interregional steering committee comprised of members from
the regional agencies, Caltrans, the air districts, and local governments along the corridor, along
with representatives from economic, equity and environmental interests.

The joint planning project will also help to facilitate an in-depth dialogue among the two regions,
Caltrans, local governments, transit providers, and the many stakeholders along the corridor.

The project will focus on those areas along the I-80/Capitol Corridor, including Solano, Yolo,
Sacramento and Placer counties. In addition, the project will have the added benefits of:

* Promoting a better understanding of transportation and air quality impacts of smart
growth planning for a heavily traveled corridor;

¢ Building a stronger link between local plans, interregional forecasts and smart growth

planning;

Facilitating the implementation of both region’s smart growth visions;

Coordinating future transportation investments and corridor planning;

Improving future growth forecasts for both regions,

Providing a model for interregional cooperation that could provide assist similar efforts

statewide.

a & & @

IV. MEETING PLANNING OBJECTIVES & GOALS

This project strongly complements many of the goals and objectives of both state and federal
agencies with a stake in partnership planning and transportation. Specifically, this effort
supports the various agency objectives in the following ways:

One of the project’s primary goals is to enhance the technical capacity of the planning processes
used by the various agencies along the corridor and as such strongly supports this specific federal
planning emphasis area. The project is also around the involvement of local officials,
particularly in the Task 2 approach to reconciling local general plan policies with interregional
demographic forecasts (see scope of work). In addition, it will include an analysis of
management and operations as part of the transportation analysis in Task 3, and is generally
aimed at integrating planning and environmental processes.

One of the key goals of this joint planning project is directly in line with the mission of Caltrans:
to maximize the mobility for both current and future residents along the I-80/Capitol Corridor by
pursuing complementary land use patterns, a better jobs-housing relationship, and a stronger
utilization of alternative travel modes including carpools, ridesharing, public transportation,
walking and cycling.

California Department of Transportation Planning Grants
Page 3
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The proposed project is also a strong fit with the outlined state planning priorities, including the
support of infill development and protection of agricultural resources through the
implementation of smart growth scenarios, the strengthening of economic vitality throughout the
corridor with the emphasis on transportation options and reducing highway travel demand, and
the improvement of mobility and accessibility through the identification of smart growth
strategies that can maximize the effectiveness of planned transportation investments. The joint
planning project will emphasize context sensitive solutions and community values through
various means, including the use of a collaborative approach to guiding the project with a broad-
based interregional steering committee.

V. SCOPE OF WORK
Task 1: Compile Interregional Demographic Forecasts and Smart Growth Scenarios

A critical first step in greater coordination is to identify and analyze potential inconsistencies in
long-range population and employment forecasts between the two regions. Regional smart
growth policies are a significant change to the modeling in each region and the implications to
broader areas have not been examined. The new projections assume different patterns of
development, investment, and amount of overall growth. Our proposed analysis will determine
whether each region is appropriately forecasting future residential and job growth in the other
region, Currently the two regions do not formally try to coordinate their forecasts. With the
implementation of smart growth policies, this coordination is becoming more important, Our
study will also evaluate whether each region is using their neighbors’ newly developed smart
growth assumptions cotrectly.

The first proposed work product from this task will be a compilation and analysis of population
and employment projections for Solano, Yolo, Sacramento, and Placer counties. This analysis
will focus on each regiont’s smart growth policy assumptions and the affect of those policy
assumptions on issues like interregional commuting. Another component of this task will be a
detailed examination of the impacts of implementing both region’s smart growth scenarios

This task will also produce an interregional dialogue to coordinate assumptions and demographic
and economic forecasts for the two regions. Technical meetings between staffs will be used to
explain and resolve differing economic and demographic assumptions. Participants will work
together to exchange data on economics, demographics, land use, and infrastructure, providing
the foundation for continued coordination on these issues.

Lead Agencies: Sacramento Area Council of Governments, Association of Bay Area
Governments

Deliverable la: Analysis of interregional projections for population and employment
emphasizing the impacts of smart growth policies and interregional commuting.

Deliverable 1b: Strategy to coordinate future demographic and employment projections and
improve modeling of the I-80 corridor.

California Department of Transportation Planning Grants
Page 4
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Funding: $90,000 (875,000 grant funded; $15,000 local match)

Task 2: Comparison of Interregional Forecasts with Local Plans and Future Housing
Market Demands

Once interregional projections have been analyzed, the next step will be to compare these
forecasts with local land use plans and policies. This task will require the project staff to collect
data from and consult with local government planning and economic development agencies. It
will provide an important evaluation of existing development policies and any potential
inconsistencies to each region’s smart growth regional policies.

Data on land use potential and policies will be collected and coordinated between the two
regions, and shared with local jurisdictions. Continued coordination will allow the regions to
evaluate the relative success of the their individual smart growth efforts, and make each region
aware of future changes. The data produced as a result of this effort will be shared through
several roundtable dialogues. The first round will be with local government planning staff,
followed by sessions with local elected officials.

This task will also include the completion of a new housing demand study for the corridor. The
study will provide a new look at the type of housing products that will be in demand throughout
the interregional I-80/Capitol Corridor in the coming decades, with a particular emphasis on the
potential market demand for higher density, infill housing. A forward-looking analysis for future
housing demand can be a critical piece of assessing whether the market will exist in the future to
support the growth patterns envisioned under the smart growth scenarios.

Lead Agencies: Sacramento Area Council of Governments, Association of Bay Area
Governments.

Deliverable 2a: Analysis of local land use plans relative to compiled interregional projections.

Deliverable 2b: Analysis of housing market demand for corridor relative to compiled
interregional projections.

Funding: $125,000 (875,000 grant funded; $50,000 local match)

Task 3: Evaluation of Transportation and Air Quality Impacts of Interregional Projections
and Smart Growth Forecasts for the Corridor

This effort will make use of the interregional projections data along with the housing market
demand study in order to develop several corridor-wide land use scenarios. The land use
scenarios will be developed by the interregional steering committee in close cooperation with
local planning staff and local elected officials, and will be geared towards testing the efficacy of
smart growth principles and both regions’ smart growth visions. Various land use scenarios will

California Department of Transportation Planning Grants
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be developed for the corridor, including three based on (a) the compiled interregional
demographic projections; (b) the build out of local general plans; and (c) the two regions’
forecasts for the corridor based on the Bay Area’s Smart Growth Vision and SACOG’s Blueprint
project,

Each of the interregional land use scenarios will be analyzed for impacts on commuting times,
vehicle miles traveled, and the impacts on public transportation, carpooling, ridesharing and
other alternative travel options that are currently being developed along the 1-80/Capitol
Corridor. Among the key questions to be answered through this analysis: which of the scenarios
most successfully reduces future traffic congestion and boosts all forms of public transit
ridership along the corridor? Which of the scenarios maximizes carpools, vanpools and
ridesharing? Which of the scenarios produces the least impacts on air quality?

Lead Agencies: Sacramento Area Council of Governments, Metropolitan Transportation
Commission, and the Solano Transportation Authority in partnership with the Bay Area Air
Quality Management District, the Yolo-Solano Air Quality Management District, and the
Sacramento Metro Air Quality Management District.

Deliverable 3a: Analysis of alternative land use scenarios for the I-80/Capitol Corridor in terms
of the impact on both Ifransportation and air quality and the implications for planned
transportation investments along the corridor.

Funding: 875,000 (all grant funded)

Task 4: Lessons Learned: Implications for Interregional Policy and Planning Practices

Once we have compiled the interregional forecasts, compared them to predicted market demand
and local general plans, and analyzed altemative land use scenarios for the corridor, the next task
is to assess the major public policy implications. The findings generated from Tasks 1 through 3
will be summarized and presented to the interregional steering committee for discussion. Among
the key topics anticipated: (a) how to resolve inconsistencies between the two region’s
demographic forecasts; (b} how to resolve inconsistencies between the compilation of the
interregional corridor-wide projections with both the predicted market demand and the potential
growth allowable under the build out of local general plans; (c) how to apply the findings from
the land use scenarios (Task 3) to the planned transportation investments in the corridor. An in-
depth discussion of these topics will be a significant part of the final report (see below).

In addition to the assessment of transportation and land use choices for the corridor, we will
work to harmonize the transportation and demographic models—used by SACOG, ABAG, MTC
and the Solano Transportation Authority-—with the Caltrans statewide travel model and the
intercity rail model. We will recommend changes to these models to better account for new
demographic projections, jobs-housing balance, and the ability of changes in land use patterns to
shift the travel modes for local non-work trips. Particular emphasis will also be placed on
strengthening the travel model used by the Solano Transportation Authority to allow for

California Department of Transportation Planning Grants
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incorporation of alternative modes of transportation—a critical component of the overall effort to
model the local transportation impacts of smarter growth pattermns.

Lead Agencies: Sacramento Area Council of Governments, Metropolitan Transportation
Commission, Association of Bay Area Governments, Solano Transportation Authority

Deliverable 4a: Synthesis of lessons learned from tasks 1-3, with major public policy
implications highlighted and recommendations proposed for resolving inconsistencies and
conflicts among overall transportation, demographic and land use assumptions.

Deliverable 4b: Analysis of existing modeling capabilities within existing planning agencies and
recommendations for harmonizing transportation models to better reflect compiled interregional
projections.

Deliverable 4c: Revision to the transportation model used by the Solano Transportation
Authority to better incorporate alternative modes of transportation.

Funding: $75,000 (all grant fiunded)

Task 5: Final Report & Recommendations

This joint planning effort will culminate in a report geared towards the local jurisdictions,
stakeholders, and regional and statewide planning agencies along the corridor, but written with a
statewide audience in mind. The report will highlight new interregional employment and
demographic projections. It will provide an in-depth analysis of the findings from tasks 1-3, and
provide recommendations resulting from the dialogue around the transportation and land use
policy implications and choices anticipated among the interregional steering committee members
as part of task 4.

Lead Agencies: Sacramento Area Council of Governments, Metropolitan Transportation
Commission, Association of Bay Area Governments, Solano Transportation Authority

Deliverable 5a: Final Report highlighting findings and geared towards stakeholders along the
corridor as well as other regions where interregional planning has strong potential or
Interregional Partnerships (IRPs) are already underway.

Funding: 825,000 (810,000 grant funded; $15,000 local match)

VI. MEETING GRANT SPECIFIC OBJECTIVES

This grant proposal is an excellent match to the grant specific objectives outlined under the
Partnership Planning Element. The interregional effort to compile demographic forecasts and
smart growth projections along the I-80 corridor in order to maximize the effectiveness of
transportation investments will have multi-regional benefits and provide an important model

California Department of Transportation Planning Grants
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statewide for other similar efforts. This joint planning project can result in significant
transportation benefits in terms of easing the traffic burden on the I-80 corridor, shortening
commute times through better jobs-housing balance, and providing more options to residents by
maximizing the effectiveness of public transportation, including carpooling, express buses and
Amtrak’s Capitol Corridor.

This project will also greatly advance cooperation and coordination between the Bay Area and
the Sacramento regions, between local governments and state and regional agencies along the
corridor, and between public agencies and members of stakeholder groups, in particular
representatives of economic, equity and environmental interests.

VIL PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

The joint planning project will be guided by an interregional steering committee, which will
consist of representatives from Caltrans, the Metropolitan Transportation Commission, the
Association of Bay Area Governments, the Sacramento Area Council of Governments, the
Solano Transportation Authority, the three air districts with jurisdiction over the project study
area, local government staff, and representatives from environmental groups, social equity
interests and the business community. The steering committee will guide all components of the
scope of work, including public involvement and outreach.

VHI. PROJECT OUTCOMES

This joint planning project will produce a number of significant work products. These include:

e A new compilation of interregional demographic projections and smart growth visions
for the I-80/Capitol Corridor;

» A new housing market demand study for the corridor;

e A comparison of the interregional demographic projections with the growth predicted by
the housing market demand study, and the growth that could be accommodated based an
analysis of local general plans;

* An analysis of alternative land use scenarios for the 1-80/Capitol Corridor in terms of the
transportation and air quality impacts;

e Ananalysis of public policy implications from the study findings and proposed
recommendations for resolving inconsistencies and conflicts among overall
transportation, demographic and land use assumptions.

e Recommendations for changes to transportation and demographic models used
throughout the corridor, including assistance in the upgrade of the Solano County
transportation modei,

California Department of Transportation Planning Grants
Page 8
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¢ A final report summarizing all of the above;

The interregional steering committee will be responsible for the oversight of this project and
provide a more formal accountability structure for the project as a whole in order to ensure
successful outcomes. The project will use its resources in an extremely cost-effective manner
because it will utilize both technical and professional capacity at the various public agencies that
are already responsible for transportation planning and demographic forecasts along the corridor.
Given that the I-80/Capitol Corridor is also an area of significant planned transportation
investments, such as Interstate 80, the I-80/680 interchange, Amtrak’s Capitol Corridor, express
buses, ridesharing programs and more, this project can potentially pay for itself many times over
by reducing the need for future infrastructure through taking advantage of smarter land use
patterns and planned investments in transportation alternatives.

Calffornia Department of Transportation Flanning Grants
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Project
Title:

Smarter Growth Along the I-80/Capitol Corridor

Rcsponstéic

Cost Total

RFP &
Consultant
Selected

; Analysis of

compiled
interregional

interregional
rojections
Housing
market demand
study for
corridor

| Transportation

& Adr Quality
analysis of
corridor smart
growth

scenario

Report

Party %) o |
RFP MTC/ABAG | 85,000 $5,000
Consultant / SACOG
selection, Start-
up
Task 1: ABAG/ $90,000 | $75,000 | $15,000
Compiling SACOG
Interregional
Forecasts
Task 2a: ABAG/ $£75,000 | $75,000
Matching Local SACOG
Plans with
Ulnterregional
oracasts
Task 2b: Consultant $50,000 $50,000
Housing Market
Demand Study
Task 3: MTC/ $75,000 | $75,000
Evaluating SACOG/
Transportation | ABAG/
and Air Consultant
Quality
Impacts
Task 4: MTC/ $75,000 | $75,000
Lessons SACOG/
Leamed/ ABAG/
Upgrading STA
Models
Task 3: Final All $25,000 $10,000 | $15,000

Policy
Implications/

A Recommended

Changes to
Models

Final Report




Agenda Item [X.C
December 8, 2004

S1Ta

Sofano Cransportation Fludhotily

DATE: December 1, 2004

TO: STA Board

FROM: Mike Duncan, Director for Projects
RE: Small UZA Payback Plan

Background:
The Federal Transit Administration (FTA) provides funding for transit operations and

capital. Large urbanized areas (UZA’s), like San Francisco-Oakland, receive funding
directly from FTA. Small UZA’s receive funding from the State through the Governors
apportionment. In California, 31 small UZA’s (including Fairfield, Vacaville and
Vallejo) receive FTA funding from the Governors apportionment.

Discussion:

At one time, Santa Rosa was a small UZA and received an advance of funds from the
Governors apportionment. After the 2000 census, Santa Rosa transitioned from a small
UZA to a large UZA and was no longer eligible to receive funds from the Governors
apportionment. Due to this change in status, Caltrans requested that Santa Rosa City Bus
return $1,490,209 that had been advanced. Santa Rosa City Bus denied Caltrans’ request.

A request by Caltrans to the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) to transfer
the Santa Rosa funds to the State could not be acted on since MTC does not have
responsibility or control of the FTA funds that Santa Rosa currently receives.

In order to recover the $1,490,209 advanced to Santa Rosa, Caltrans has proposed that
the current small UZA’s in the Bay Area (Fairfield, Vacaville, Vallejo, Gilroy, Morgan
Hill, Livermore, Napa and Petaluma) foot the bill over three federal fiscal years starting
with FFY 2004-05. For the Solano County agencies, this “remedial plan” proposed by
Caltrans will result in a loss of $280,051 for Fairfield, $196,858 for Vacaville and
$416,173 for Vallejo, or a total of $893,082 for Solano County agencies to pay a bill for
- Santa Rosa (see Attachment A).

MTC has sent a letter to Caltrans strongly opposing this plan and proposing Caltrans
work directly with Santa Rosa City Bus to remedy this situation. STA staff and our MTC
Commissioner, Mayor Jim Spering, are also addressing this issue. On December 1, 2004,
the STA TAC and the InterCity Transit Consortium also expressed strong opposition to
this plan.
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Recommendation:

Authorize the Chair to forward a letter to Caltrans opposing the plan to have Solano
County transit operators cover the cost of the advance of small UZA funds to Santa Rosa
Transit.

Attachment
A. Caltrans Letter to MTC, September 27, 2004
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ATTACHMENT A

SEP-27-2084  17:41 Caltrans Mass Trans. Dept 16 6549366  P.A2/E2
STATE OF CALIECORNIA—BUSINTS S TRAMEULH LA TIUD ANEL SIS Tiviagas

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
DIVISION OF MASS TRANSPORTATION MS 39

1120 N STREET
p. O. BOX 942874

SACRAMENTO, CA 94274-3001 oo Flex your power!
PHONE (916) 654-8144 ) Be energy efficient!
FAX (916) 654-4816

TTY (216) 633-4086 .

September 27, 2004

Steve Heminger, Executive Director
Metropolitan Transportation Commission
Joseph P. Bort Metro Center

101 Eighth Street

Oakland, CA 94607-4700

Attention: Therese W. McMillan
Dear Mr. Heminger:

Our previous correspondence dated June 16, 2003, requested a refund of the advance of $1,490,209
made to the Santa Rosa urbunized area (UZA) when said UZA was included in the Govemors
apportionment. Metropolitan Transportation Comnrission (MTC) responded that it could not make the
transfer without the concurrence of the eligible applicants in the current Santa Rosa UZA. ‘This deficit
adversety impacts all operators in the 31 UZAs in the present Govemors apportionment.

Accordingly, the California Departiment of Transportation (Department) has developed a remedial plan
that is believed to be in the best interest of all impacted transit operators Statewide. The Department
will recover the advanced amount from allocations to the UZAs in the MTC region that are identified
in the Govemors apportionment: Fairfield, Gilroy, Morzan Hill, Livermore, Napa, Petaluma,
Yacaville, and Vallejo. ‘Lhe recovery of Federal funds will occur over three federal fiscal years (FFY)
as follows: FFY 2004-2003 and 2005-2006 $ 500,000 wilt be deducted in each year, and

FFY 2006-2007 $490,209 will be deducied.

This remedy distributes the repayment over three years to reduce both the fiscal burden in any given
year and the number of impacted transit operators. Should you have questions, please contact
La Keda Johnson at (916) 657-4373.

Sincerely,

GALE AGAWA
Acting Division Chief
Division of Mass Transportation

¢ Kate Miller Metropolitan Transportation Commission

Bryan Albee Sonoma County Transit
Robert E. Punlavey City of Santa Rosa

“Cudtiany wnproves mability acracy Cnfgdornia™

TOTAL PoA2
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Attachment 1: Caltrans Proposed Reduction to Recoup
Santa Rosa City Bus Advance

Estimate FTA 5307 Apportionment

Urbanized Area resr a0 55 [FY 2005-06  |FY 2006-07
Caltrans Demand | $ 500000| % 500000}8% 490209
Vallejo 139,636 139,636 136,901
Fairfield 93,964 93,964 92,124
Vacaville 66,050 66,050 64,757
Napa 56,672 56,672 55,562
Livermore 55,414 55,414 54,328
Gitroy-Morgan Hill 46,892 46,892 45973
Petaluma 41,373 41,373 40,563
Total $ 500,000]% 500,000{3% 490,209 |

60




UA 2004-05 2005-06 2006-07
$ % $ % $ %
Vallejo 2,994,128 28%| 3,083,952 28%| 3,176,471 28%
Fairfield 2,014,808 19%]{ 2,075,252 19%| 2,137,510 19%
Vacaville | 1,416,281 13%{ 1,458,770 13%] 1,502,533 13%
Napa 1,215,185 11%{ 1,251,640 11%| 1,289,189 11%
Livermore| 1,188,201 11%| 1,223,847 11%] 1,260,562 11%
Gilroy-Mord 1,005,470 9%| 1,035,634 9% 1,066,703 9%
Petaluma 887,140 8% 913,755 8% 941,167 8%
Total 10,721,214 100%] 11,042,850 100% 11,374,135 100%|
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Agenda Item IX D
December 8, 2004

S51a

Solanc Cransportation ldhotrity

Date: December 1, 2004

To: STA Board

From: Daryl K. Halls, Executive Director

RE: Proposed 2005 Legislative Priorities and Platform

Background:
Each year STA updates its legislative platform that serves as a guide for the monitoring

of state and federal legislation that pertains directly to transportation and related issues.
The STA Board adopted Platform and Legislative Priorities also serve as a guideline for
legislative trips to Sacramento and Washington, DC.

To help ensure the STA’s transportation policies and priorities are consensus based, the
STA’s Legislative Platform and Priorities is first developed in a draft form and then
distributed to members agencies and members of our federal and state legislative
delegations for review and comment prior to adoption by the STA Board. Staffis
proposing the STA TAC, Transit Consortium and Board review the draft Platform and
Prionties and distribute for review and comment in December and then agendize for STA
Board adoption in January 2005.

Discussion:

Attached is a proposed draft of the STA’s 2005 Legislative Platform and Priorities.
Recommended additions have been noted in bold italics and recommended deletions with
a strikethrough. Recommended modifications include the following:

I. Legislative Priority #6 — This item has been updated to reflect the approval of
Regional Measure 2 by Bay Area voters in March of 2004 and the proposal by the
Govermor’s office in September of 2004 suggesting the possible diversion of RM
2 revenues to cover the project cost increase of the Bay Bridge.

2. Legislative Priority #7 - This priority has been added to support statewide
transportation efforts to advocate against the future suspension of Proposition 42,
diverting voter approved funds dedicated for transportation to the state general
fund.

3. Iegislative Platform Item 1.1. — Staff recommends modifying “Sponsor” to
“Support.”

4. Legislative Platform Item X.2. — This item has been updated to reflect the passage
of RM2 and the allocation of funds to implement the expanded transit services
contained in RM2, including Solano County Express Bus and Vallejo Baylink
Ferry Services.
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On December 1, 2004, both the Transit Consortium and STA TAC reviewed the draft
platform. As part of the review of the platform, the TAC proposed the following
amendments that have also been reflected in the attached document:

5.

6.

Legislative Platform Ttem II.1. — The TAC and staff recommends modifying
“Encourage new or revised guidelines...” to “Support revised guidelines...”.
Legislative Platform Item V1.10. -- The TAC and staff recommends adding the
following language “and a fair share return of funding to California.”
Legislative Platform Item X.3. -- Delete the following language “such s
gasoline sales tax, etc.” and move policy item to XIL.7. under the category of
Transit.

Legislative Platform Item XI1.5. — Modify the policy to read as follows
“Support efforts to eliminate or ease Federal requirements and regulations
regarding the use of federal transit funds for transit operations in large UZAs.”
Legislative Platform Item XIL.6. - Modify the policy to read as follows,
“Support efforts to change Title 23 restrictions pertaining to the use of bridge
toll revenues for federalized bridges for transit operations.”

With these proposed amendments, the STA TAC unanimously supported the staff
recommendation to forward the proposed 2005 Legislative Priorities and Platform to the
STA Board to be distributed for 30 day review and comment.

Recommendation:

Authorize the STA Executive Director to distribute the Proposed STA 2005 Legislative
Priorities and Platform for a 30 day review and comment period.

Attachment:
A. Proposed STA 2005 Legislative Priorities and Platform (dated 12/1/04)
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ATTACHMENT A

2004 STA LEGISLATIVE PLATFORM

Solano Transportation Authority

Proposed 2005 Legislative Priorities and Platform
(Updated 12/1/04)

LEGISLATIVE PRIORITIES

1.

Monitor and support, as appropriate, legislative proposals to increase
funding for transportation infrastructure.

Oppose efforts to reduce or divert funding from transportation
projects.

Pursue project funding for:

I-80/I-680/SR 12 Interchange *

Jepson Parkway Project*®

Vallejo Intermodal Station*

Vallejo Baylink Ferry Service

Fairfield/Vacaville Intermodal Station*

Capitol Corridor Rail Service and track improvements throughout
Solano County

g. Inter-city transit

mo Ao o

Support initiatives to pursue the 55% voter threshold for county
transportation infrastructure measures.

Monitor legislative efforts to merge MTC and ABAG governing
boards and their respective responsibilities.

Monitor the progress of the $3 bridge toll; and support the passage
implementation of Regional Measure 2 scheduled-for-the- Mareh-2004
ballet.funded projects, and oppose efforts to divert RM 2 funds from
the RM 2 expenditure plan to cover cost increases on the Bay
Bridge.

Support efforts to prevent the future suspension of Proposition 42,
diverting voter approved funds dedicated for transportation to the
state general fund.

* Federal Priority Projects
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2004 STA LEGISLATIVE PLATFORM

1 Air Quality

1. Spenser Support use of Petroleum Violation Escrow Account (PVEA)
funds for clean fuel projects.

2. Monitor and review approval of the 2004 Ozone Attainment Plan by
EPA.

3. Support legislation, which ensures that any fees imposed to reduce
vehicle miles traveled, or to control mobile source emissions, are used
to support transportation programs that provide congestion relief or
benefit air quality.

4. Monitor legislation providing infrastructure for low, ultra-low and
zero emission vehicles,

5. Monitor and comment on regulations regarding diesel fuel exhaust
particulates and alternative fuels.

6. Support policies that improve the environmental review process to
minimize conflicts between transportation and air quality
requirements, '

7. Monitor energy policies and alternative fuel legislation or regulation
that may affect fleet vehicle requirements for mandated use of
alternative fuels.

8. Support legislation to provide funding for innovative,
intelligent/advanced transportation and air quality programs, which
relieve congestion, improve air quality and enhance economic
development.




2004 STA LEGISLATIVE PLATFORM

11,

111

V.

9.  Support legislation to finance cost effective conversion of public
transit {leets to alternative fuels.

10.  Support income tax benefits or incentives that encourage use of
alternative fuel vehicles, van pools and public transit without reducing
existing transportation or air quality funding levels.

Americans with Disabilities Act

1.  Eneceuragenew-or Support revised guidelines to provide more flexible
ADA access to trails, bike routes and transit.

Alternative Modes (Bicycles, HOV, Livable Communities, Ridesharing)

1. Support legislation promoting bicycling and bicycle facilities as a
commute option.

2. Oppose expanded use of HOV lanes for purposes not related to
congestion relief and air quality improvement.

3. Monitor legislation providing land use incentives in connection with
rail and multimodal transit stations — transit oriented development.

Congestion Management

1. Support administrative or legislative action to ensure consistency
among the Federal congestion management and the State’s
Congestion Management Program requirements.

Employee Relations

1. Monitor legislation and regulations affecting labor relations, employee
rights, benefits, and working conditions. Preserve a balance between
the needs of the employees and the resources of public employers that
have a legal fiduciary responsibility to taxpayers.

2. Monitor any legislation affecting workers compensation that impacts
employee benefits, control of costs, and, in particular, changes that
affect self-insured employers.




2004 STA LEGISLATIVE PLATFORM

VI. Funding

1.

10.

Protect Solano County’s statutory portions of the state highway and
transit funding programs.

Seck a fair share for Solano County of any state discretionary funding
made available for transportation grants or programs.

Protect State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) from use
for purposes other than those covered in SB 140 of 1997 reforming
transportation planning and programming.

Support state budget and California Transportation Commission
allocation to fully fund projects for Solano County included in the
State Transportation Improvement Program and the Comprehensive
Transportation Plans of the county.

Support transportation initiatives that increase the overall funding
levels for transportation priorities in Solano County.

Advocate for primacy of general transportation infrastructure funding
over high-speed rail project and Bay Area Ferry Authority.

Support measures to restore local government’s property tax revenues
used for general fund purposes, including road rehabilitation and
maintenance.

Scek a fair share for Solano County of any federal funding made
available for transportation programs and projects.

Support legislation to secure adequate budget appropriations for
highway, bus, rail, air quality and mobility programs in Solano
County. '

Support efforts to pass a new federal transportation reauthorization
bill that maintains the funding categories and flexibility of TEA 21,
provides a higher level of overall transportation funding, and
provides a fair share return of funding for California.

68 5




2004 STA LEGISLATIVE PLATFORM

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

Support state policies that assure timely allocation of transportation
revenue, including allocations of new funds available to the STIP
process as soon as they are available,

Support legislation or the development of administrative policies to
allow a program credit for local funds spent on accelerating STIP
projects through right-of-way purchases, or environmental and
engineering consultant efforts '

Support or seek legislation to assure a dedicated source of funding,
other than the State Highway Account for local street and road
maintenance and repairs.

Monitor the distribution of state transportation demand management
funding.

Oppose any proposal that could reduce Solano County’s opportunity
to receive transportation funds, including diversion of state
transportation revenues for other purposes. Fund sources include, but
are not limited to, the Petroleum Violation Escrow Account (PVEA),
State Highway Account (SHA), Public Transit Account (PTA), and
Transportation Development Act (TDA) and any ballot initiative.

VI  Liability

1.

Monitor legislation affecting the liability of public entities,
particularly in personal injury or other civil wrong legal actions.

VIL. Paratransit

1.

In partnership with other affected agencies and local governments
seek additional funding for paratransit operations, including service
for persons with disabilities and senior citizens.

VIIL. Project Delivery

1.

Support legislation to encourage the Federal Highway Administration,
Federal Transit Administration, and the Environmental Protection
Agency to reform adnunistrative procedures to expedite federal
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2004 STA LEGISLATIVE PLATFORM

IX  Rail

review and reduce delays in payments to local agencies and their
contractors for transportation project development, right-of-way and
construction activities.

Support legislation and/or administrative reforms to enhance Caltrans
project delivery, such as simultaneous Environmental Impact Report
(EIR) and engineering studies, and a reasonable level of contracting
out of appropriate activities to the private sector.

Support legislation and/or administrative reforms that result in cost
and/or time savings to environmental clearance processes for
transportation construction projects.

Continue to streamline federal application/reporting/monitoring
requirements to ensure efficiency and usefulness of data collected and
eliminate unnecessary and/or duplicative requirements.

In partnership with other affected agencies, sponsor making Capitol
Corridor Joint Powers Authority an eligible operator for state transit
assistance with funds to be apportioned to member agencies.

In partnership with other counties located along Capitol Corridor, seek
expanded state commitment for funding passenger rail service,
whether state or locally administered.

Support legislation and/or budgetary actions to assure a fair share of
State revenues of intercity rail (provided by Capitol Corridor) funding
for Northern California and Solano County.

Seek legislation to assure that dedicated state intercity rail funding is
allocated to the regions administering each portion of the system and
assure that funding is distributed on an equitable basis.

Seek funds for the development of intercity, regional and commuter
rail service connecting Solano County to the Bay Area and
Sacramento regions.

Continue to monitor and evaluate the proposed $10 billion High
Speed Rail Bond scheduled for the November 2004 ballot.
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2004 STA LEGISLATIVE PLATFORM

X.  Ferry

Protect the existing source of operating support for Vallejo Baylink
ferry service, most specifically the Bridge Tolls-Northern Bridge
Group “1* and 2™ Dollar” revenues which provide a 5 percent and 2
percent sct aside for transit operations and ferry capital, respectively.

Advocate-for-sutficient-State Support the implementation of
expanded eperating-and-eapital-for Vallejo Baylink ferry and
countywide express bus service funded from the propesed “3™
Dollar” Bridge Toll (Measure 2) program and oppose proposals to
divert these funds to other purposes than those stipulated in the
expenditure plan for RM 2. —in-amountssafficientinorderto

oy~ 1) a oS mas ala s’ e =y ata¥a
1Y - i v ] = LG Wi W C!

-

Work with MTC to obtain an increase to the federal Ferryboat
Discretionary (FBD) Funds to provide an annual earmark for the Bay
Area, similar to Washington State and Alaska, with priority given to
existing ferry capital projects.

XI. Safety

L.

Support legislation or administrative procedures to streamline the
process for local agencies to receive funds for road repair from the
Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA).

XII. Transit

1.

Protect funding levels for transit by opposing state funding source
reduction without substitution of comparable revenue.

Support an income tax credit to employers for subsidizing employee
transit passes.
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2004 STA LEGISLATIVE PLATFORM

3.

Support tax benefits and/or incentives for transportation demand
management programs and alternative fuel programs to promote the
use of public transit.

In partnership with other transit agencies, seck strategies to assure
public transit receives a fair share of funding for welfare-to-work
social services care, and other community-based programs.

Sl:l-bS%d—l%S—— 5 Support Leg&sl&&eﬂ eﬁ"orts to alse elmnnate or ease
Federal requirements and regulations regarding the use of federal
transit funds for transit operations in large UZAs..

Support efforts to change Title 23 restrictions pertaining to use of
bridge toll revenues for federalized bridges for transit operations. en

In addition to new bridge tolls, work with MTC to generate new

regional transit revenues such-as-gaseline-sales-taxes;-ete:; to support

the ongoing operating and capital needs of transit services, including
bus and ferry and rail.
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Agenda Item X A
December 8, 2004

S51a

Solano Crarspoctation »ldhotity

DATE: December 1, 2004

TO: STA Board

FROM: Mike Duncan, Director for Projects
RE: Accelerated Project Delivery

Background:
The Solano Transportation Authority has traditionally served as the Countywide

transportation planning agency and functioned as the funding agency for major projects
within Solano County. In this capacity, the STA has planned for and pursued and
obtained State and Federal funding for capital projects for member agencies and for
major projects on the state highway system. Examples of these efforts are funding for the
Jepson Parkway, SR 37, the 1-80/1-680 Auxiliary Lanes Project, the Vallejo Station and
other projects within Solano County.

The STA expanded its role into Project Development when it initiated the PA/ED
{(Project Approval/Environmental Documents) phase of the Jepson Parkway. The STA
continued its services to member agencies in Project Development by acting as the lead
agency on the PA/ED phase of both the I-80/I-680/SR 12 Interchange Project and the
North Connector Project. The PA/ED phase of each of these three projects is currently in
progress. Completion of the Project Approval and Environmental Documents for each of
these projects will allow them to proceed to design, right-of-way procurement and
construction as funding becomes available.

Discussion:

In order to ensure Solano County is positioned to successfully compete for limited State
and Federal funds for major highway projects, STA needs to continue aggressive project
development by preparing competitive projects to be included in the State Transportation
Improvement Program (STIP). To do this, STA will work with Caltrans to prepare
Project Study Reports (PSRs) for projects identified in the 1-80/1-680/1-780 Major
Investment & Corridor Study, the SR 12 Major Investment Study, and the future SR 113
Major Investment Study.

Project Study Reports are typically the initial phase of preparing a project to be included
in the STIP. The PSR is an engineering report which identifies the scope, schedule and
estimated cost of a project to be included in a future STIP and provides the avenue for
consensus between Caltrans and local and regional agencies on the details of the project.
The California Transportation Commission (CTC) typically requires a PSR for any
capacity increasing project to be included in the STIP.
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" A PSR may be completed by Caltrans or by a local agency in cooperation with Caltrans.
Although Caltrans District 4 may be able to complete one or more PSRs per year for
Solano County projects, STA should move forward to prepare additional PSRs for high-
impact projects identified through the various corridor studies to prepare these projects
for future STIP cycles. The CMAQ/STP swap approved by the STA Board in September
provides the funding resources necessary over the next three fiscal years to complete
several project PSRs that will position Solano County to better compete for limited State
and Federal funds in upcoming STIP and Federal reauthorization cycles, and to accelerate
the project development schedule for these projects.

STA staff will work with the TAC to identify the most competitive projects to proceed
with Project Study Reports, either with STA or through Caltrans as the lead agency.

Recommendation:
Informational.
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Agenda ltem X B
December8, 2004

S511a

Solano Cransportation Audthotity

DATE: November 29, 2004

TO: STA Board

FROM: Elizabeth Richards, Program Director

RE: Funding for Transit Element of the Comprehensive Transportation Plan

Background:
The Solano County Comprehensive Transportation Plan (CTP) was originally completed

in May 2002. The CTP is currently being revised to include the results of recently
completed studies such as the I-80/680/780 Major Investment and Corridor Study, the I-
80/680/780 Transit Corridor Study, the Senior and Disabled Transit Study, the County
Pedestrian Plan and the Countywide Transportation for Livable Communities Plan.

The CTP has three primary elements categorized by transportation mode: The Arterials,
Highways and Freeways Element, the Transit Element and the Alternative Modes
-Element. The completion of the studies and plans cited above has provided more
comprehensive and current project costs for each of the three elements. Based upon
current estimate, the CTP projects $4.7 billion of transportation needs over the next 25
years, but only $1.3 billion in anticipated revenues, leaving an estimated $3.4 billion
shortfall.

The Transit Element consists of five components:
¢ Intercity Bus
o Intercity Passenger Rail
» Ferry Services,
s Intercity Transit Service for Senior and Disabled (Paratransit)
Support Systems

At nearly half a billion dollars, the $441 million funding shortfall for the Transit Element
of the CTP is significant. The costs included in the Transit Element include the capital
and operating costs of intercity bus service, train station and track improvements,
commuter rail capital and operating costs, Baylink ferry service capital costs and Senior
and Paratransit capital and operating costs. Transit support facilities, such as the park and
ride lots and high occupancy vehicle lanes, were included in the Alternative Modes
Element and the Arterials/Freeways Element of the CTP, respectively.

Discussion:
Historically, the primary sources of funding for the types of projects identified in the
Transit Element of the CTP are listed below:

e Transportation Development Act (TDA, Article 4/8)
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State Transit Assistance (STA)

Federal Transit Administration (FTA) 5307, 5309, 5310 and 5311 funds
Surface Transportation Program (STP)

Northern Bridge Group Toll Revenue Programs
Regional Transportation Improvement Program (RTIP)
Interregional Transportation Program (ITIP)
Discretionary Ferry Fund

Congestion Management Air Quality (CMAQ)

Air District grants

Advertising Revenue

Passenger Fares

¢ & * & @ & 0

All local jurisdictions either operate transit directly or contribute funding to local,
intercity bus, and Paratransit operations. The cities of Vallejo, Benicia, Fairfield,
Vacaville, Dixon, and Rio Vista operate transit, either fixed-route or general public dial-
a-ride service. The City of Suisun City and the County of Solano contribute funding to
fixed route and Paratransit services operated by others. Suisun City partners with
Fairfield as part of Fairfield/Suisun Transit. Nearly all Solano County intercity bus
services are funded by multiple agencies, but Vallejo’s Baylink Ferry and the Capitol
Corridor are not.

All transit operators collect passenger fares. The other funding sources are not all
available to all transit operators. They are for specific purposes, locations, and types of
services. This is discussed further later in this staff report.

New funding sources are limited for transit. Some potential sources are listed below and
discussed in Attachment C.

* Regional Measure 2 (RM2)

¢ Low Income Flexible Transportation/Jobs Access Reverse Commute
(LIFT/JARC)

e Transportation for Livable Communities (TLC)

Potential
¢ TDA — 100% transit (Unmet Transit Needs)
¢ New local funding sources (such as Measure A)

The primary source of bus operating funding (Transportation Development Act funds) is
projected to modestly increase in the near-term. Passenger fares, the next largest revenue
source for bus operating costs, will vary depending upon the level of service that can be
delivered and fare policies implemented by transit agencies. The level of service delivery
will be limited by modest increases in operating revenue being eclipsed by increasing
cost of living, fuel, and other basic operating costs.

The primary source of funding for local, paratransit, taxi scrip, and intercity transit

operations is TDA Article 4/8 funds. Three of the eight local jurisdictions in Solano use
100% of their TDA funds for transit purposes — Vallejo, Fairfield, Benicia; these are the
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three transit operators of intercity transit services. These TDA funds are used for local,
intercity, and Paratransit services.

There is good news for transit funding from TDA. TDA funds are generated from a %
cent statewide sales tax. Solano County is one of the few counties in the Bay Area that
has not seen a significant drop in sales tax revenue and TDA funds in recent years. For
FY04/05, an 8% increase in TDA funds countywide from FY03/04 is projected and is
estimated to generate $13.0m for distribution to the local jurisdictions. Combined with
carryover of $8.8m, there is over $20m for TDA funds for transit and streets and roads
(Attachment A). Each jurisdiction has a specific allocation. Of the over $20m, $14
million will be spent on local, intercity, and Paratransit operating, capital, or planning this
fiscal year (Attachment B). There is projected to be a carryover of $2.4 million into
FY05/06.

TDA is the one funding source all transit operators receive. Passenger fares are another
common funding source. There is a myriad of other potential funding sources (see
Attachment C). However, not all sources of funds are available to all transit operators.

Most Solano operators receive limited amount of State Transit Assistance (STA) funds;
these are distributed through formula allocations based on population and revenue (see
Attachments D and E).

The Federal Transit Administration (FT'A) is the source of several funding programs.
Two programs Section 5307 and 5309, are formula grant programs. Section 5307 funds
are distributed through formula based on population density to urbanized areas for transit
operations and capital. Benicia, Fairfield, Vacaville, and Vallejo receive these funds and
can use them at a specified ratio for operating costs. Section 5309 fixed guideway
modernization funds are based on a formula that includes the number of fixed guideway
route miles. The other 5309 programs are based on discretionary action by congress:
discretionary fixed guideway and 2) bus/bus facilities capital. Section 5310 (Paratransit
funds) and Section 5311 (rural transit planning, operating, and capital funds) are allocated
to States by formmula. At the State level they become competitive grant programs
administered by MTC and Caltrans. Dixon and Rio Vista are eligible for 5311 funds.

Bridge Toll Revenue Programs target transit service, primarily ferry, that relieves
vehicular trips over the state-owned bridges. The federal Ferry Board Discretionary
(FBD) fund 1s limited to ferry boats and facilities.

Congestion Management/Air Quality (CMAQ) funds must be used for projects that
reduce air pollution emissions; they have been used for large capital projects such as
intermodal stations. CMAQ funding for eastern Solano County has increased recently.
The criteria for the Air Quality Management Districts’ competitive Transportation Fund
for Clean Air (IFCA) and Clean Air Fund (CAF) grants by the two air districts that cover
Solano make it difficult for transit to successfully compete and are at best a very minor
source of funding.

The major source of new funds is RM2. RM2 will provide significant funding for several
intermodal stations, track improvements, and expanded express bus and ferry services in
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Solano County. Smualler new sources of funds may come from MTC’s regionaily
competitive Low Income Flexible Transportation (LIFT} grants. To apply for LIFT
grants, projects must be consistent with either a Solano County’s Welfare to Work
‘Transportation Plan or a Community Based Transportation Plan (CBTP). Both programs
arc administered by the STA.

Recommendation:
Informational.

Afttachments:
A. Solano FY04/05 TDA Estimates
B. Solano FY04/05 TDA Approved Distribution
C. Transit Revenue Sources
D. STA Population Based FY04/05 Fund Estimate
E. STA Revenue Based FY04/05 Fund Estimate
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2004 Solano Ending Balance

FY 2004-05 AVAILABLE NET ASSETS BASED ON ORIGINALESTIMATE
TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT ACT FUNDS
SOLANO COUNTY

FY2004-05 QO riginal Estim ate
13. County Auditor B seimate 135,842,714
FY2004-05 Planning and Adm fnistration Charges
14. MTC Administracion {(0.5% of line 13) 69,214
15, County Administration (0.5% of line 13) 69,214
16.M1TC Planaing (3.0% ofline 13) 415,281
17.Toral Charges (Lines 14+ 15+ 146) 553,709
18, T A Cencerations Less Charges (Line 13-.17) 13,28%,005
FY2004.05 TDA Apporrioament By Article
19, DA Accicle 3.0 {2.0% of line 18) 265,780
20.TD A Funds Remaining (Line 18-19) 13,023,225
21.TD A Aceicle 4.5 (3.0% of line 20) ;
22, TD A Acrticle /8 (Lineg 20.21) 13,023,225
~1
(el

TDA APPORTIONMENT BY JURISDICTION

Columan A4 B [ D E
6/30/2004 FY 2004-05 FY 2004-05 FY 20604-05 FY 2004-05
Apportionment Balance O riginal Paid & . Avazilable for
Jurzisdictions (with interest) Estim ate Encum bered Article Transfles Aliocation
Arrticle 3 T ey

Arcticle 4.3
SUBTOTAL

/////////////////////W///// //// W/////////////// T ///////,///%

Article 4/ 8

Benicia B535,200 54,808 855,318
Dixoen 510,591 304,191 543,954
Faicfield 3,240,591 1,947,982 4,164,550
Rio Vista 160,999 13,470 572,585
Suisun City By 877 490,171 931,794
Vacaville 2,968,698 4,948,542 2,409,645
Vallejo 3,787,025 3,871,051 53,944
Solano County 621,245 42,829 600,411
SUBTOTAL 13,023,226 11,673,044 - 10,132,198
CRAND TOTAL 15,289,006 11,951,667 . 10,588,638
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} TDA Arfisio 4/8
} FY 200405
TOA Est | Available fof Outstanding Available for . .
AGENCY from MTC | Allocation Claims {Allocation |Benicia |Dixon _ |F.S Rio Vista |Vacaville |Vallejo  [Demand Local Selano Route 20| Reute 30)Route 40)Routes 85]STA Transit | Transit Streats Total Balance
2/25/04 | 1/31/04 FY 04.05 [Transit _|Transit [Transit  |Transit  [Transit ransit _Response [Parattansit! Paratransit 80 and 01 |Planning | Studies |Capital _ |& Roats
8) (] ) 7] [&H] €3] “@ & &) 8
Behicia 855,200 1,600224| 805438, 893,7861 760,000 24 543 1 804,543 86343
Dixen 510,591 606,382 50,653 555429 400,000 20,127 36,024 14,653 5,000] 65000 550,804 4,825
Falrfleld 32405911 6611368 2,783,230] 3,628,138 826,430 436,000 197,356 36024 140,000 135,000] 83002 1,764,326 3,826138] 200,000
Rio Vista 180,990] 583236 10,2301 573,006 400,000 9,027 EREL] 460,000 865121 7 885
Sulsup City 848,877 2383322 1,463 184 920,138 627,348 47166 24,362 150,000 848,877 71,281
Yacaviile 20688981 54220801 208023] 5,217,057 1,054,000 BOO00| 305000 130,8111 410,000 36,024] 180,000] 138,000] 85150 315,000] 7S0,000] 3,218,034 1 998,023
Yallajo 3,767,025] 3,747,080 0} 3,747,080 2,827 141 705,939 108,971 3,748,051 1,025
Selane County | 6212451 7387401 105138 653574 5,000 25497 15,0007 205851 450000 25000] 17829 4a0,000 536 914 18,683
Cther | i : 25,000 25
Total] 13,023,226] 21,811 402] 5423164 16,388,208] 780,600 0]1,453,7791 100,000] 1,054 000] 2,827 141! 465000] 1,452,835] 493 884 125000( 155,657 365,000] 298000 373,753 0| 2,088 325] 1,895 000 14‘02:’479
NOTES; ]
{1) Claimed by ST for all agencies. Otheris BAAQMD. ESTIMATE ONLY,
Route 20 is claimed by FST for aif agancies except Vacaville
{2) Reute 40 is claimad by FST for all agencies except Vacaville
(4) Claitned by Vaiiejo Transk fof all agencies excert Vacaville, Fairfield and Solano County fund portions of 85, 80 and 91 from their amounts.
(8) Claimed by STA for all agencies
(6) Taxi Service, atc ] ] ] 1 |
{7)_Includes Vallejo Ferry Operations and Vallejo funds for operations of Routes 85, 90 and 81, |
{8) Transit Capital purchases include bus purchases, maintanance facilities, ete.
1(8) TOA tunds can b used for repairs of local streets and roads ¥ Solana County dees not have transit needs that can reasonably be et
oo
o
-
g
=
z
!
=

4 TOA Budget Matrix FY 04-05v5.26-04.xls




ATTACHMENT C

Transit Revenue Sources
Existing, New, and Potential

Passenger Fares:

To maintain eligibility for TDA funds, local transit operators must achieve a farebox
recovery rate of 20% systemwide for fixed route service and 10% for Paratransit service.
The farebox recovery rate is the revenue generated from passenger fares as a percentage
of the total cost of revenue service. Several intercity bus, ferry, and rail services locally
achieve a higher farebox recovery rate.

State Transit Assistance (STA)

STA funding is distributed through MTC by formula allocations. The revenue based
formula funds may be used for transit and paratransit operating assistance, and regional
transit coordination. The population based STA funds may be used for the same purpose
as well as for capital projects.

Federal Transit Administration (FTA):

FTA offers a variety of funding used by local operators: 5307, 5309, 5310, and 5311
Urbanized areas (UZA) received 5307 funds based on population. For UZAs with over
200,000, the 5307 funds are distributed throughout the UZA; Benicia is in the Bay Area’s
UZA. In contrast, Vallejo is in a separate UZA along with other transit operators such as
Napa. With populations of 50,000 — 200,000, Fairfield and Vacaville are in their own
UZAs and the 5307 funds are distributed directly. These 5307 funds can be used for
operating assistance at a specified ratio of federal to local funds.

FTA 5309 grants fall within three subcategories: new transit projects, fixed guideway
modernizations, and bus/bus facilities. This funding source is very competitive and
grants are in the form of congressional earmarks. Projects must be consistent with the
local Transportation Improvement Plan (TIP) and the State Transportation Improvement
Plan (STIP). These funds have been successfully secured for Baylink Ferry facilities.

FTA 5310 funds senior and disabled Paratransit services. These funds have been used to
purchase Solano Paratransit vehicles. As rural transit operators, Dixon and Rio Vista
qualify for 5311 funds for transit planning, operating, and capital. Both of these are
annual competitive programs.

Surface Transportation Program (STP):

Funding from this program can be used for a broad range of capacity, operations, and
mitigation related improvements. STP funds have typically been used for road widening,
rehabilitation, planning, environmental enhancements, studies, and intelligent
transportation systems. Transit capital is eligible and the majority of funding for the
MTC Regional Transit Capital replacement program uses STP funds. However,
discretionary STP funds available in the past to Bay Area counties are no longer available
in T-2030.
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Bridge Toll Programs: Five percent and Two percent;

Regional Measure 1 (RM1) allocated up to three percent of revenues from the then bridge
toll increase for transportation projects that were designed to reduce vehicular traffic
congestion over the state-owned bridges including bicycle facilities and planning,
construction, operation, and acquisition of rapid water transit systems. State law later
amended this to direct MTC to allocate an additional two percent of the revenues from
RM 1 “solely for the planning, construction, operation, and acquisition of rapid water
transit systems”. Subsequent agreements directed that three of the five percent funding
go to ferry operations and the San Francisco Bay Trail and the remaining two percent
revenue go to ferry capital improvements. The funds are divided into two groups:
Southern and Northern Bridge Group. The Northern Bridge Group includes the
Carquinez, Benicia-Martinez, Antioch, and Richmond-San Rafael Bridges. In Solano,
Vallejo’s Baylink Ferry is the only eligible recipient of these funds. In FY04/05, $1.5m
of the Five Percent funds and $558,353 were available for distribution to the Northern
Bridge Group. The Baylink Ferry has been eligible for the five percent funds through
FY04/035; after this fiscal year it must have achieved a 40% farebox recovery ratio (FRR)
to maintain eligibility. If the Baylink Ferry, or other eligible entities (Alameda/Oakland,
Harbor Bay ferries) do not achieve the 40% FRR, then the funds could be diverted to
ferry or bus operations that do meet this performance standard and reduce vehicular
congestion on one of the bridge group corridors. However, at least 40% of the Five
Percent funds must be directed toward ferry operators or capital.

Regional Transportation Improvement Plan (RTIP)

MTC administers these funds regionally. They can be used for a wide variety of
purposes ranging from road rehabilitation, rail extensions and grade separations,
intermodal freight facilities, freeway interchanges and the construction of carpool lanes.
In Solano, they have been used to help fund the Vallejo Station and Intermodal rail
stations (Fairfield/Vacaville, Benicia, and Dixon). Over $100 million have been
allocated annually in the Bay Area and Solano historically secures $10 million per year.

Interregional Transportation Improvement Program (ITIP):

ITIP funds may be used to fund interregional road or rail expansion and intercity rail.
This funding source has been used to fund Capitol Corridor improvements, but is not
expected to be a funding source in the future.

Discretionary Ferry Fund (Section 1207):

The Ferry Board Discretionary Program (FBD) provides special funds for construction of
ferry boards and ferry terminal facilities. This funding source was included in TEA-21
and may or may not continue with the new federal reauthorization. Some of these funds
were secured for the purchase of the third Baylink ferry board and dock improvements.
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Congestion Management Air Quality (CMAQ):

Projects for these funds must be consistent with the air quality implementation plan
prepared by the region’s air quality management district in accordance with the Clean Air
Act. Solano is split into two air districts. CMAQ funds for the western part of the county
are administered by the MTC. Vallgjo transit facilities have received CMAQ funds.

Eastern Solano agencies are eligible for Eastern Solano CMAQ funds. These funds used
to be administered directly from MTC through an agreement with the Sacramento Area
Council of Government (SACOG) who was the federal recipient. In FY03/04, Eastern
CMAQ funds were used to fund the Dixon Intermodal station and other Eastern Solano
agency projects. Each year, STA will work with MTC to program approximately $1.2
million Eastern CMAQ funds.

Air District Grants:

Solano County is split by air districts. The Bay Area Air Quality Management District
(BAAQMD) covers the Vallejo, Benicia, Fairfield, Suisun City and western
unincorporated areas of the County. The Yolo Solano Air Quality Management District
(YSAQMD) covers the Vacaville, Dixon, Rio Vista and eastern unincorporated areas of
the County. Each air district has annual competitive grants programs to distribute vehicle
registration fees collected. Projects must show air quality emissions savings. Transit
projects have received some funding but air districts’ eligibility criteria have made it
increasingly difficult for transit projects to qualify. This has been a very minor source of
funding and expected to remain so, at best, in the future.

Advertising:

Bus interior and exterior space has been used for advertising by some local operators.
Bus shelters, benches and facilities can also be used for advertising. Although not all
transit operators can accommodate all forms of advertising, there are opportunities to
increase this revenue source. Greater advertising efforts by the Baylink Ferry have been

thwarted by San Francisco local ordinances.
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New Revenue Sources:

RM2:

One new source of fund for some of intercity transit services is the recently passed
Regional Measure 2 (RM2). This will provide funds for Vallejo Transit’s intercity
services crossing the Carquinez Bridge, Vallejo’s Baylink Ferry, Fairfield-Suisun
Transit’s Rt. 40 service that crosses the Benicia Bridge as well as several intermodal
facilities and rail improvements.

e Baylink Ferry operating: $ 2.7 miyr

¢ Baylink Ferry station: $28.0 m

e Express Bus (I-80): $ 0.85m-$1.8m/yr
e Express Bus (I-680): $ 0.12 m- $1.7m/yr
e Benicia Intermodal: $ 30m

e CCPTA Track Improvemnts: $ 7.75m

e FF/VV Rail Stn and Track: $17.25m

e Regional Express Bus' $16.0 m

TOTAL........ $72.00m capital
$ 6.67m/yr — 6.2m/yr operating

Revenue for operating cannot exceed 38% of the total revenue. RM2 Funding for Transit
Support Facilities included in CTP Alternative Modes Element, but not in Transit
Element and funding shortfali.

* Curtola PNR (Vjo): $ 60m
* Fairfield Transportation Center: § 5.5m
* Vacaville Intermodal Ctr: $90m

RM2 also directed that a Transit Connectivity study be conducted. This study would
focus on transfer facilities and consistency issues among transit operators including
transit facility information. If a facility is identified as a key facility in the study (to be
completed in 2005) it would be eligible for funding for implementation.

JARC/LIFT:

Another new source of funding for transit is the Metropolitan Transportation
Commission’s (MTC) Low Income Flexible Transportation (LIFT) funding. LIFT
funding is distributed through a regionally competitive process. There have been three
cycles of LIFT grant funds in the past five years. Approximately $2-$3 million dollars
have been made available throughout the Bay Area for projects that may span 2-3 years.
Projects have to address the transit needs of the low-income population as identified
through a County Welfare to Work Plan or city Community Based Transportation Plan.
The amounts awarded to any one project has been limited to $400,000 for the entire three
year funding cycle. Solano has a County Welfare to Work Plan and the City of Dixon has
a Community Based Transportation Plan (CBTP). Cordelia and Vallejo are the other two
cifies in Solano that have been allocated MTC funding to prepare CBTPs.

! $4m is committed and $12m is being requested from this $16m competitive funding source for North Bay
transit operators.
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a Community Based Transportation Plan (CBTP). Cordelia and Vallejo are the other two
cities in Solano that have been allocated MTC funding to prepare CBTPs.

Regional Transportation for Livable Communities (TLC)/Housing Improvement Program
(HiP):

MTC has reserved $27 million annually in STA, CMAQ, and TE funds for this program
for a total of $54 million in the Second Cycle. Due to the shortfall in STIP funds, only
$36 million will be programmed in the Second Cycle with the balance deferred to the
Third Cycle. Nine of these $36m will be directed to County TLC programs. Projects that
enhance community vitality through bicycle, pedestrian, transit and other related methods
are eligible. Depending upon their location and design, transit facilities may be eligible.
In the recent allocation of TLC funds, the only Solano project to receive TLC funding
was the Sereno Transit Center which is not a project in the CTP’s Transit Element or part
of the transit funding shortfall.

Potential New Revenue

TDA — 100% Transit

As five jurisdictions in Solano do not use 100% of their TDA funds for transit, there is
potential for an increase in TDA funds to be used for transit. This would divert existing
TDA funds from streets and roads purposes. Solano County is the only Bay Area County
that continues to use TDA funds for streets and roads. As a result every year MTC must
conduct an Unmet Transit Needs Hearing to determine that no unreasonable transit needs
are not being met. To date, the STA and the local transit operators have been able to
successfully respond to tssues raised through this process thus allowing local jurisdictions
to utilized TDA funds for streets and roads purposes. As Solano develops, this is likely
to become increasingly difficult. However, with the diversion of funds from Proposition
42 that were expected for streets and roads purposes, the need for TDA funds for this
purpose continues and no great shift of TDA funds to transit is projected in the near-term.
In FY04/05, the countywide combined TDA funds to be allocated for streets and roads
purposes is projected to be $1.895 million.

Sales Tax

The recently proposed Measure A included a sizable amount of transit funding over the
next 30 years. It would have nearly funded the senior and disabled transit plan and
provided significant funding for intercity transit services. With these infusions of revenue
into paratransit and intercity services, it would have relieved the demand for TDA
revenue which could have in turn applied to more local transit service. With the defeat of
Measure A, no new local revenue will be generated.

Redevelopment Feeg, Developer Impact Fees, Assessment District;

Redevelopment fees could be utilized if a project, such as a transit center, is incorporated
into a redevelopment project. Vallejo has used this strategy for their ferry intermodal
station located in waterfront redevelopment area. A countywide, or local, development
fee could be created and applied as new projects are approved if appropriate; at the
project level a nexus would need to be shown. An Assessment District could created to
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provide a reliable source of funding and distribute the cost to both existing and new
residents and/or businesses.
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2004 STA Population Base Ending Balance

FY 2004-05 AVAILABLE NET ASSETS
STATE TRANSIT ASSISTANCE
POPULATION-BASED FUNDS (PUC 99313)

Cofuman A B C b E

6/30/2004 FY 2004-058 FY 2004-05 FY 2004-05 6/30/2005
Appoctionment Jurisdictions (witBhail::cchst) Revenue Estim ate Enf::lf:red Article Traasfer AKT;;‘;?}:Q&”
N ortherns Councies o oy
M arin feten e 363,038 358,761 4,277
o Napa : : 188,184 199,654 (2,191)
] Solano {less Vallejo) e : ; 423,073 340,401 193,829
Scenoma R j ; : 685,187 536,314 183,152
SUBTOQOTAL b 4 1,659,482 1,635,192 - 379,066
$mall O perators ;
CCCTA Scrvice Area 698,940 742,287 (8,189)
BECCTA Service Area Sk ; 374,704 386,578 370,427
LAV'TA Service Area [ L2e0 263,277 279,267 ' (3,037)
Union Ciry Service Area R ; ] } 101,929 173,619 (1,201)
W CCOTA Service Area ' 5 92,623 98986 (1,201)
Voalleio Service Area %, Rl R 174,115 212,200 11,013
SUBTOTAL N ; 1,705,588 1,892,937 . 367,812
Regionat Paratransit R e '
Alameda ke 1k ; g§18,310 850,696 - 29.501
Contra Costa et 422,884 518,890 - 1
Marin P e - 94,476 94,477 - 4,651 e
Napa i 7 _, 61,697 61,697 - S -
San Francisco ) 5 . 646,078 . - Gag.078 ] ™
San Maceo s ; 357,735 496,177 ; o
Santa Clata e : ; ‘ 741,189 741,188 - e
Solano i e 175,097 107,999 - 93 746 =
Sonoma f ; 195,677 144,435 . 70,017 Z
SUBTOTAL S A A 3,514,043 3,011,559 - 844,895 ol
Regional Express Bus Program F iy CRIREORT Y - 135,509 - 745,213 2
Batlance foc M TC Regional Coocedination I’mgraml 4,657,052 2,520,875 19,259,981 =
GRAND TOTAL : i 2k S 11,536,165 9,196,072 N 21,896,969 =]

1, The FYZ2004.05 85TA Found Estimate is bascd on $I00.4 million sratewide as proposed in the Governor's FYZ004-05 budger.




2004 STA Revenue Base Ending Balance

FY 2004-05 AVAILABLE NET ASSETS
STATE TRANSIT ASSISTANCE
REVENUE-BASED FUNDS (PUC 99314

Columan A B ‘ C D E
6/30/2004 FY 2004-05 FY 2004-05 FY2004-05 6/30/2005
Apportionment Jurisdictions (witBl-xailr?:leCr:st) Revenue Estimate Enflil::bi:red Arricle Transfer AXT;jil;iieo?r

ACCMA-ACE 70,546 0 295,538
VTA-ACE 95,198 249,172 8,923
City of Union City 15,042 10,809 12,542
Livetmore-Amador Valley Transit Authority 52,828 96,778 3,597
Central Contez Costa Transit Authoricy 201,698 194,902 32,496
Eastern Contra Costa Transit Auchority 90,063 96,006 51,678

estern Contra Costa Transit Auvthoricty 60,162 127,479 {(16,948)
%ity of Yountville - 0 0
City of Napa 16,004 0 16,004
NCTPA - 19,840 (8,862}
Golden Gare Bridge Highway & Transit Districe 1,557,181 1,740,713 1,278
Peninsula Corridor Joint Powers Board 1,486,486 3,928,455 904,698
San Mateo County Transit Discrict 1,434,102 1,190,270 897,755
Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority 4,859,366 6,546,274 (149,531)
City of Benicia 5,293 0 28,534
City of Dixon 1,214 0 9,830
City of Fairfield 15,753 0 208,662
City of Vallejo 175,337 161,074 16,323
County of Sonoma 35,347 36,380 44
City of Cloverdale - 0 ]
City of Healdsburg 369 0 802
City of Peraluma - 2,520 123
City of Rio Vista - 0 797
City of Santa Rosa 31,073 0 31,073
City of Sebastopol - 0 0
City of Sonoma - 0 0
Unprogrammed - 0 0
SUBTOTAL 10,203,062 14,400,678 0 2,345,357
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Agenda Item X.C
December§, 2004

51Ta

DATE: November 29, 2004

TO: STA Board

FROM: Dan Christians, Assistant Executive Director/Director of Planning
RE: Solano/Napa Multi-Modal Travel Demand Model (Phase 1)

Background:
Since January 2003, DKS Associates has been under contract with the STA to develop a

new multi-regional, multi-modal “baseline” travel demand model for Solano and Napa
counties that will forecast traffic to the year 2030. The Solano/Napa Model Committee,
consisting of modelers and planners from the cities and counties of Solano and Napa, has
been meeting monthly with the consultants to develop the new Solano/Napa Multi-Modal
Travel Demand Model.

The new model is being developed utilizing the “TP+/Cube” program and will replace
STA’s current “TRANPLAN" traffic model that was originally developed in the early
1990’s (and updated in 2001) as part of the monitoring requirements of the Solano
Congestion Management Program (CMP). The traffic model is regularly used for long
term and countywide modeling needs of the STA and member agencies including
corridor studies, environmental impact reports, general and specific plans, and transit
studies.

In 2001-02 the STA determined the need to prepare an entirely new multi-modal travel
demand model with the horizon year of 2030 and using the latest modeling program
(“T+/Cube”) because of the following major reasons:

e “TP+/Cube” has the multi-modal capabilities that STA and its member
agencies will need now and in the future (i.e., rail, bus and HOV demand).

¢ The new program and model has a much greater capacity to add the necessary
network links, traffic analysis zones, land use data, etc., to have it fully
function as a multi-regional, multi-modal model.

e MTC, as well as some of the STA member agencies, have already secured and
begun using the “TP+/Cube” program on their own (i.e., Fairfield, Vacaville
and Vallejo) and most new models throughout the Bay Area are now using
this program.

e The data for the new model is being developed with Geographic Information
System (GIS) files to make it easier and quicker to conduct future model
updates.
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s It is expected that the accuracy of the travel behavior at the easterly gateways
to and from Solano County (i.e., I-80 near Dixon and SR 12 in Rio Vista) will
be better with the incluston of the Sacramento (SACOG) and the San Joaquin
(8JCOQG) regional models into this new STA model.

The model complies with the standards and guidelines established by Caltrans and MTC
for regional and countywide models and has been provided regular input from the Model
Committee. The consultants and committee have been meeting on a monthly basis and
are in the final stages of completing Phase 1, the traffic component of the model.

A new traffic analysis zone structure and roadway network has been developed for the
entire 16-county area. The modeling consultant is verifying the model to year 2000
traffic volumes on major roadways within Solano and Napa counties. Local land use
data, provided by the cities and counties, have been used to develop trip generation
inputs in both Solano and Napa counties consistent with U.S. Census data, recent traffic
counts from key check points in the two counties, and Association of Bay Area
Governments (ABAG) Projections 2003 housing and job forecasts.

Discussion:

Land Use Projections

Staff and consultants have met with planners in each of the eight STA member agencies
to review local general plan land use data projections for consistency with ABAG
Population Projections regional data. In order to provide a base travel model that is
consistent with regional travel model guidelines and acceptable to MTC and Caltrans for
projecting traffic volumes and building highway projects along the major corridors
throughout Solano County, the decision was made by the Model Committee (with
support from the Solano County Planning Director’s Group) to provide information
consistent with ABAG’s Projections 2003 population and employment forecasts. This is
being done to create a baseline model so that related highway studies and projects (such
as the 1-80/1-680/SR 12 interchange) can be based on this model.

STA staff and consultants provided each local jurisdiction the opportunity to adjust the
projections within the Traffic Analysis Zones (TAZ) located within their jurisdiction’s
boundaries, so that growing areas within each jurisdiction can be better incorporated into
the model. The jobs and housing data requested from each model committee member was
based on the actual amount of land use or actual rate of growth expected to occur in each
member agency’s general plan (for each traffic analysis zone) over the next 25 vyears,
consistent with historic trends and ABAG Projections 2003.

This is a regional “baseline” model and is used as a tool to compare traffic volumes and
congestion between what is currently occurring and what is expected in 5-year
increments through 2030 (based on future expected growth factors). Therefore, it is
important to provide consistent and realistic projections for the number of housing units
and jobs that are likely to occur countywide so that future transportation facilities are
appropriately sized to meet future needs. Therefore, some of the future development
would occur beyond the 2030 timeframe of this model. If planned development actually
occurs sooner than initially projected, it will be reflected in the next model update that
will take place every three to five years.
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One consistency target is to have resulting household and employment projections within
a 5 percent countywide control total of the regional projections. Therefore, each member
agency provided projections that would result in local forecasts that are within about 5
percent of ABAG totals for each jurisdiction. The committee and consultant team were
then able to make final adjustments (with input from each member agency) to achieve
countywide consistency (see Attachment C: “Year 2030 Land Use Comparison By
Jurisdiction (Solano County)).

In the next two months, the consultants will be completing the Phase 1 highway traffic
model and preparing forecasts for review and refinement by the Mode! Committee, STA
TAC and STA Board. The initial forecasts have been developed and are being reviewed
by the Model Committee. Model consultants presented a preliminary overview of the
new model at the TAC meeting of September 29, 2004 and is scheduled for more
technical presentations at the next TAC meetings scheduled for December 22, 2004 and
January 26, 2005 respectively A presentation to the Planning Director’s Group is also
being scheduled for review on January 13, 2005.

Joe Story of DKS Associates will make a presentation at the STA Board meeting to
provide an overview of the purpose, use, land use assumptions and some basic trends
identified in the new model.

Based upon a recommendation from the STA TAC (currently expected on January 26,
2005), the final model (including all technical data) is scheduled to be presented at the
STA Board meeting on February 9, 2005. Staff has encouraged each TAC and/or TAC
Model Member to discuss the model with their STA Board member. Like any new multi-
regional model of this magnitude and complexity, refinements will continue to be made
until the validation and projected numbers for major gateways and corridors of Solano
County are considered to be sufficiently accurate to meet MTC and Caltrans conformity
standards.

Some of the initial work needed to prepare a Phase 2 Model (transit component) has also
been started, but will need additional time and resources to complete. The necessary steps
and approach to completing a model design for Phase 2 will be developed as part of the
completion of the Phase 1 model.

It is critical that the new Phase 1 model be completed in an expeditious manner so that a
number of new plans and projects can utilize the new traffic model during the next year
or two including:

Short Term Projects (next 1-5 years)
o 1-80/680/12 Interchange project
¢ 1-80 High Occupancy Vehicle Lane project
¢ SR 12 Rio Vista Bridge Feasibility Study
¢ SR 113 Major Investment Study
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Mid and Long Term Projects (beyond 5-years)
» Updating the projections for the [-80, I-680 and SR 12 Corridors
e [-680 HOV lane project
¢ Initiate efforts to prepare a Phase 2 model that could assist in updating ridership
and stations projections to implement future regional rail service and expanded
express bus services throughout Solano County

Attached is an “Update on Development of the Solano/Napa Model” dated November 30,
2004 prepared by DKS consultants.

Recommendation:
Informational

Attachments:
A. Memo dated November 30, 2004 from DKS Associates entitled, “Update on
Development of the Solano/Napa Model”
B. Year 2030 Land Use Comparison By County
C. Year 2030 Land Use Comparison By Jurisdiction (Solano County)
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DKS Associates

TRANSPORTATION SOLUTIONS

MEMORANDUM

TO: Dan Christians, Solano Transportation Authority

FROM: Joe Story

DATE: November 30, 2004

SUBJECT: Update on Development of the Solano/Napa P/A No. 02306
Model

Status to Date

The development of the Solano/Napa travel model has been underway since January of
2003. The travel model is designed to replicate the super-regional travel behavior that
occurs in Solano and Napa counties, which are situated between the Bay Area, the
Sacramento region, San Joaquin County and Lake County, These movements are
particularly critical to understand as specialists develop forecasts for future conditions; the
rapid growth in each county and region will create changes in travel patterns in the future
and these changes also need to be understood. As the travel movements between the
counties and these areas have not be adequately examined in any prior countywide or
regional model, this model represenis a new approach to the inter-regional forecasting
trends.

Development of the base year and forecast year traffic forecasts has been an interactive
process with the Model Technical Advisory Committee. Through this process, we have
been able to jointly study regional traffic issues, as well as focus on local traffic
movements in and around Solano County communitics.

In September, DKS provided a summary of the project. Since then, some key refinements
have been in development in an effort to improve the model, such as:

Land Use Data. Part of the unique design of this model is to use local land use
data for trip generation inputs in both Solano and Napa counties. Because each
jurisdiction inventories land uses according to different categories, a unique
conversion system for trip generation for each jurisdiction was developed. In
reviewing estimated traffic volumes, the allocation and magnitude of some of the
land uses and their associated trip generation rates have had to be revisited. For
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example, local colleges in Solano and Napa Counties have different traffic patterns
when compared to other Bay Area universities.

Roadway Networks. Originally built upon roadway networks from the prior
model within Solano County, the Model Technical Advisory Committee has more
closely evaluated roadway segments to more closely verify that the correct speeds
and number of lanes are being assumed for both the base and future year roadway
networks. For example, rural roadway speeds have been increased to reflect the
ability to travel on these faster than the prior model assumed.

Upcoming Tasks

In order to provide the model consultant staff additional resources to document the model
findings, as well has provide additional resources to answer questions and make further
adjustments in the next few months, the following tasks have been developed.

Prepare Revalidated Base Year Model. DKS team will revalidate the travel model,
based upon the review and direction of the Model Technical Advisory Committee. A
revalidated model is anticipated to be presented on December 16™

Prepare Final Phase 1 Forecasts. Once the base year model is accepted, the DKS team
will continue finalize the forecasts. The Model Technical Advisory Committee has already
reviewed the project changes and examined draft forecasts, so this work should be ready in
December, shortly after the revalidated model is accepted.

Submit Documentation on Phase 1 Highway Model. DKS will continue to work to
complete the model documentation. DKS has outlined this documentation, and continues
to develop detailed explanations of the model content.

Meetings/Administration. DKS will be presenting the Phase 1 Model to the STA
Technical Advisory Committee, the Arterials, Highways and Freeways Committee, the
Solano Transportation Authority Board, and the Napa County Transportation Planning
Agency Technical Advisory Committee. DKS will also meet with Calirans and MTC as
requested to discuss the model development effort. The STA Board adoption is proposed
on February 9, 2005.

P \p\0202306\december progress repori.doc
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Within the past two months, DKS has worked with local jurisdictions to bring the land use
assumptions from 2030 into compliance with ABAG Projections 2003. The results of this arc that
both the housing and employment forecasts for each county are within five percent on a countywide
basis, As these numbers are now in reasonable compliance, the draft 2030 model assignments have
been prepared, and can be found at the end of this memorandum..

The results of the 2030 assignment show some interesting results, some of which may be surprising
to the TAC:

o The commute to the central Bay Area 1s projected to grow. This s primarily due to regional
forecasts of new jobs in the core regions, which create a generally stronger southward “pull”
in the future. Generally, this increase is about 40 percent across the Benicia and Carquinez
Bridges. More interestingly, the reverse peak direction is projected to skyrocket, with these
bridge volumes increasing by more than 100 percent by 2030.

e Another serious traffic problem is related to east-west traffic heading to and from Sonoma
. County. The growth in population and employment in Sonoma County, combined with
limited population growth in Marin County creates as strong east-west pattern in and out of
Sonoma County by 2030. The result is that traffic on east-west facilities such as SR 37 and
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SR 12 west of Fairfield show considerable congestion in 2030 that is significantly beyond the
carry capacities of these roadways.

¢ Traffic volumes on I-80 are generally at the lowest point between Dixon and Vacaville in
2030. East of this point, the model shows increasing traffic in the peak direction (eastbound
towards Sacramento in the moring and westbound away from Sacramento in the afternoon).

Specifically, the proposed schedule for the model is as follows:

1. Circulate Draft 2030 Forecasts for review. Based on comments received by local
jurisdictions staff, DKS would revise the 2030 forecasts and circulate them for refinement
and approval. If directed by the TAC on August 25™ the STA Board would review the
model forecasts on September 8th, 2004.

2. Complete and document the Phase 1 model. While refinement and approval is proceeding,
DKS would prepare the draft documentation. Once the forecasts and model are given a
satisfactory review, DKS would revise documentation: and publish it in final form.

3. Develop a model design for the Phase 2 model. DKS will prepare a Phase 2 Model
Strategy paper outlining the steps and recommended approach to achieving a Phase 2 model
that would include the multi-modal component for transit alternatives.
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YEAR 2030 LAND USE COMPARISON BY COUNTY

HOUSINGIPOPULATION EMPLOYMENT . i
SF [ Households  Populiation | _Retail Service Other Adficulture Maﬂufacﬁtm‘ Wholesala|TradeaTotal
57,230 153,409 14,650 34,040 15,846 6,030 18,430 88,95
48,759 11,074 59,834 157,440 14,465 30,452 17,234 6,960 14,386 2 744 85,848
2,604 4,040 -185 -3,588 1,394 530 -1,300 2,149
4.5% 26%  1.3% -40.5% 8.08% 8.8% -T.1% -3.5%]
HOUSINGIPOPULATION i : EMPLOYMENT
SF MF Households _Population | Retail Sarvice Qther Agricuiyre Manufacnuring Wholesale[TradeTofat
183,370 577,300 42,850 58,480 76,150 3,210 23990 204,680
146,309 44,769 181,078 563,97 41,433 47,266 83,986 1,208 25,004 8,616 207,533
2292 -13,32 A 47 11,214 783 -2,005 8630 2,853
A% -2.3% 3.3% -19.2% 10.3% £2.5% 40.1% 1.4%
. . - HOUSING/POPULATION EMPLOYNMENT
urigdiction SE MF Households Population ! Refall  Service Other _ Agdcutture Manufactyring Wholesale[Tradefotal
NAPA + SOLANO
G (Proj 2003) 250,600 73070 57500 93520 91,990 9,240 42,420 293,674
Data 195,068 55,844 250,912 72,414 55804 T8 161,220 7765 39,390 11,360 293,37
2 -9,266 -1,602 14802 4,230 1475 £330 297
E 3 0.1% 3% 284 6.0 {0.0% -16.0% 196% 01 ﬂi

YEAR 2030 LAND USE COMPARISON BY JURISDICTION (NAPA COUNTY}

HOUSINGIPORULATION EMPLOYMENT
SF MF Househwlds Population | Refail  Service Other Agricuttute Manufacturing Wholesale[TradeTatal
36,260 95,400 10,370 11,950 7,860 770 7,690 44,840
28,165 7,903 36068 85, 8,120 15801 8,567 2053 32N 2,744 41,557
192 1 -1,250 -2,149 a7 1283 1,875 3,284
0.5% ozwl 4% 120 8.0% 166.6% 23.0% BE

HOUSINGIPOPULATION EMPLOYMENT ~ )
SF MF Households  Population | Retall Sendce Other “Agrictfture Manufacturiﬂg Wholesa!eil‘mde‘l’ohl

20,97¢ 58,000 4260 16,090 7960 5,260 10,540 44,150
20,595 3171 1,766 61, 5345 14,651 8,667 4,506 11,115 q 44,22:
2,796 3,8 1,065 -1,439 6a7 754 §7s i
13.3% 6.7% 24.9% -8.9% 8.6% “14.3% 5.5% 0.3%
HOUSINGIPOPULATION . . EMPLOYMENT -
SF MF Houscholds  Population | Retail Seqvice Dther Aguiculture Mamrfactr.iﬁng Wholesale[TraddTotal
57,230 153,400 14,650 34,040 15,840 8,030 © 18,430 88,994
48,759 11,074 59,534 157,440 14,465 30,452 17,234 6,560 14,366 2 744 85,841
2,604 4040 -189 -3,588 1,34 530 -1,300 -3,14
4.5% 2.6%] -1.3% ~105% 8.8% 8.8% AL -3.5
4 ' August 13, 2004
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YEAR 2030 LAND USE COMPARISON BY JURISDICTION (SOLANG COUNTY)

ATTACHMENT C

HOUSING/POPULATION " EMPLOYMENT
utsdiciion L fiousehalds ~ Popuiaion | Relall  Service Otror Adilouitive  Wanfachmring  Whiclesala 1 Ttk
of Benlcla
(Prgj 2003} 11,880 31,200 3,480 3,560 7240 120 5,060 19,460
Osfa Data 8,186 3,756 14,942 3,400 1,536 2157 7,656 " 6851 1675 19,6878
erence 38 28] 1544 {403 8 A 146 48
Diffesence % 0.3% Or%]  -555% -A94% 5.8% 100.0% €a5% 21%
HOUSINGIFGPULATION EMPLOVMENT
LLiimisdictton [ T4 Tiousehalds  Population | fetall  Sarvics Tifer Agricutture Manufachning  Wiolasale fads _Toial
[CHy af Dixon .
ABAG (Prq 2003) 10,860 34,300 1,180 1910 1410 950 1920 7370
acel Data 9,089 £536 1062 13,605 1,450 1,699 1376 1412 1667 515 7818
fonetioe 2 695 70 213 3 162 262 4
itierence % 2.2% 204]  mey R18% 24% T.0% 11.7% 61%
HOUSINGIPOPULATION EMPLOYNENT
Lurtsdiction WF Housaliolds _ Popaiation | Relall  Servics Olver Agrictitiica Mamufactaring  Wholewade Wade Total
of Fartieid = =
ABAG (Pr 2003) 47,150 144700 14,200 17,850 31,760 520 1540 67,170
ocal Data 32,093 12,808 45,501 w808 f 11880 6,425 35,848 9 “2300 2,088 68,463
h«mx 1,579 z892{ 2520 -625 4,580 520 4 1293
Ference % 23% ss%]  arv% A% 13.2% A000% 206% 19%
HOUSINGIPOPULATION EMPLOYNENT -
adsdiclion ME Touseinids | Populaion | Retal  Serdce Gihar Agricufice  Wanfachalog  Wholoeda Trads Total
of o Vista
(Prg 2003) 7,560 18,500 1260 2810 1,350 140 290 5,970
[Eocal Qata 792 1162 9,084 22,840 1094 1639 2595 1a 2254 1% 7,609
e 1524 4340 166 427 1,246 50 1,900 1,639
ference % 0.2% nswl| 3% ALT% 92.3% 8y 682.8% 215%
HOUSINGIPOPULATION - “ENFLOVMENT
usdiciion WF Housshokis  Population | Relall  Senvice Tt Ageicutoire | Mawdfachaing | Whalssale ade  Tolal
of Vacaville
{Puf 2003) 43,600 132,800 9,860 270 14030 270 6,000 440
ocol Data 40.213 2352 42565 t0ade] 10742 11,468 18,875 [ 4695 a7 6617
forence 1,035 11,160 ¢42 2802 4545 zre 467 2467
% -24% -1.5% 9% A$6% 34.5% -A00.0% -T8% 4.9%
HOUSINGIPGBULATION EMPLOVRENT
Biustsdction e Housaholds  Population | Relall  Servica thar Agriviilure  Mamactordng  Wivalesals Tade Tolal
of Vallajo
lhaaG (Prg 20032 55,500 ts3go0| 11370 15,750 14,39 % 6400 52,000
Lacai Data M4 207 5,531 59678 | 12837 12,079 16,592 ] 6547 2,228 49724
ifference 3 aan 767 3871 1798 0 2515 2778
Ditference % 01% ~20% £.7% 2L3% 4.8% -100.0% 3.3% 4.4%
HOUSINGIPOPULATION EMPLOYMENT
[tectsdictian W Tousshoids  Population | Retall . Service Olfier Agricufiure  Manutacturdng  Wholesala Tjada Total
Sufsun City
ABAG (Pro 2003} 14,060 36,100 1,260 3010 1,960 e §10 7.260
acul Data 889t 2064 10,955 35,168 2591 1,292 845 ¢ 208 1251 6,108
Ezm Zi0s P YY) A718 A5 420 849 S072
ifference % £4.9% 28%]  105T% STA% 56.9% 1604% 138.3% 14.8%
HOUSINGIPOPULATION ENPLOVMENT
Erurtsdiction WF Hatisehaids  Popudation | Hefall | Service Dt Agricultire _ Maudachxing _ VWhoissala ade atal
I5alang Unincorpdrated
ABAG (Prqj 2003) 5630 16,700 240 0 0 €80 7a 1,020
ocet Data 4756 7 4173 13625 203 505 ] 84 o 5 1734
ce 857 3075 a7 485 86 596 276 214
ifference % 45.2% Ae4%]  54%  uma% 264.9% SLTY% 393.7% 2.0%
HOUSINGIPOPULATION ENELOYMENT
urfsdiction ™F Hausehiolds  Popitatian Helall Sarvice Othar Agricullure  Manufactring  Wholesale Hade Tafal
CANO COUNTY
{Pra 2003} 193,379 srea ) 42050 56,480 76.150 320 23,990 204,660
Local Data 146,303 44 769 151,678 563,974 41,433 47266 43 956 1,205 25004 8616 207532
Difference 2,202 43326] 147 120 7836 2005 9,610 2652
Diffecence % £.2% ki <1.3% -19.2% 10.3% H2.5% 40, 1% 1.44%
o \p\O2\02300\progress report august 2004.doc
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-YEAR 2030 LAND USE COMPARISON BY COUNTY

HOUSINGIPOPULATION EMPLOYMENT . ]
SF MF Hausehofds  Poputation {  Retail Service Other Agricuiture Maﬂufacturing WinolesalefTradeT otal
57,230 153,400 14,650 34,040 15,840 6,030 18,430 88,95(
48,759 11,074 59,834 157, 14,465 30,452 17,234 6,560 14,386 2,744 85,841
2,604 4, -185  -3,588 1,394 530 1,300 a4
4.5% 2.6% -1.3% ~-10.5% 88Y 4.8% -T.1% ~3.5%;
HOUSINGIPOPULATION EMPLOYMENT
SF ME Households _Population | _Retail Senvice Cther Agricufture Manufacturing Whofesale{Tradelotal
193,3/0 977,304 42,850 58,440 76,150 30 23,990 204, 66¢
146,309 44,769 191,078 563,974 41,433 47,266 83,986 1,205 25,004 8,615 207,532
-2792 -13,324 -1.417 -11,214 7836 -2,005 9,636 2,853
1.2% . ~23% 3.3% ~13.2% 10.3%, -62.5% 404% 14%]|
HOUSING/POPULATION EMPLOYMENT
SF - MF Hoysehotlds Population | Retail __ Setvice Other Agdcuiture Manufacturing Whatesale[Tradefotal |
250,600 730,700 57,5900 92,520 91,990 9,240 42,420 293,670
195,066 55,844 250,912 721,414 55898 71,718 101,220 785 38,330 11,360 293,371
312 -9,285 +1,602 -14,802 9230 1475 8330 -297
01% -£.3% -2.8% -16.0% 10.0% -£6.0% 18.6% -0.1%
YEAR 2030 LAND USE COMPARISON BY JURISDICTION {HAPA COUNTY}
HOUSINGIPOPULATION EMPLOYMENT
urisdiction SF MF Househelds  Population | Retail Senvice Gther  Aprculiue Manufacturing WholesalelTadel atal
of Napa
BAG (Proj 2003) 36,260 95400 10370 {7950 7.860 770 7.890 44,846
Data 28,165 7,903 36,068 95,545 9,126 1581 8,567 2053 32 2,744 41,557
i -192 145 -1,250 -2,149 767 1,283 1,875 3,289
% 0.5% L .24 -124% A240% 9.0% 166.6% -23.8% ~TA%)
HOUSINGIPGPULATION EMPLOYMENT )
SF MF Households Population | Retall Service Other ‘Agricul‘mm Manufad:uring Wholesu!e]]lmde‘rotal
20,970 58,000 4,280 16,090 7,960 5260 10,540 44,154
20,595 3 23,766 61,896 5345 14,651 8667 4,506 11,115 Q 44,284
2,796 3, 1,665 -1,43% 687 <754 47s 1
13.3% 6.7% 24.9% 4.9% a6% ~£4.3% 5.5% ¢.3%
HOUSINGIPOPULATION EMPLOYMENT i
SF MF Houschalds Population ]  Retait Sendce Othet Agricutfure Manufactuding Wholesale[Tradel'atal
57,230 15340q 14650 34,040 15,840 8030 18.&30 88,990
48,759 11,074 99,834 1574 14,465 30,452 17,234 6,960 14,366 2,744 85,841
2,604 40 -185 -3,588 1,394 530 -1,3060 -3,144
4£.5% 26% i 1.3% -105% 98% 8.8% -1.4% -3.5%
Projecr Nme 4 9 9 Augus.l‘ 13, 2004
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YEAR 2030 LAND USE COMPARISON BY JUR!SDIC’ﬂON {SQUANO COUNTY]

ATTACHMENT C

HOUSINGIPOPULATION EMPLOYMENT 1

Hudsdiction SF [ Hiusehwlds  Population Relall Service Othor Agricufture  Manufactudng  Wholesale Trade Todal

[City of Bsnlcla

ABAG (Pr 2093 11,960 31,200 3,460 3,560 7.240 120 5060 19,460
ocal Osfg Oata . 8,185 3,756 11,942 31,408 1,56 2,157 7.658 0 6451 1,675 19,878
ierente ET) 200f  A944 -1.403 418 120 3486 418

Otfference % -1.3% 0.T% -55.9% -39.4% 5.8% -100.0% 6R.5% 21%

HOUSINGPOPULATION EMPLOVMENT
M arisdiction & MF tHousehokds  Popuation Ratalf Sapdce Other Agalou Manufactining  Wholesala Tfada Tofal

[Ctty of Dixon

IABAG (Piq 2003) 10,860 34300 1,180 1,910 1410 450 1,920 {3
oce Data, 4,089 1536 10,626 33,605 1450 1659 1,376 1112 1667 515 7019
ifference 4 695 70 21 M 162 262 4“0
ifierence % L% 20% 22.9% Hto% ~2A% 17.0% % 1%

HOUSING/POPULATION EMPLOYMENT

Wiwisdiction SF MF Househalds  Population Hetall Sarvice Other Agrtcuit Manufaciwlag  Whal. ada Told

of Falrftold ) :

JABAG (Prd 2003} 47,180 144,760 14,200 17,050 areo 50 3,640 67,170
ocal Data 32,793 12,808 45,601 136,608 14,640 16,425 35,948 a 2,300 2,088 68,463
ifference -1,579 -T.892 -2520 625 4,186 420 748 1,293
ifference % 3.3% s5%] s AT% A% 100.0% 20.6% 1.9%

HOUSINGFQPULATION EMPLOYMENT
urtsdietion SF MF Households  Poputation Retall Serdce Oltior Agloudt Maufactudng  Wholesals Thads Total

of Rio ista
{Peg 2003} 7560 14,50 1,250 2910 1350 160 290 5970

ocaf Dafa 791 1,162 8,084 224840 1,094 1639 2536 10 2254 % 7.609
ieretice T1524 440 -166 271 1245 -159 1980 1639
i k.3 2% 235% -13.2% 411% S1.3% -93.8% &42.5% 5%
. ey e

HOUSINGIPOPULATION - EMPLOYMENT

glﬂsddl«l SF ME Households  Popudation Rotall Sardce Othar Agricufture  Manulachaing  Wholesats 1 Tatal

ICily of Vacaville

IABAS (Peg 2003) 43600 32800 8,860 14,270 14930 R §.000 44,430
ocak Data 40,213 2352 42565 130040 10,742 11,468 14,815 9 4695 437 46,617

~1035 -1, 160 a42 ~2,802 4,845 -Z?'O 467 2487
forence % 24% -1.5% 9% -19.6% 34.5% -100.9% -TA% 4.9%
TOUANGIPOPULATION EMBLOYWENT
lcion SF (3 Houssholds  Popudation Ratatt Service Othar Agricultura  Manufactining Whalesala ada Total
afVadelo
Prof 20033 55,500 163,000 11,370 15,750 18,190 1] 6,400 52,000

Local Dala 34,458 21073 5554 159,678 12137 12,074 ‘16,592 L) 6647 2228 49724
2 3% 3322 67 -3,671 -1.798 -8¢ 2545 -2.276

Difference % 1% ~ 2% 8.7% -21.%% -3.8% -1000% 39.3% -44%

HOUSINGIPOPULATION EMPLOYMENT

Hudisdictian SF M Housutwids  Population Retalt Sarvice Qther Agriculure Manufacturing  Wholesala Tfade Total

[Sulsun City

ABAG (Prof 2003) 11,060 36,400 1.260 3010 1963 420 619 7.260

Local Data 884 20684 10,955 35,160 2591 1,292 845 a 208 1,251 6,188
ifterence -103 -932 1,331 4,718 REyi 424 449 072
Nffercnce % -0.9% -2.6% 105.7% -5T.4% ~56.9% -100.0% 139.2% -14.5%

HOUSINGIPOPUCATION EMPLOYMENT |
risdicton 5 3 Housstelds  Popufation Rotall Service Other Agricutiuca  Manufaciuring  Whaolesale fada Totad
'ang Unincosprarated
{Pro 2003) 5630 16,700 240 20 10 680 70 1.020
ocel Data 4,756 LI 4773 13625 praix] 505 %% 84 340 5 1,234
Ditference 457 -3.075 -7 485 [ 596 pr iy 214
ifference % -15.2% 48.4% A54% A% £864.9% A% 39371% Hao%
HOUSIKG/POPULATION EMPLOYMENT
Lurisdiction SF “F Households  Population Halalt Sarvice Qthar Agdcuftura  Manutacturdng  Wholasade T Total
[SOLANO COUNTY
IABAG (Pegj 2003) 183370 577,300 42 850 58,460 76,150 3210 23,990 204,680
oca! Data 146 239 44769 191076 63974 41433 47 265 83986 1,205 25004 8616 207532
fference -2,202 -13,326 -1.417 -E214 7836 -2,005 3630 2,852
Oifference % A% -2.3% -3.3% 19.2% 10.3% A1.5% 40.1% 14%
pApON02306 progress report august 2004.doc
Project Name 100 August 13, 2004




Agenda Item XD
December8, 2004

S1a

DATE: December 1, 2004

TO: STA Board

FROM: Mike Duncan, Director for Projects
RE: STIP-TIP Financial Constraint

Background:
The Transportation Improvement Program (T1P) is the primary spending plan for federal

funding expected to be available to the Bay Area or any other specific region. The
Metropolitan Transportation Commission prepares the TIP for the Bay Area every two
years based upon information available from the state and the federal government
regarding the projected availability of funding. The TIP must be financially constrained;
that is, project funding by fiscal year must coincide with the projected availability of
funds.

Duc to the state budget crisis and the impacts on transportation funding, in August 2003,
after the legislature approved the governor’s FY 2003-04 State Budget, the Federal
Highway Administration (FHWA) declared all TIPs in California financially
unconstrained and froze the TIPs until each region could demonstrate financial
reconstraint with respect to the State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) and
the Traffic Congestion Relief Program (TCRP) funding.

In February 2004, MTC was the first of only four regions in California to “reconstrain”
the TIP. This action allowed the region to proceed with formal TIP amendments (which
were needed for $300 million in FTA actions), while other regions were unable to
approve any formal amendments from August 2003 through the adoption of their 2005
TIPs in October 2004. MTC was able to reconstrain the TIP by moving the funding for
some projects to later fiscal years to coincide with transpoertation funding estimates in the
governor’s budget.

Discussion:
Due to the ongoing state budget problems, the FHWA may once again determine that the
TIP is no longer financially constrained if some or all of the following should occur:
s The California Transportation Commussion (CTC) continues to defer FY 2004-05
allocations;
e the Governor delays the Transportation Investment Fund (TIF) transfer to the
State Highway Account (SHA) once again in the FY 2005-06 budget;
s the legal challenge to AB 687 (Indian gaming funding) results in an unfavorable
decision for the State;
e funds as a result of the Indian gaming bonds and the ethanol fix end up in the
SHOPP rather than the STIP;
e and/or the CTC defers part or all of the FY 2005-06 STIP allocations.
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MTC staff has proposed a strategy to preempt what appears to be inevitable and to
reconstrain the Bay Area TIP while the TIP Air Quality Conformity Analysis is
underway in conjunction with adoption of T-2030. Although the outcome of several of
the funding uncertainties identified above will not be known until the adoption of the FY
2005-06 State Budget and STIP Fund Estimate in August 2005, there is high probability
that impacts to transportation funding will once again cause the FHWA to determine that
the TIP is not financially constrained. Since MTC will not be performing another Air
Quality Conformity Analysis until the 2007 TiP update in July 2006, MTC staff is
proposing to shift STIP funding in the TIP now to align the funding closer to what may
actually be available, using the Air quality conformity analysis currently underway for T-
2030. By doing so, MTC can show a financially constrained TIP and be able to move
forward with formal TIP amendments as needed. MTC staff has consulted with FHWA,
Caltrans HQ Federal Programming and CTC staff, and received tentative approval of this
proposed strategy.

This overall strategy proposes to move all STIP funds in FY 2004-05 to FY 2005-06 of
the TIP (except GARVEE, Caltrans Right of Way, Caltrans Support and Transportation
Enhancement funds), move the FY 2005-06 STIP funds into FY 2006-07 (except
GARVEE and TE) and move an amount equivalent to the displaced FY 2005-06 funds
from FY 2006-07 to FY 2007-08. Basically the impacted STIP funds in the TIP will be
reduced to Zero in FY 2004-05, cut 50% in FY 2005-06, and held at the current adopted
STIP amount in FY 2006-07.

MTC staff limited projects for movement from FY 2006-07 into FY 2007-08 to those
projects that already have local funding on the project (including RM-2 funds) that can be
used prior to the STIP funds, thus allowing the project to remain in the three years of the
TIP (FY 2004-05 through FY 2006-07). Should STIP funds become available sooner
than expected (extremely unlikely), only an administrative TIP amendment would be
needed to change the fund source so the STIP funds are available carlier. Both FHWA
and Caltrans HQ Federal Programming agree only an administrative TIP amendment
would be needed to change the fund source.

CTC staff has assured MTC that these actions for the TIP will not impact the priorities of
the programming of the funding in the STIP since MTC is not proposing to move any
funds in the STIP - just in the TIP for financial constraint purposes only. This action will
not impact the priority, deliverability or fundability of these projects, as these projects
will remain in the three years of the TIP and may be allocated/advanced at any time.

The two attachments (one for the RTIP and one for the ITIP) show the proposed changes
as shaded areas as will be reflected in the reconstrained TIP. The STIP is not being
changed by this proposal.

For Solano County, the following projects have been adjusted to reconstrain the TIP:
e  Westbound HOV lane, SR 29 to Carquinez Bridge
e Vallejo Ferry Terminal Parking
¢ North Connector
Bahia viaduct track and bridge upgrade
Fairfield-Vacaville Rail Station.

102




The HOV lane project was moved one year to coincide with the delay of the HOV lane
project in Contra Costa County from the Carquinez Bridge to SR 4. The other projects
have other funding, including RM-2 funding, to advance the projects until the STIP funds
become available.

Recommendation:
Informational.

Attachments
A. 2004 STIP Approved by STA Board in April 2003

B. Adjustments to RTIP Projects
C. Adjustments to ITIP Projects
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SOT

2004 State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP)
For Solano County

Solano Transportation Authority

{Approved by STA Board April 14, 2004)

o
2002 STIP

2004 STIP
Projects FY03/04 | FYO4/05 | FY05/06 { FYo0s/07 FY04/05 | FYO05/06 | FY06/07] FY0r/08) FY08/09 Total
Planning, Programming & Monitoring (STA) Pending 75.0 75.0 75.0
Planning, Programming & Monitorin; C) Pending 26.0 26.0 26.0
Planning, Programming & Monitoring (STA) 0.0 51.0 51.0 51.0 120.0 323.0
Jepson Parkwey berween SR 12 and I-80 4,650.0 3,550,0 3,550.0
Jepson - Walters, Venden & Lelsure Town Roads 150.0 6,500.0 25001 3,0000 1 3,900.0 7,150.0
Jepson - Vanden 2.400.0 | 5,500.0 2,400.0 1  5,500.0 7,900.0
Jepson - Walters Extension 3,300.0 3,300.0 3,300,0
{[Road Rehabilitation (8 Separate Projects)

- Benicia, West "K" Street Overley (§134K) 154.0 154.0 154.0
- Dixon, South Lincoln Street Overlay ($105K) 105.0 105.0 105.0
4" Fairfield, Hillbom Pavement Improvements ($364K) 364.0 364.0 354.0
- Solano County, Varous Roads Qverlay ($393K) 353.0 393.0 393.0
- _Suisun City, Pavement Rehabilitation ($140K) 140.0 146.0 140.0
- Vacaville, Nut Tree Road Resurfacing ($342K} 342.0 342.0 342,0
- Vallejo, Lemon Street Rehabilitation ($428K) 428.0 428.0 428.0
- Rio Vista, Front Street Rehabilitation ($74K) 74,0 T4.0 74.0
Fairfield Vacaville Rail Station 125.9 2,125.0 125.0 2,125.0 2,250.0
[{Bahia Viaguct 1,000,0 1,000.0 1,000.0
Bemicia Intermodal Ttansportation Station 2250 1,100.0 22501 1,100.G 1,325.0
1-80/680/12 Interchenge Impzovements 7,200.0 | 4,535.0 2,00G.0 3,500.0 2,900.0 3,012.0 11,412.0
Vallejo Station 1.200.0 | 3,000.0] 31000 1,200.0 | 3.000.0 | 3,100.0 7,300.0
Vallejo Ferry Meintenance Facility 425.0 425.0 425.0
ChMAQ Match Reserve 178.0 . 173.0 178.0
SR 37 Mitigation Planting 428.¢ 428.0 428.0
Extend I-80 HOV from Carquinez Bridge to SR 29 1,500.0 1,500.0
Totals 67040 707501 19,428.0} 16,535.0 151,0]  5,954.0] 19,134.0] 14,551.0} 10,332.0 50,142.0

"Fair-share" amount ayaitable to Solane County 1,481.0] 14.331.0) 121240 11 832.0] 10,324.0

Yearly aznount over { -+) or under () -1,330.0] -8,377.0 7.030.0 2,669.0 8.0

Cutnulative amount over or under -1,330.01 -9.707.0f -2,677.0 -8.0 0.0
TE - Reserve Lump Sum 1,629.0 578.0 560.0 501.0 3,398.0

11/11/2004
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SUMMARY OF STIP COUNTY SHARES

Does Not Inciude STIP interregional Share Funding (See Separate Listing)

($1,000's)
T T d ince July 12003 foxciud] i i ] 1 { [ 1 I [ [

| il ] Project Totals by Fiscal Year Project Totals by Comggnem |

NS Reqy |Cou Agency Rie! renoliProject Voted Totall Priort FY 051 FYos! FY 07! Fy ol Fyog RW{ Conat] E&Pl PS&E]| RWSw! con sup
N _PS-74[Alameda Caltrans 880] 16F{/HOV, 8CI Co Line-AvaradeMiles (025-744) Aug031  11047] 11047 0 ofl 11.047 1] 3] 0 [1] 0
09 | Alameda Caltrans 80| &69F || Emeryvile, Ashby/Bay interchange, env 500 500 1] [1] 0 Q 500 [{] 7] 1]

025 |Alameda Calirans S0} 69N | Soundwall, Berkeloy Aquatic Park 2,985 [] 0 2,986 0| 2554 ] 251 0 181

025 | Alameda Caltrans 841 1017 ]| Extend Dumbarior HOV Ins 1o Rt 880, RAW 935 E55 0 280 [1] 250 [} 280 Y 30 o]

N 025 | Alameda Caltrans 84} 1018{[HOV on ramp at Newark Bl, RAW 7588 A75 0 280 [¥] 250 1] 175 300 30 1]
09 | Alameda Caltrahs 841 810 4-In expressway (Measure B, $48,000) 10,000 ] 0 10,000 0] 10,660 [1] 0 0 Q

99 [ Alameda Caltrans 238] 86A{IReconstruct, widen, Rt 580-Rt 880 (02 STIP) 35008 6,848 Q [{] 225[ 28213 1704[ 4840 277 1)

025 Alzmeda Ceftrans 5801 117 Souncwali, Livermore Vasco Rd-First St 1,745 804 )] [¥] 3 737 127 544 2 204

N 25 iAlameda Calrans 558G 132B|{Rt 580 noise barrier, add to con 6280 1,000 [ 130 [¢] G0] 4 500 O} 1,006 30 550
N} 0235 Alameda CalTans 5801 1484 || Soundwall, Oakiand EB, 14th Aw-Ardiey 122 122 [ 0 [ 0 39 73 10 [i]
N Alameda Calirans BB0 A1570 || Sunol Grade SB, HOV, phase 3 7,246 4] ") 9 0 0] 7248 ] 1] ol [+]
IN__¢5-74 ! Alameda Caltrens §85]1Es Landserping, SCl Co Line-AlvaradoMiles (028-74} 3640 1] G 0 Q 0] 285D 50 350 o] 300
N 023 |Alameda Caftrans £302009M || Mandela Pkwy extensior, widening, tum pockets 1,900 [s) 0 0 41 1860 [1] [ [¥] ¢ [¥]
N Q0 |Alameda Cafrans 880]  42C || BroadwayfJackson interch, design 6223) 6223 7] [£] 2 0 0; 3.608] 2815 [?] [o]
N 025 | Alameda AC Transit bus [2009A || Maintenance facilifes & equipment upgrades 3,706 1] [1] '] '] 0F 3,705 ] [] 4] 0
N[ 025 |Alameda AL Transit bus [20098 || Expand satelite-hased- tracking communications 1,000 [1] 1] G i} O 1.000 [] Q 4] 5]
N | 025! Alameds AC Transit bus [200 Berkeley/Oakiana/San Leandro transit senvice study 2,700 5] 0 4] 0 [¢] [£] 01 2700 5] [+]
N | 028]Alameda AC Transit s 20080 || Bus compenent renabifitation 4,500 1] Q 3] 0 01 4,500 [f] [+] 0 [1]
N 025 Alameda LAVTA bus [2009K}| Bus maintenance & operatons faciiity 4,000 [1] 0 0 4,000 0] 4.000 7] [\ 0 1]
N | 0z3/Alameda Union City Sus| 2110]| Union City intermodal Statien 7,007 0 Q 720 2,283 o] 7,007 o] B 0 5]
B-74A [Alameda ACTA cash| 16K |[|AB 3080 relmbursemert (880 HOV)(02S-744A) 11,800 1] 0 0 0] 11,800 g 7] 0 [5]
BS-74 |Alameda Calirans cash] 16Q]|IAB 3080 reimbursement (880 HOV)(025-74B) 25,037 0 [¢} 25037 0 0 o] 25,037 0 ] 1] 0

98 [Alameda MIC cash[2100AIIAB 3080 reimbursement (03-04 PPM)(025-124) 35 0 [+ [4] 88 7] 0 ¢ g6 i} [l 0 0

025 [Alameda Alameda (City} | loc [2009N || Tinker Av extension 4,000 0 ] 4] [{] 0] 4800 0 4,000 1] 0 1] 7]

028 [Alameda Alameda Co loc [2008L || Vasco Rd safety improvements 1,400 [¢] ] "] [1] 0] 1400 0| 1400 1] ¢ 0 0

025 | Alameda Cakland oc| 1022 || Rt 880 access at 42nd AwHigh St RW 3,130 Q ] 1] 0] 3130 0l 31430 [ [4] 5] Q 4]

N 025 |Alameda SART rail] 2103 {Oakiand Airport connecter guideway (RTIP) 3,000 [ Q g [ 0] 23,000 Q] 23.000 [i] [i] [i] g
N 025 |Alameda BART rell[2009F [|Repair leak under Leke Memitt Channe! 2,000 [ ] 3] g1 2,000 [1] 0] 2000 1] [¥] 0 1]
N | 025 |Alameda BART rell 009G | Replace ADA tles at platform edges 1248 [ Q o o] 1,248 1] 0] 1248 2 [1] [1] g
N 025 |Alarmeda Emenyile tail} 2020 {) Emenyville terminal, parking garage (RTIFY035-87) 2,110 ] 0 [3] ¢ ¢l 2110 o] 2110 [4] 5] 0 4]
N | D25|Alamada AC Transil repl 2100H ;1 AB 3080 replacement (component rehab, 20090} 4,000 [+] 0 o} o} 0] 4000 Q] 4.000 7} Q [i] 0
N 99| Alameda AC Transit repl 1000 {: AB 3090 replacement (transirdssion rehabd, 21134) 628 [] [+] [ 4] 8 628 3] 628 3] Q 3] 4]
N | 045 Alemeda MTC 210G {iPlanning, programming, and monitoring 331 0 Q 118G 110 111 [5] ] 331 2] ) [3] 9
N ¢ 045|Alameda MTC/ACCMA 2479 {}Planning, pregramming. and menttoring 527 [1] 1] 118 111 114 195 3] 527 ) 0 [1] ¢
N 98| Contra Costa Caltrans 680 295F [[HCOV In, Marina Vista-N Main (from 2003 repert) Jure02| 422771442277 [1] ) 0 g Q -7001-32,696 O] 4.138] -310] 4433
N 58 |Cortra Costa Caltrans £80] 295F || MOV In, Marina Vista-N Mzin {as corected) Jun-02 25,446 || 35,446 Q [¢] [5] Q Q 7001 25.860 0] 4138 310| 4433
N 025 | Comira Costa Calrans 4| 192E || Loveridge-Somersvilie, 8 lanes wHOV (TCR #16.2) 27,000 [1] 03 0]/ 8.000; 17.000 Q 0] 2,000 2000
N 028 Contra Costa Calirans 24|  &7AllCaldecott Tunnel 4th bore (RTIPTCR #15) 2,000 0 0] 0 [¢] [1] G| 2,000 [1] [§]
(28 Contra Costa calirans 80| 261F {|Westbeund HOV lanes, Rt 4-Carquinez Br (RTIP) 5,000 0 [i] 0] 5000 0 i 0 0

00 Contra Costa Caltrans 680 274H [|Awx lane, Damvile seg 1, San Ramon seg 3 {025-69 9,000 0 [i] 0 0] 7400 [ 1] 50 1,650

025 |Contra Costa Richtnond tus [2011E || Richrnond Piwy park & ride, ransit access £,700 Q 4] O 4850} 7.060 Q[ 7,050 0] 1850 Q [+]

98 | Contra Costa MTC cash [2118A || AB 3050 reimbursement (03-04 PPM){025-124) 63 0 0 1] 53 0 0 0 53 [1] 0 0 3]

N 025|Contre Costa Antiach loc[2011A Rt 4 Hiicrest Av EB off ramp. widen 2,250 1] [{] Q 0F 2280 [¥] Q] 2250 3] Q 0 [¥]
N 028 |Contra Costa CCTA lo¢| 192F | Rt 4 widening, Somersville-R116G, design 2818 8 1] [1] Ol 2618 [¥] [1] 0 G| 2818 [¥] 0
N 025 | Contra Costa CCTA Ioe| 298E [{Rt 680/ interchange, NB 6801c WE 4 5500 [1] 1) 0 0 0] 5500 [ ol 0| 5500 [ 0
N 025 | Contra Costa BART ral 20110 |] Pittsburg-Bay Polnt terminal zore, umback 1,600 [¢] [i] 0] 00 ] Gl 1,180 Q 350 [1] 0
N 028 |Contra Costa BART rail 20113 |} Add parking level @ Richinend BART stetion 2,000 Q 1) Q {525 0 0 2,000 Q ] 1] o
028 [Contra Costa Hercules rait|2011F |{ Mercules irterchy staton (State only}(TCR #12) 3,000 ] 1] 1] 0 41 3000 [+] ] Q [o]

IN_| 023 ]Contra Costa Martinez raiii 2011, |i Martinaz Amtrak station parking 2,000 [¢] 2 [1] 0l 2,000 [1] [1] 0 2 [1]
025 | Contra Costa Antoch repi 2O11C[1AB 3090 replacement {Rt 4 Hilicres)(025-118) 250 [ ] 0 [i] [¢] 250 [¢] [¥] 4] [1]

N 025 | Contra Costa CCTA repii2011L [1AB 3090 replacement {Refiez Velley Rd walkway} 105 ] o] 109 [§] 109 1] [i] 1] 0
028 |Contra Costa CCTA repi 2011M |{AB 3090 replacement {Danvilie Oak Hill Park) (74 [ 2 0 62 g €2 0 [¥] 1] 0

025 |Conira Costa CCTA rep 2011W[{AB 3090 replacement (Martinez Bay Jrai) 308 [7] ] Q 300 [] 300 0 [i] [1] [¥]

Q281 Contra Costa CCTA repli2118G51{ AB 3000 replacement {Vasco Rd, TOR #27) 2,500 [] 0 2 2,500 01 2,500 [] 1] g []

N 028 {Cantra Costa Richmond repl [9878A [| AB 3090 replacemert {stafion){RIF{025-129) 2,100 0 0 ] 5] Ol 2100 [4] 7] 2 Q
N 048 i Cortra Costa MIC 2118 || Plahning, programming, and monfiering 215 0 0 71 0 1] 215 Q 0 Q [1]
N 968 [Marin Catirang 181] 342Li|Reversible HOV, segments 2,3,4 (96 gr) 18,382 [{] Q] 18,392 ] 0| 18,392 1] 0 Q 0
98 | Marin Caftrans 101; 342L I Reversible MOV, segments 23,4 (RTIF) 172711 6,000 ¢ 0} 8.006] 11.27 7] ] 7] 0

95 | Matin Caltrans 101} 342L j|Reversible HOV, Puelto Suello segment 7,473 0 Q ] Q] 7.473 0 1] 1] [{]

N 028 | Marin Caltrans 101} 360F |\Novato-Petalumna, widen ta 8 In twy (RTIPYTCR #18) 2,200 [1] ) [§] 0 [] 0i 2,200 [ [*]
N 98 { Marin MTC cash [2127A ] AB 308C reimbursement (C3-04 FEM)(028-124) 18 0 ¢ 0 [ 18 [1] i) 0 0
N 045 [Marin Marin CMA 2127C | Planning, prograrmming, and manitoting 110 2] 5] 24 24 25 37 3] 110 Q 0 0 0
N | 045iMarin MTC 12127} Planning, programming, and monitoring 53 0 ¢ 170 18 18 [ g 53 0l [ 0] [
N_| D25iNapa MTG/Napa TPA__ |T953E || Planning, programming, and monfiering [ Fen0a 50 9] 0] il 0] [l g o] ) ol 0] 0] g

Califortia Transporkaton Commission Page1of3 8132004
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SUMMARY OF STIP COUNTY SHARES

Coes Net include STIP Interregional Share Funding (See Separate Usting)

{$1,000's)
Projoct Totals by Fiscal Year Project Totals by Compensent
NS [Reg [County Agency Rto| »rhsllProjest Veted Tofal|] Prior] FYOQS| FYQ8] FYO7] FY08) FYOS RW| Conat! E&P| PS&E| RW sup| Con Sup
N D0 |Napa Caltrans 12]  373[|Rt 1229 intersec, separation (e} 1800} 1,600 0 0 [¥] [5] a1 1,500 0 [4] 1]
N 043 [Napa Caltrans 121 376]|Rt 1220221 Soscot Intersection separation 8,300) 2,100 9 [ 0 0 Cj 2100 4,200 [1] [1]
025 | Napa Calirans 121 367D || Jamiesen Canyon Rd widening (TCR #167) 2000 [ 0] 2,000 [§] [§] Q 0| 2000 5] Q
apa Celtrans 231 377G || Trancas Stinterch plianting mitigation (Spit3774) 789 o] [1] 150 "] [1] E38 0 150 1] [1]
lapa MTC cash :2130A | AB 3090 reimbursement (03-04 PPMY028-124) 10 1] 0 0 o] 7] [1] 10 0 1] [1] 0
N apa MTC 2130{| Planning, programming, and monftoring 33 [1] 0 11 i [§] [1] 33 0 0 Q 1]
N 028 [ Napa MTC/Nepa TPA 1003E {i Planning. pregrarmming, and menitoring 68 1] 0 [1] 45 (1] 23 0 3] Q [1] 0 [1]
N 00| San Francisco MTC/SFCTA 2007 || Flanning, programming, and monftoring Feb-04 69 58 0 [1] 4 1] Q 0 59 0 1] 0 0
N 0253 8an Frangisco Cattrans 101] 613AliDoyie Dr replace {RIPYS/OYTCR#22} 5.000% 5000 [{] [§] o) Q [<] 0 0 0} 5,000 1] 0
an Francisco MTC cash [2131A:|AB 3090 reimbursement (03-04 PPMY025-124} 46 5] Q [1] 48 3] Q [] 48 0 [¥] Q 1)
028 | San Franciseo SF Muni cash| Z134]{AB 3090 reimbursement {3rd St I_ight rall ming fac) 22570 [1] [¥] [1] Q| 22.570 ] 01 22,570 0 [¥) 1] [¥]
(28| San Francisce Golden Gate _ [ferry[ 20144 || SF {fermminal ferry berth 1,000 [] 0 [{] 0| 1,000 o 0] 1000 0 4] [§] [§]
N 028|San Francisse San Francisco | loc 20140 [| Addisen & Dighy traffic circie (State only} 200 ] [<] [<] 0 50 150 o 150 50 [{] 0 [¢]
00 [San Francisco SECTA repl] 1007 }[AB 3080 repiacement {3rd St Intedrated TMS) 700 ] Q ] 0 ) 700 i 700 [¥] 0 0 [¢]
025 San Francisco SFCTA Tepl | 100GF || AB 3090 replacement (BART 16th St Mission plaza) 2175 <] 1] [ [¥] g, 2176 Ol 2176 7] 0 0 [}
N 025}5an Franclsco SFCTA repl [2007E || AB 3080 repiacement {Dovie Drive) 3,000 ¢ [1] k] [¢] ¢ 3000 4] 3000 [4] g Q [*]
N 025 San Francisco SFCTA repi|2014A || AB 3030 replacement {3rd Si/Bayshore Bl, rehab) 4,768 ] 4] ] 2 Gl 4768 G| 4768 1] 1] 1] Q
N 025]San Frangisco SFCTA rep! (20448 {|AB 3080 repl ent {Oak & Fell $is, ITMS) 1271 i) [{] 0 ol gl 1271 o] 12H1 [ ] Q [+
0285 |San Francisco SFCTA repi2014C {| AB 3080 replacement (school crosswalks, signs) 1,300 [ [1] 1) ol 0 1300 0] 1,300 [1] 0 3] 0
025 San Francisco SFCTA repli2014E {|AB 3080 raplacement faudivle ped signals} 335 o g 5] 0 Q 335 1] 335 [{] 0 [ 0
0251 San Francisco SFCTA repli2014F || AB 3090 replacement {median refuges, 4 intersecs) 50 & 1] 1] 0 Q 50 0 50 0 0 0 0
[N | 028{San Francisco SFCTA rep! 20943 || AB 3090 repl (Pheian Av at City College, crosswalk) 200 [1] 0 0 [ 1] 200 0 200 [i] 0 [i] Q
N | 025]San Francisce SFCTA repi 201441 AB 3090 replacemert (Muri bidg setsmic rehab) 9,200 1] 0 Q 2] 0} 9,200 0 9200 [¥] 0 Q Q
N ES-32]8an Francisss SFCTA repl {20141 || AB 3090 replacemert (Cafirain electrification) 4,300 [§] 0 Q )] 0] 4300 0f 4300 [¥] 7] [1] [1]
0281San Francisco SFCTA repl PO14M {} AB 3090 replacement (BART talking signs) 1,080 ] 0 1] [} 0} 1080 0 080 1] 0 [5] 0
025 [San Francisce SFCTA repl POT4N | [AR 3090 replacement (BART ADA platform Thes) 1,260 9 1] 0 0 of 1,256 9l 1250 [i] [1] 1] ]
025 | San Francisce SFCTA rept[2014F || AB 3090 repl (Geider Gate Terry lerminal rehab) 2.250 [i] [1] Q o] 0] 2260 0} 2250 4] [¥] 0 [1]
028|San Francisco SFCTA repi 2014R{|AB 3090 replacement (BART seismic refrofity 442 [1] [¥] [i] 1] 0 442 [1] 442 0 0 0 5]
025 |3an Francisce SFCTA repl {20148 AB 3090 replacernent (Muri rail replacement) 1.000 [1] 0 0 0 0] 1,000 a1 1,000 [¥] [{] [1] [1]
045 [Sap Francisco MTC 2131 ]| Planning, programming, and montoring 143 1] 1] 47 48 48 [<] [ 143 1] 1] 1] 3]
N_ | 048|San Franciste MTC/SECTA 2007 [ Planning, programming. end monRonng 296 Q [¥] 65 65 £6 100 Q 286 [§] 0 0 0
N San Maleo Caltrans 1] 628 || Devil's Siide unnel {RTIP) 750 [i] [1] 0 3] [{] 750 Q 750 [¥] 0 [i] [1]
045 Sar: Mateo Cabrans 82| 6681{|Half Moon Bay widening 2,843 [1] [1) 0] 3843 0 ¢} o 33843 [5] ] 0 [i]
023 [San Mateo Calirans 92| 6638 |Siow vehicle lane improvs (incr}{025-83) 8,241 442 [1] 1] [4] 0f 7,754 2001 5340 Y] g1 151] 2412
965 | San Mateo Caltrans 92| 6658 |Siow vehicle lane improvs (968 grf){025-88} 5,124 343 0 0 [} 0} 4781 3437 4781 [¥] 1] 0 0
N | 028[San Mateg Catirans 101] 65881 Aux lanes-SCL Co. lina to Marsh Rd 10,6560 1535 0 0 0l 9,021 o] 7817 53 1482 o[ 1,404
N 028 8an Mateo Calfrans 101] 680A [IWillow Rd interchange reconstruction 2107511 1,028 [i] ; M 2915] 14,821 54 975 176] 2134
00 San Mateo Calrans 1104} 700B|{Aux fanes. 3rd Av-Milbrae Av (RTIP} 28,025 350 [1] 0} 27,325 0 350 0 50
San Mateo MIC [cash]2140B || AB 3090 reimbursement {03-04 PPM){025-124) 47 0 0 0 a7 [ 0 0 0
028 San Meteo BART loc] 1035 [{SFO Airport Bicycle Trat {State only) 2,120 5] Q 534; 1,588 [1] 0 Y] 0
N 00| San Mateo San Mateo CTA| loc] 225G |{Rt 92 widening, curve correction 2819 o) 1] 0] 2818 0 0 0 2]
S-16|San Maleo San Mateo CTA| rall[1003G |{ Titon and Poplar Av grade separations (025-18} 9,103 [+ 0 6118 1,885 o] 1,000 0 4]
an Mateo MIC 2140 [ Planning, programming, and monitoring {025-87) 148 o 0 [1] 148 [1] 0 0 [4]
San Mateo SM C/ICAG 21404, |{ Planning, pregramming, and moriforing {025-87) 304 0 0 Q 304 0 [1] [i] 0
028 |Santa Clara SCVTA gebt] 405C || GARVEE debt [Rt 880 Colemanj{vote 8-03} Dec-03 36069 ] 8809 0] 35,069 [1] 1] [1] 1]
028 | Santa Clara SCVTA debt] 443N || GARVEE debt (Rt 37 HOV North)(028-£0) Dec-G3] 19,568 0] 3.694 0 19,568 0 0 1] Q0
N 025 Santz Clara SCVTA debt] 4455 || GARVEE debt (Rt 87 HOV South){025-60) Dec-03 22,513 €1 4,250 0] 22513 [1] [1] 0 0
N | 968[Santa Clara Caftrans 87 2204F || Guadalupe, Hparian habltat (corrider, ¢f) 1,000 [ 0 o[ 1,000 [{] 4] 3} Q
N 98| Santa Clara Caitrans 87 2204G || Cuadalups landscaping/22048 (6/02) 1,000 Q [1] g 1,000 Q Q 1] Q
N 93| Santa Clara Ceiirans 8712204 liGuadalupe landsceping/22048 (6/02) 2500 0 0 3] G| 2500 0 [1] 5] 0
N | 025|Sarts Clara Cafirans 01] 468F || Rt 87-Trimble Rd. landscaping (RIF){6-03 volg) 100 0 1] [1] 88 [3] Q 2 12
N 025|Santa Clara Caftrens 82 70| Rt 162/156 imterchange improvements (RT!P) 4,298 [¥] g [4] 0] 4,149 Pl ] [o] 150
N 965 [ Santz Clara Calrans 52] 4860 || Passing lanes, left tum lanes {96 grf) 7,386 540 5] Q Q] 63848]] 1,226| 6150 O [ g [1]
N 98 [Santa Clara Calftrans 2371 418F |[Rt 237/880 iferchenge. landscaping 336 [¢] [l ") [¢] o] 1338 O *.026 o 2 Q 310
NI 0238]Santa Clara Calirans 2B0] 503J [ Souncwalls, BIrd Av-Los Gatos CX T8 0 [y 1] 54 30| 3171 o] 2710 541 350 0] 461
N 025 Santa Clara Calfrans 680] 521A ]| Sounawails, Capitol Expwy-Muelier AV 552 [¥] ] [} 47 377 3128 63| 2.370 47 208 Q 758
N 00|Santa Clara Caltrans 620 B1570 [ Sunel Grade SB HOV, phase 3 {RTIP) ,308 0 [ Q 0 8308 [1] 0] §763 o [¥] Ol 1,545
M 028|Sarta Clara Catltrans 8801 408E ! Sounawalls, Stevens Crk BRRE 280 2377 [i] 2 Q 34 284 2089 62| 1,760 4 222 G 299
025 |Santa Chara MTC cash [2144A11AB 3090 teimbursement (D3-04 PPMY028-124) 348 [¥] g [+] 346 ] Q 346 [ Q [1] 1]
028 |Sanrta Clara MTC/SCVTA icash 2 AB 3090 reimbursement {03-04 FEMI(025-124} 861 0 0 0 861 [¢] [{] 1] 881 [] 0 Q [{]
025]Santa Clare SCVTA o¢ 74 [RE 152156 Imerchange mprovements (RTIF) 1,841 [3) i BEX Q Ol 1841 0 [1] 0 [i] Q
025 | Sarta Clara SCVTA repl 14854A 1 AB 3090 replacement (Rt 25 widen)(025-101) 1,700 i} [1] 0! 1700 af 1708 0 0 [] [¢]
025 | Santa Clara MTC 21441] Planning, programming, and monioring 28 [¥] [i) 29t 29] 30 ] 5] 88 [1] Q 1] [¥]
025 Santa Clara MTC/SCVTA 2255\ Planning, programming, and monitoring 916 0 [¥] 225] 229§ 230 228 & 816] [ 0 1] 0
N 028 Sofeno MTCRSTA ] 1 2263 Flanni rogramming, and monftoring [ Feb-04 75 75] 7] 0] [l 0] ] [l 75] Q of o[ o]
California Transportation Commission Page2of3 B/13/2004
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SUMMARY OF STIP COUNTY SHARES

Does Not Inciude STIP interregional Share Funding (See Separate Listing)

{$1,000's)
T I Project Totals by Fiscal Year Project Totals by Comaonent

[NS |Reg |County Agancy Rte| peno|iProject Voted Totall Prior{ FYO8] FY Q8] FYOF| FYo08| FYO0§ RMW! Const| E&P! PS&E| mw sup| Son Sug]
N | 965]Solano Calrans 3752010 || Napa Riv-Senoma Bl planting#5201C 428 0 0 428 ¢ 0 0 428 [ 0 0 Q
N | 0Z5{Solang Caltrans 80] 261F || Westhound MOV lanes, Rt Z29-Carquinez Br {RTIF) 1,500 [¢] 1] 4] 9 0] 1,000 ] 500 [§] [
N 98 Solano MTC cash [2152A [L AB 3090 reimbursement {03-04 PPM)(028-124) 26 Q 0 0 1) 1] 26 Q Q 0 1]
N | 025]Salane Vallelo femry! 2260 )iValiejo ferry terminal, parking {025-76) 7,300 [¥] [+] Al 0 0 6,100 01 1,200 9 g
N 028 ]8¢lano Vallejo ferryi 2261|i8ayiink ferry mairenance facility 425 [4] 4] 0 o] 0 495 0 { 3] 0
025 |Selane Banicia oc {E045A TWest K 5t W th fe Milltary W, everay {S/C) 154 9 1] [¥] 154 7] [4] ] 154 0 o] [{] 1]
028 jSolare Dixon oc |60458 || S0 Lincoln St, West A-Hilview, overay (State only) 105 0 0 0 1085 [1] 0 0 105 0 j<] 1] 5]
028 Salang Fairield loc 5045C || Hillbarn Rd, Waterman-Putah South canal, rehab (S/0) 364 [1] [{] 0 384 0 0 0 364 5] [ 3] 0
N 025 Solano Rio Viste loc 8045 H 1| Front St, Main-Gertrudes, overiay (State o 74 0 Q [1] 74 2 [4] Q 74 1] Q 4] 3]
N 025 {Solano Selane Co loc 60450 [ Dally Rd, Locke Rd, Sikes Rd, ovartay { only} 353 0 Q [{] 293 <] <] Cl. 393 [ [¥] o 7]
N _| 025|Sclano Sclang TA loc} 5301} Jepson Parkway (I-8C reliever)(025-56) 3610 0 [ o] 3610 [ [ 0] 38510 5] [i] [ Q
025|Solano Solane TA oct 5301 |{ Jepson Parkway {I-8G rellever){025-66) 7,159 1] ] [1] 250 0} 8,800 ol 6500 0 250 1] 0
981 5clanc Solang TA oct 5301!{Jepson; Vanden Rd widen (Co 7.900 0 9 0| 2400 5500 o[l 24001 6,500 [4] [7] & 0
98] Solano Solano TA oct £301 | Jepson: Wallers Rd ext (Falrfield) 3,300 1] 1 0 ol 3300 0 3300 0 1 0 g
025 Solang Solano TA lo¢ 15301K i Local rds north of Rt 80/680/12 interch (TCR #2%) 11412 [1] [1] oK ol o 0 2900] 2800 0] 2000 6512 0 ']
§25 | Solano Sulsun City loc [6045E || Emparor Dr. Petsersen Rd, rehab {State onty) 140 0 [}] Q 0 0 142 [+ Q 1] [
025 Solane Vacaville oc [6045F || Nut Tree Rd, Ulatis-Crange, resurfacing (State anly) 342 [4] 0 1] [1] 1] 342 3] [4] Q0 o}
N | 025|Solano Vailelo loc 045G [{Lemon St, Curtoia Pkey-Senoma B, rehab (840} 428 1] [¥] 0 [£] [] 428 G g 0 0
N 881 Sokana MTC nat! 2170 [[CMAG match resesve (985-122) {7 [{] 0 ) 3] [¥] 178 [ Q 3] 0
N 025} Solano Bericla r;lTEMﬁM Intermodal fransit stafion, Bericia 132 bl [i] o 0 0 [+] 2251 1.100 [i] 1]
N 025{Solane CapCorrJFA rail [6045L || Bahia vinduct track & bridge uporade {RTIP) 1,000 [ 1] [¢]; ¥ 0 0] 1000 1] [¥] Q [4]
N 025|Solane Fairfield rafl [B045K [| Capitol Comider rafl staton, Feirfield (025-80) 2,250 fs] 0 126 Q 0| 2125 [¢] 125 [] [1]
N 045|Solano MTC 2152]| Piatning, programeming, and monitoring a7 0 0 29 0 [{] 87 [¢] 0 Q [€]
N | 045[Solano MIC/STA 22631} Pianning, programming, and monitoring 178 ] 0 38 39 39 &0 [1] 176 [¥] Q [¥] 0
N | 025|Senoma MTCISCTA 77GE || Panning, programming, and menitoring Feb-04 227 227 [1] 0 ] [1] 0 Q 227 0 1] [{] 0
N 028| Sonama Caffrans 101] 775]|HOV lanes, Petalusm-Rohnert Park, design 6,000 [¥] 0 o _ 6,000 1] [A] [4] o] ol 6,000 0 [{]
N | G28|Sonoma Cafirans 101 360F | Novato-Peteluma, widen o 6 In fwy {(RTIPYTCR #18) 2200 [7] i) 0 G1 2,200 1] [4) je] 0 2,200 0 Q
N 025 Sonema Caltrans 101] 7459A[|HOV lanes. Steele Ln-Windsor, design 6,000 1] ) af  6.000 ) 5] 4] ] 0 6,000 0 0
N | 025 [Sencma Calfrans 191] 781E || HOV, Rehnert Park-Senta Rosa Av (02 STiP} 45,500]{ 6,100 ] Q Q 01 3540070 1,100 34,400 0] 4300 700 5.000
963 | Sonema. Cairans 151] 781E || HOV, Willred-Sara Rasa Av, (RAY. 96 grT) 1,200 1,200 2 0 ] 0 81 1,200 [*] 0 [¥] [ 1]
N onoma Cejtrans 011 781N iLandscaping, Witired-Rt 12 (/78 1H.voted 6-00) 2,446 0 5] 0 0} 2446 0 0] 2446 [1] ] o [i]
N Sehoma Caltrans 091 7BDA[[HOV lanes, Rt 12-Steele Late (02877 0 i 0 _3.030{ 30,770} 1,800 4,700 800[ 4,700
N_|_00]Scnoma Cafirans 01| 7898 |  Steele Lane tnferchange improv (025771 : 0 7 S5] 13.358]  EB5| 1768] 118 3
N Sonoma MTC cash |2156A || AB 3080 reimbursement {03-04 PPM)(025-124) 31 0 0 o) 31 0 [¢] 0 31 4] [i] 0 &
N 025 Scnoma MTC/SCTA cash | 770F |JAB 3090 reimbursement {03-04 PPM)(025-124) 227 [1] 0 2 27 0 [¥] Q 227 ] [1] 0 3
N 048] Senoma MTC 2156 || Planning, progremming. and monitoring 124 1] Q 41 41 42 0 0 124 f] 0 0 [
N 045 {Senoma MIC/SCTA T70E || Planning, programming, and monitoring 37 [ 0 &2 0 62 73 Q 187 [¥) [1] 0 0
Constrained Totals 60,0671 14,753| 80,728] 165,133]228 523 216,720} 55,026]589,353] 14,785 77,948] 4374[ 24427

5 YEAR Total including GARV% 705,857 GARVEE 14,753 15,849; 15850; 15848] 15850

S YEAR Totai extluding GARVE 627,707 Total - GARVEE 60,067 O| 64,8791 1452831 212675§200.870

ACTUAL RTie

Totals 60087 | 30961147209 164807 [ 137160| 216720

GARVEE 14753 158481 15850] 75843| 15880

Total - GARVEE BGD67 | 25208] 1313601 1489687( 121312] 200870

Parcentage of Aciual in Conatrained Mogel 0%! 48%[ 100%| 178%{ 100%

| { Parcentage of Actual in Constrained over 3 years 70%
i \ \
I [ . il \ L
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SUMMARY OF STIP INTERREGIONAL SHARE

Does Not Include County Share (See Separate Listings)

($1,000's)
| | il | i ] | 1 1 Il il N I
Interregional Program
Reg County |Agency [ Rte[ peMo][Project Yoted Total Prior]| FY QS| FY08| FYQT| FY08] FY(S RW Const| EBP| PS&E| RW Sup| Con Sup
! 1 I
Intercity Rall 8 Grade Separation Projects Programmed or Voted
028 Alameda Emeryville rail|  20201[Emeryville parking garage ((TIF) 4,200 Q Qp 4,200 0 4,200 0 1] o] 0
02s Contra Costa Richmond repl| $87BA|[AR 3080 replacement (station)(P)(025-128) 2,000 0] 2,000 [1] 0 2,000 0 [1} 1] 0
erds] Santa Clara Peninsula JPB | raill 20081 4th frack, San Jose-Santa Clara (TCR #9) 17,800 0 [ @] 17,900 o o] 17,900 0 8] o] o]
028 Solano CCJPA rail| 60450 || Bahia viaduet track & bridge upgrade (TIF} 180 : [5} o [¢] 0 o] 40 150 o] 0
028 Sclano CCJPA rail| 60451 ! Bahia viaduet track & bridge upgrade (ITIF) 1,06C 0 [] Q 1,060 [o] [+] [ [+]
Cec-00 |Sclano Caltrans 80| 8273 |iReconstruct conns, Rt 680 interch {from 2003 report) | May-03 -14,804 4 -14.894 Q 1] 0 -150 -11,400 -823) -1,181 -270 -970
Dec-00 |Solane Caitrans 801 8273 |{Reconstruct connectors, Rt 880 interch (1-04 revise) | May-03 18,7471 18747 0 [+] ] £20 10,392 923| 2555 387 870
Dec-00 |Selano Caltrans 80{ 8273A[{Recon cohnectars, Rt 880, mitigation {1.04 revise} May-03 1,128 1,128 0 [¢] 0 g 1,008 0 5 0 120
Santa Clara Caltrans 152 454 || New highway, environtnental dee only closed 200 290 o] 0 [+] ] 0 280 Q [4] 0
Jul-89  |Solane Caltrans 80]  8378]{Widen to 8§ lanes, Meridian-Pedrick, RAW closed 4,496 4,486 [+ Q [1] 5] 0 1,494 0 2 [+
S5 gif  |Alamedz Caltrans 92 90C ||Hesperian Bl-Santa Clara St 670 ¢ o Q 0 [¢] 870 o] [’] Q o]
Alameda Caltrans 680] A157C 1 Sunol Grade SB HOV, phase 3 (TIP}" 25,270 3500 0 0 0 0 18,120 0| 3,500 0] 2650
028 Alameda ACE gwyl 2021 [ILivermore Valley siding (TCR #26) 1,000 0 o] 0 0 1,000 4] 9 [ 4]
028 Alameda BART gwy!  2103| Oakiand Airport connectar guideway (ITIP) 10,000 [4] ] 0] 000 0 10,000 8] 0 | 2
Dee-00 jAlamedaiCe Caltrars 24 57A| Caldecott Tunnel 4th bore (IP)(TCR #15) 18,00C] 8,000 4] 03 0 [i] 0i 18,0004 10.000 0 [{]
Dec-00 iAlameda/SCi Caltrans 680 177 Sunol Grade NB MOV, Milpitas-Rt 84* 33,020 79401 Q 0 1] ¢ 19,0501 3600 4440 0f 6030
Ciec-00 |Contra Costa Caitrans 4] 192E[|Loveridge Rd interchange (ITIP) 3,000 0 o] Gl 3,000 0 0 [ 0 1]
228 Centra Costa Caitransg 801 261F|[WB HCV, Rt 4-Carquinez Br, phase 1 {ITIF) 31,3000 5,000 [ 0} 1,300 17,800 2000 4,500 200] 5,500
028 Marin Caltrans 101 360F || Novato-Petaiuma, widen te € in fwy (TIP)(TCR #18) 16,600 5,600 2 0 0l 2200 54000 8400 0 5000] 2200] 1,000 0
02§ Napa/Selano Caltrans 12} 367D Jamiesen Oyn, widen {(ITIPYTCR #167) 2,000 1] 0] 2000 1] [¢] J¢] Q [1] 0} 2,000 0 0
028 San Francisco Caltrans 101]  &19A;|Doyle Drive replacement {ITIP)(TCR #22) 28,000 28000 0 [i] i 3 1] [i] Q C{ 28,000 o [1]
San Mateo Caltrans 1 626 || Devit's Slide tunnel (TIP) 750 1] [1] Q 5] [1] 750 1] 750 Q [s) 4] [i]
Dec-00 |San Mateo Caltrans 011 7o0B|] Aux fanes, 3rd Av-Millbrae Av (TIF) 15,708 496 0] 15211 a 0 1] 0 8,561 258 185 40| 6,850
May-03 jSanta Clara Caitrans 101 468F [{Rt 87-Trimble Rd, landscaping (1PYE-03 vete) 1,460 183 [¢] o 0 0| 1,267 23 1,062 0 183 o] 182
Santa Clara Caltrans 152 70| [ Rt 152/156 interchange improvements {ITIF) 4,433 5] 0 0 1,151 882 0 0] 2400
Santa Clara Caltrans 1521 486D [Truck clirmbing lanes {(grf) 1,400 Q 9 400 1,000 0 0 o 1]
Santa Clara SCVTA lo¢ 701 Rt 152/156 interchange improvements {ITIF) 1,758 0 D) 1704 0 0 55) 0 4]
Selang Caltrans 37 5201F | Planting 5201 A 3,046 [1] C 2,800 1] o] 0 246
Dec.00 |Solanc Caltrans 80| 5306]|Rt 680, landscaping for mitigation (vote rev 1-04) 400 0 20 250 ¢l 50f 0 50
Dec-00 {Salano Caltrans B8O\ 8273BiRecon connectors, Rt 680, landscaping (5-03 vote) 1.287 Q 45 800 0 165] 101 76
Dec-00 :Sonoma Cattrans 101 770B|iPetalutna operational improvements (ITIP) 5,000 0 [} 3,200 200 750 50 800
Sehoma Caltrans 101} 789A[[HOV lanes, Rt 12-Steele Lane (ITIP)(02S-77) 12,000 0 3 1] Q 12,000 [+] 1] 0 3]
Total Pregrammed or Voted, Interregional, State Highways 2452181 66,777 0] 22,801] 41,175| 88,848| 25617{ 15282| 124,464 21,6621 57,578 1,510 24714
ACTUAL ITIP
Totals 86777] 45901 61821l 11825| 747880 28617
Percentage of Actual in Constrained over 3 years 2% 1
1
California Transportation Commission Fage 1 of 1 8/15/2004
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Agenda Item X E
December8, 2004

S5Ta

Scolana Cransportation Aldhotity

DATE: December 1, 2004

TO: STA Board

FROM: Mike Duncan, Director of Projects
RE: Highway Projects Status Report:

1} I-80/1-680/SR 12 Interchange

2} North Connector

3) I-80/1-680/1-780 MIS/Corridor Study
4) 1-80/1-680/1-780 Transit Corridor Study
5) Caltrans Auxiliary Lanes Project

6) Jepson Parkway

7) Highway 37

8) Highway 12 (Jameson Canyon and 12/29 Interchange)
9) Highway 12 (East)

10}1-80 Widening (Dixon to Vacaville)

11) SR 113 (Downtown Dixon)

Background:
Highway projects in Solano County are funded from a variety of Federal, State and local

fund sources. The Governor signed the FY 2004-05 Budget in early August. The budget
provides continued funding for Traffic Congestion Relief Program (TCRP) projects
previously allocated funds by the California Transportation Commission (CTC). The
budget also provides additional funding for the State Highway Account for the State
Transportation Improvement Program (STIP). The additional STIP funds are based on
Indian Gaming bonds that are proposed based on the defeat of Propositions 68 and 70 on
November 2, 2004. However, a legal challenge from Card Clubs and higher interest rates
place these additional funds, and the amount of these funds, in potential jeopardy. The
CTC is scheduled to address STIP allocations at their December 2004 mecting. The I-
80/I-680/SR 12 environmental studies, the North Connector environmental studies, and
the Jameson Canyon environmental studies have all continued to receive reimbursements
from the state and will receive allocated funding in FY 2004-05.

The Federal TEA-21 Reauthorization has been delayed in Congress until at least 2005,
Federal funding has continued at TEA-21 levels for funds coming to the region; however,
new Federal earmarks (I-80/1-680/SR 12 Interchange, Jepson Parkway, and Jameson
Canyon) are unavailable until TEA-21 Reauthorization is passed by Congress.

111




Discussion:
The following provides an update to major highway projects in Solano County:

1) I-80/1-680/SR 12 Interchange PA/ED. The environmental phase of this project is
totally funded by a TCRP grant ($8.1M) and funds have been allocated by the CTC. The
environmental studies are underway by a joint venture of MTCo/Nolte. The
Environmental Scoping Meeting and transportation “open house” were held on May 12,
2003. The Cordelia Truck Scales Relocation Study is complete and the STA Board of
Directors recommended to the State to construct new scales within the 1-80/1-680/SR 12
Interchange with a design that includes shorter entrance and exit ramps. STA is working
with Caltrans and CHP to better define the actual configuration of the inspection facilities
and ramps. STA staff and consultants met with staff from several resource agencies (the
Bay Conservation and Development Commission, California Fish and Game Department
and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service) and received guidance on how to proceed with
evaluating the potential impacts of this project on the Suisun Marsh. The project limits
for the studies have been expanded to Air Base Parkway in order to include an 1-80 HOV
lane from SR 12 West to Air Base Parkway. Additionally, an interchange at SR 12 and
Red Top Road has also been included as part of the PA/ED phase. The PA/ED phase of
this project is scheduled for completion in 2007,

2} North Connector PA/ED. Korve Engineering was selected for the PA/ED phase for
the North Connector. This project continues on schedule and the Administrative Draft of
the Environmental Document is under review by Caltrans. The North Connector PA/ED
is fully funded through the TCRP ($2.7M). The Draft Environmental
Assessment/Environmental Impact Report (EA/EIR) is scheduled for release in early
2005 with the final EA/EIR anticipated by Summer/Fall 2005.

3) I-80/1-680/1-780 MIS/Corridor Study. Korve Engineering was selected to complete the
1-80/680/780 Corridor Study. This project was funded with a State Planning and
Research (SP&R) grant for $300,000, STIP Planning, Programming and Monitoring
(STIP-PPM} funds for $60,700, and Federal Surface Transportation Program (STP) funds
for $380,000. The I-80/1-680/I-780 Major Investment & Corridor Study is complete and
was adopted by the STA Board in July. Copies of the final study have been distributed.

4) I-80/1-680/1-780 Transit Corridor Study. This project was funded with a State
Planning Congestion Relief Program (PCRP) grant for $275,000. Wilbur Smith
Associates was selected to complete the 1-80/680/780 Transit Corridor Study, a
complementary study to the highway corridor study. The Transit Corridor Study
identified specific locations for park and ride lots that have been incorporated into both
the Mid-Term and Long-Term projects lists. The 1-80/680/780 Transit Corridor Study is
complete and was adopted by the STA Board in July. Copies of the final study have been
distributed.

5) Caltrans Auxiliary Lanes Project. Calirans is the project manager for this project.
The project was advertised for bids on September 2, 2003 and the contract was awarded
to O.C. Jones (the contractor for SR 37 Improvements) on December 2, 2003,
Construction started on March 2, 2004. The construction contract was awarded for
$12,121,812, 30% under the engineer’s estimate. The project is funded through the
Interregional Transportation Improvement Program (ITIP) and the State Highway
Operations and Protection Program (SHOPP). This project adds one lane in each
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direction between 1-680 and SR 12 East and also provides a two-lane ramp between 1-80
and [-680 in both directions. The project is currently on schedule and on budget. The
construction is scheduled to be completed in late November and will probably be
complete by the time of the TAC meeting.

6) Jepson Parkway. The Environmental Impact Study (EIS) is underway for the Jepson
Parkway with scheduled completion of the Draft EIS in early 2005. Several segments of
the project have been completed, including the Vanden/Peabody intersection realignment
in Fairfield, replacement/widening of three bridges in Vacaville, and Leisure Town Road
improvements in Solano County. Additionally, the Walters Road widening segment in
Suisun City is under construction with construction scheduled for completion in
November 2004, The I-80/Leisure Town Road Interchange is also under construction
with scheduled completion in 2006. The Metropolitan Transportation Commission
{MTC) approved replacing the $4.65M in STIP funds with federal Surface Transportation
Program (STP) funds that allowed this project to proceed to construction this year.

7) Highway 37. Phase 2 and Phase 3 are under construction and proceeding on schedule.
Phase 2 provides four lanes from the Napa River Bridge to SR 29 and is scheduled to be
complete by January 2005. Phase 3 constructs the SR 37/29 interchange and is scheduled
to be complete by December 2005. The project is fully funded with $62M in ITIP and
STIP funds that have been allocated by the CTC. The contracts for both Phase 2 and
Phase 3 were awarded to O.C. Jones Construction. The projects are on schedule and
within budget.

8) Highway 12 (Jameson Canyon and 12/29 Interchange). Caltrans is corrently in the
PA/ED phase for the project. The environmental and design phases of this project are
funded in the TCRP and $4.1M of the $7.0M in TCRP funds has been allocated by the
CTC; however, Caltrans District IV suspended the consultant contracts for this project at
the direction of Caltrans Headquarters. The STA, Napa County Transportation Planning
Agency (NCTPA), and Caltrans have participated in a value analysis process with the
goal of identifying a “fundable” roadway project. The value analysis process resulted in
a recommendation for a 4-lane conventional roadway instead of a freeway design,
reducing the estimated costs from $262M to $104M. Continued TCRP funding in the
State FY 2004-05 Budget will allow this project to proceed. Caltrans District 4 has
continued with the PA/ED phase of this project and proposes to complete it within budget
by 2006.

9) Highway 12 (East). Three State Highway Operations and Protection Program
(SHOPP) projects are currently underway between Suisun City and Rio Vista. The
Round Hill Creek Bridge project is complete. The other two projects provide profile
improvements and shoulder widening to correct safety deficiencies, as well as turning
lanes at some intersections. These projects are in the preliminary design phase and the
environmental documents and project reports are scheduled for completion by the end of
2004. The draft Environmental Impact Report was released for review by Caltrans in
January 2004 and a Public Meeting was held on March 10, 2004 at the Western Railroad
Museum to receive public comments. Construction is scheduled for 2006-2008. The
current cost estimate for the Scandia to Denverton project is $11.5M and the cost
estimate for the Denverton to Currie project is $25M. Both projects are currently funded
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through the design stage and full funding is anticipated through the SHOPP program in
FY 2005-06.

10} I-80 Widening (Dixon to Vacaville). This project has been removed by Headquarters
Caltrans as a candidate project for the Interregional Transportation Improvement Program
(ITIP). There is currently no activity on this project and future funding for the project is
uncertain.

11) SR 113 (Downtown Dixon). For approximately 10 years, the City of Dixon has
requested from Caltrans major improvements to SR 113 through the downtown. This
project stalled for several reasons. In October 2002, City staff and STA staff began
working with Caltrans District 4 to move this project forward. After several meetings
that included the Dixon Mayor and the District 4 Principal Deputy, the City and Caltrans
agreed on a scope of project, responsibilities for both the City and Caltrans, and methods
for moving this project forward. Reconstruction of SR 113 in Downtown Dixon is
included in the 2004 SHOPP program. A Cooperative Agreement between Dixon and
Caltrans has been completed and the City will complete sidewalk repairs along the
project and the design of the reconstruction project. Caltrans will complete right-of-way
and utility coordination and construction of the project. The design has been submitted
for Caltrans review. The goal is to submit the project to the CTC for SHOPP funding
allocation in Spring 2005 with construction in Summer 2005.

Recommendation:
Informational.,
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Agenda Item X F
December8, 2004

S1Ta

Solano Cransportation dhority

DATE: December 1, 2004

TO: STA Board

FROM: Mike Duncan, Director for Projects

RE: Regional Measure 2 (RM 2) Update and Revisions

Background:
Regional Measure 2 (RM 2} establishes the Regional Traffic Relief Plan and identifies

specific transit operating assistance and capital projects and programs eligible to receive
RM 2 funding. Due to a restriction in Federal law that prevents using tolls for transit
operating from bridges receiving Federal funds, the Metropolitan Transportation
Commission (MTC) has been unable to authorize RM 2 funds for transit operations.

Discussion:

In order to address the Federal restriction on using bridge tolls for transit operation, MTC
requested legislative relief from Congress. The delay of the TEA-21 Reauthorization
effectively killed this legislative relief for 2004.

MTC proceeded with a request to the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA} to
provide an alternative “administrative” method for providing the transit operating funds
by using only tolls generated from the five bridges in the Bay Area that do not receive
Federal funds. In October, the FHWA, with concurrence from the Federal Transit
Administration (FTA), approved the request to allow the use of toll revenues from non-
federalized toll bridges to be used for transit operations. This approval allows MTC to
begin meeting the requirements of SB 916 (the RM 2 implementing legislation) for
allocating RM 2 funds to transit operations.

RM 2 provides up to $3.4M per year for transit operations in the Express Bus North pool,
including funds for Vallejo Transit and Fairfield-Suisun Transit. Vallejo Transit has
submitted a proposal for $1.827M in RM 2 transit operating assistance for expanded I-80
Express Bus Service and Fairfield-Suisun Transit has submitted a proposal for $107,875
to expand the I-680 Route 40 service to include mid-day service. Both requests are
currently under review by MTC. The details for the RM 2 Transit Operating Support
Programs are shown in Attachment A,

MTC staff has also been developing Performance Measures for transit operators to
evaluate the effectiveness of transit routes receiving RM 2 operating funds. These
Performance Measures are required by the RM 2 legislation (SB 916). The performance
measures have been reviewed by transit operators over the past few months and are now
ready to be incorporated into the RM 2 Policies and Procedures. Attachment B identifies
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these performance measures and incorporates them into the Policies and Procedures
through revisions to MTC Resolution No. 3636.

Recommendation:
Informational.

Attachments:
A. Proposed RM 2 Operating Support Program for Regional Express Bus
B. RM 2 Policies and Procedures Revisions and Addition of RM 2 Performance
Measures for Transit Operating
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COMMIZSION Tk 510,06, 7 /00

THO/TTY, s1G. 464,776
23 31AG 1L 78

Memorandum
TO: Partnership Technical Advisory Committee DATE: November 8, 2004
FR: Vince Petrites ‘ W.L

RE: Proposed RM-2 Operating Support Program for Regionél Express Bus (REB) and Owl services.

Backeround

Régional Measure 2 (RM-2) provides for operating support for regional express bus services and for
Owl service along the BART comidors, in the following amounts:

Express Bus North — $3,400,000
Express Bus South - $6,500,000
Owl Service - $1,800,600

" In addition to the above, $2, 100,000 1s available to support Golden Gate Transit’s Route 40 across the
Richmond-San Rafael Bridge, and $390,000 is available for Napa Vine service to the Vallejo

Intermodal Terminal,

- MTC staff has worked with the affected operators to develop operating assistance programs for these -
services.

Regional Express Bus

In 2000, MTC received a $40 million grant from the state Traffic Congestion Relief Program (TCRP)
for the purchase of buses to be used in a regional express bus program. 94 buses were purchased with
this grant, and an operating assistance program was developed that would provide regional operating
assistance to these routes for an initial five- year period. The regional assistance provided could be as
much as 65% of the operating cost for the first two years of service. The regional subsidy would taper
off over the next three years, and the route was expected to be self-sufficient after 5 years.

With the passage of RM-2 providing an ongoing subsidy source for express buses, it seemed logical to
try to develop a single Regional Express Bus Program encompassing both existing TCRP routes and
newly proposed RM-2 routes — with all of these routes being subject to the same performance
standards and subsidy requirements.
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Proposal: Develop a Comprehensive Regional Express Bus Program.

The Proposal has two elements:

1. RM-2 will be programiried as an ongoing subsidy to new services and TCRP routes which meet
the performance standards as proposed in MTC Resolution No. 3636, Revised — slated for
Commission action in November. Feeder services to exprcss routes and exlstmg non-TCRP
services are not eligible.

2. Maintain commitment to Transitional TCRP Routes - Any TCRP routes which drop out
because of an inability to meet the performance standards will be supported under the existing
ramp-down policy as established in MTC Resolutiont No. 3438, Revised.

The Proposal is based on the following assumptions:
* RM-2 Base Subsidy for a route is equal to the RM-2 subsidy provided in the first ﬁ;]] fiscal year
of service (RM-2 Subsidy = Operating Cost - Fares — Local/Other Support)
* For TCRP routes, the local support base is the amount provided in FY 2004-05
¢ RM-2subsidy can increase a maximum of 1.5% per year; this escalation would cease when the
~overall limit of 38% of annual RM-2 revenues for operations was reached.
' - RM-2 subsidy available only to routes which can realistically project compliance with
performance standards.
e RM-2 farebox ratio performance standard for express bus routes is a minimum 30% for peak—
-period service, or 20% for all-day routes, per MTC’s proposed RM-2 Performance Measures.
-*The performance measures are slated to be finalized in November 2004.

Draft Program:
The draft programs (both North and South) are shown in Table A.

In the North Program, Vallejo submitted a new proposal to augment its express routes in the I-80
corridor. The proposed program also includes the TCRP routes in this area which are cither underway
or about to start. The operators’ projected budgets show compliance with the proposed performance
measures by Year 3. However, if any routes fail to achieve the standards, MTC policy calis for review
by the Commission, development of a corrective action plan, and possible redirection of the operating
support to more productive service. The North Program is essentially fully subscribed.

In the Souith Program, AC Transit has proposed a number of enhancements to their Bay Bridge
TransBay routes, as well as an extension to their Line M across the San Mateo Bridge. There are three
AC Transit TCRP routes proposed for ongoing funding with RM-2 funds. The San Mateo.Bridge and

- Fremont-Stanford routes are currently operating with CMAQ funds which are not part of the TCRP
program; the RM-2 funds would be used after these sources are exhausted.

Two TCRP routes (SamTrans Millbrae- East Palo Alto service and LAVTA’s Route 70) are not
included in the RM-2 program because current budget projections do not indicate compliance with the
farebox standard. These routes will continue to be subsidized with CMAQ and STA. funds under the
current TCRP policy, with the regional subsidy ramp:ilnfgdown over the five-year period.
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Finally, there is one new route which we are Stiﬂ considering. AC Transit had proposed extending part
of its LA service to Hercules. WestCat has suggested other options for this corridor. Further
discussion is needed before we can develop a recomnmendation.

The Soﬁth Program has unused capacity of about $855,000 (this includes thé amount under discussion
for the Hercules corridor). We will be working with eligible operators to define additional services for

the remainder of this program.
Owl Service

.RM-2 provides $1.8 million for Owl service in the BART corridors. Although the tentative program in
the legistation focused on the East Bay, we have worked with the operators to develop the following
program which encompasses the entire BART network.

Framework:

o _Hourly bus service to be provided between Midnight and 4 A M weekdays, 6 A M. Saturdays,

~and 8 AM. Sundays for the area covered by the BART network. :

o  AC Transit would cover its service area (including Union City) and the TransBay connection;

 CCCTA would cover Pittsburg/BayPoint to downtown Oakland; LAVTA would run from
_ . Bayfair to Dublin/Pleasanton; MUNI would cover San Francisce, and SamTrans would run
. from Millbrae/SFO to Daly City and then on to the TransBay Temminal.

e Timed transfers at Bayfair (between LAVTA and AC Transit), downtown Oakland (between
AC Transit locals/TransBay and CCCTA), and the TransBay Terminal (between AC
TransBay, MUNI, and SamTrans).

& An ADA panatransit reserve would reimburse operators for any ADA trips attributable to the
Owil service.

First Year Subsidy Split:

Operator | ! Subsidy

AC Transit 838,000
CCCTA 290,015
LAVTA 97,200
MUNI 184,730
SamTrans |- 368,160
ADA paratransit reserve 21,895
Total 1,800,000

Anticipated Timeline:

119



REB and Owl Service Memo - | N _- Page 4

‘We are currently working with the operators to define a fare/transfer structure and resolve remaining
- operational issues. Assuming limited issues on environmental clearance, the service should be operating
by June 2005. ' '

Next Steps

If the group is supportive, the recommendation, as well as related policy chémges to existing TCRP
policies, will be forwarded fo the MTC Programuning & Allocations Committee in December for
approval. Operating alfocations for Express Bus could begin in January, and for Owl service in March

INCOMMITTEWPartnership Partaership Finance\loint Waorking Groups Admin\Agenda Items\2004\November (no mecting, just
stuff)\Proposed RM2 REB and Owl programs.doc
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Proposed RM-2 Express Bus Program - For Discussion

. Farebox — .
First fult yr |Type of |(Projected [Current Operating Fares jLocal/Other  {RM-2
of RM-2 ~ [Service |Ratle Actual Cost Suppart
funding
North Pooi
New Service Proposals : i
base
Vallejo Enhanced FB0 Express service is "
tBus service in Solane Co, FYy 2005-06 {All day 43.3%147.9% 86407001 2875200 1,938,500 1,827,000
TCRP Routes .
CCCTA Martinez - Walnut Cr,  [FY 2005-06  [All day 28.2% na 661,380 193,410 80,000 407,970
ECCTA Rie 300 FY 2005-06 PAll day 23.8% 23.0% 687,390 163,415 523,875
GGT Rte 72 FY 2005-06 |Peak 41.0% 40.0% 248 460 102,032 146,827
GGT Rte 75 FY 2005-06 |Psak 48,8% 16.0% 373,289 182,215 50,000 141,075
WaestCat 302/0PX FY 2005-06 1Al day 22.4% 374,400 83,750 48,670 241,580
Ealrfield/Sulsun Rie 40 . FY 2005-06 jAllday 20.0% 266,952 53,380 105,687 107.675
Total RM-2 Programmed 8,396,701
Total RM-2 Available 3,400,000
RM-2 Resigual 3,299
South Pool
New Service Propcsals :
AC Line M extension FY 2005-08 |Peak ) 25.0% §71,180 167,796 503,385
AL Bay Br e enhahcemnts FY 2005-08 |Peak 30.0% 5,340 887 | 1,602,266 3,738,621
TCRP Routes '
1-80 Richmond TransBay FY 2005-06 [Peak 70.0% 84.0% 368,202 285,641 109,561
Dumbarton-Stanford FY 2008-08 |Alf day 30.0% na 464,835 139,454 : 325,385
Line M FY 2006-07 Al day 30.0%, 17.4% |- 1382847 414,884 : 968,063
Total RM-2 Programmed 5,645,014
Total RM-2 Avallable §,500,000
RM-2 Rasldual 454,988
Transifional TCRP Routes
LAVTA R 70 Paak 18.0% 78,288 14,084 64,204
SamTrans Milbr-E Pale Alto Paak 25,0%ina 820,471 230,118 193,803 496,750
Wew Service Proposals - Under Consideration *
AC Line LA extansion to Hercules Paak 30.0% 357,143 107,143 250,000

* WestCat has suggested other options for this comider. We intend to bring & recommendation forward after discussions with
the two operators.

JANCOMMITTE\Partnership\Parinership TACI2004 PTACI04 MemoiNovember 8{7b Exp Bus Program.xls]Draft Program




ATTACHMENT B

METROPOLITAN Joseph P. Bort MetraCenter

101 Eighth Street

Oaldand, CA 946674700

COMMISSION Tel: 510.464.7700
TDD/TTY: §10.464.7769
Fax: 510.464. 7848

TRANSPORTATION

- Memorandum
TO: Programming and Allocations Committee DATE: November 10, 2004

FR: Executive 'Director

RE: RM2 Policies and Procedures Revisions and Addition of RM2 Performance Measures for Transit
Operating; MTC Resolution No. 3636, Revised

Background

The MTC Commission approved the Regional Mcasure 2 (RM2) Policies and Procedures on June 23,
2004, following the passage of the measure by voters in March 2004. Subsequently, the Commission
began allocating Regional Measure 2 Bridge Toll funds to projects in July 2004, in accordance with the
adopted Policies arid Procedures (MTC Resolution 3636). This month, staff is recommending an
amendment to the Policies and Procedures to add the RM2 performance measures for trans:t operating
projects and fo make several minor techmcal amendments to the pohcy

Proposed Performances ‘Measure for Transit Operations

MTC staff kicked off its discussion of performance measures for RM2 transit operating projects in July
2004. Since July, there have been consultations with both the Partnership Technical Advisory
Committee (PTAC) and the MTC Advisory Council on the draft performance measure policy. Both
PTAC and the MTC Advisory Council were supporiive of the policy. Because the performance
measures must be in place prior to approving any operating allocations, staff is presenting a
recommendation to the Comumittee this month that, if approved, will allow operating allocations to move
forward now that the “federalization” issue has been resolved.

By way of background, RM2 — approved by the voters in March 2004 — included 36 capital projects
and 14 discrete planning and operating projects meant to reduce congestion in the bridge corridors.
The table below summarizes the operating and planning projects ideiitified in the legislation. It was a
significant feature of the ballot measure to include operating funds for the RM2 transit expansion
projects o ensure sustainability of the new services. |

S&HC " Project Description - Annual Amount  Escalation Rate
30914(d) o .0 IstYearof Funding S
Project# -+ - - . I Unless Otherwise Noted

T ) _ ' ($ in millions)

1 Golden Gate Express Bus Service over the 2.1 1.5%
Richmond Bridge (Route 40) :

2 Napa Vine service terminating at Vallgjo ' 0.39 1.5%
Intermodal terminal

3 Regional Express Bus North Pool (Carquinez, 34 1.5%
and Benicia Bridge)
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' Additionally, there was consideration of the administrative ease and transparency for monitoring the
performance measures on an annual basis. This consideration is important in that the performance

measures must be verifiable by an independent auditor on an annual basis, according to RM2,

Performance Measure Polzcy Recommendation
Appendix B, Part 5 to MTC Resolution No. 3636, Revised details the specific provisions of the RM2
performance measures. In summaty, the primary features of the proposed policy are as follows.
 Establish performance measures for farebox recovery and a ridership target.
o For farebox recovery ratio, transit operators are required to meet the following
 depending on type and of servi

Peak Service 40% 35% 30%
[All Day Service 30% 25% 20%
Owl Service N/A . NA - 10%

o For ridership, transit operators must in general demonstrate a positive annual change in
passengers per revenue hour. To account for economic downturns, a negative value
-wilt be allowed up to the percent change in Transportation Development Act revenues.

o . For feeder services to transhay transit services, require that a system-wide

performance measure rather than a route-specific target is met. Two projects — the .

~-- Muni Third Street Rail Line and the AC Transit Enhanced Bus along Telegraph/ Intemational
Bivd./East 14* — are feeder services. The focus of the RM2 funds for these projects, therefore,
is to strengthen the feeder network to the other transbay transit services. The system-wide
performance will be as established under state law for receiving TDA, State Transit Assistance

(STA), and AB 1107 funding.

s Exempt projects that are not transit operations from the performances measures. This
exemption applies to two projects — the TransLink® and Water Transit Authority planning

prograt.

e Provide a two ~-year ramp-up period for the operators to meet the service. The third year

of service, therefore, will be the ﬁrst year that adherence to the established perfonnance
measure is required.

¢ Consultation with project sponsor and Commission action if performance is not met. If
an operating program cannot achieve its performance measutes, the sponsor will develop a
comective action plan for presentation to the Commission. The Commission will hold a public
hearing concerning the project. After the hearing, the Commission may vote to modify the
program’s scope, decrease its level of funding, or to reassign all of the funds to another or an

additional project. These are statutory requirements of RM2.

Minor Technical Amendments

MTC staff is also proposing technical amendments to the policies and procedures for both the operating
and capital programs. The proposed amendments are technical amendments focused on clarifying the

current policies. The overall intent of the policy remains the same.
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Memo to PAC —MTC Resolution No. 3636, Revised
November 10, 2004

Page 4

The following changes are being proposed:

-

»

Delegation of Authority to the Executive Director to grant monthly invoicing exceptions;
Technical modifications to the Capital Program’s Resolution of Project Compliance;

Technical modifications to theé Operating Program’s Resolution of Project Compliance,
Operaﬁng Assistance Proposal, and Certification of Assurances;

Addition of an allocation request, work plan and estimated budget form to the project sponsor
atlocation request process;

Regquirement of detailed documentation for the mark-up rate i in liew of a mark -up rate cap for
implementing agency staff costs;

Addition of a policy to require a spectfied useful life for vehicle procurement projects;

‘Revision to the conduct of the performance measure audits policy to allow project sponsors to

conduct the audits as directed by MTC; and

Amendment to language about RM2 transit operating to state that the federal agencies have
approved the use of toll revenues from the non-federalized bridges for transit operating
assistance.

All proposed changes to the RM2 Policies and Procedures are detailed in the Attachment A to MTC
Résolution No. 3636, Revised, shown in strikeout and underline format.

Recommendation
Staff recommends that the Programnung and Allocatlons Committee forward Resolution Nos. 3636,

Revised including the RM2 Performance Measures to the Commission for approval.

SH:AB

Steve Heminger

JASECTIONMALLSTAFFResolutiotf\TEMP-RESW T Citmp-3636.doc
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Policies and Procedures
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Section 1 — General Provisions

Background

On March 2, 2004, voters passed Regional Measure 2 (RM2), raising the toll for all vehicles on the
seven State-owned toll bridges in the San Francisco Bay Area, by $1.00. This extra dollar is to fund
various transportation projects within the region that have been determined to reduce congestion or to
make improvements to travel in the toll bridge cormridors, as identified in SB 916 (Chapter 715, Statutes
'0f 2004). Specifically, RM2 establishes the Regional Traffic Relief Plan and identifies specific capital
‘projects and programs and transit operating assistance eligible to receive RM2 funding as identified in
Sections 30914(c) & (d) of the California Streets and Highways Code.

The following serve as the general provisions in the management of RM2 funding.

Fund Management

The collection of toll revenue is estimated at present time to equal $125 million annually, after costs of
administering RM2. An annual limit of up to 38 percent, a funding cap estimated to be reached in 2015,
is made available for those operational elements of RM2. In addition, costs to admmister the program
are an annual drawdown on the revenue. Finally, first year costs include the required reimbursements to
counties for the costs of administering the RM2 ballot measure as part of the March 2nd 2004 general
election, as well as the 4-month discount from July 2004 through October 2004 to encourage more
users to sign up for FasTrak, the Bay Area’s electronic toll collection system.

Program Financing Costs
It is the intent of the Commission to implement those projects and programs outlined in Streets and
Highways Code Section 30914 (c) and (d), to the funding amounts designated.

The cost of bonding and financing associated with RM2, including interest payments shall be
considered a program cost and shall be identified in the annual RM2 Budget as the first priority
repayment. The financing costs are not predicted to reduce the overall funding level available to

projects and programs.

Metropolitan Transportation Commission IE’La 58 4 June-33,-2004November | 7, 2004 l
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Funding Exchanges
Generally, the exchange of RM2 funding with other types of funding from projects not identified in
RM2 shall not be allowed, nor shall projects be substituted.

Matchmg Funds
A local match 1s not required for RM2 funds. Funds other than RM2 funds identified in the ﬁnancxai

plan must be available at the time of allocation. Regional Measure 2 funds can be used as the match
for federal fund sources requiring a non- federal match.

Public Involvement Process

The capital improvement projects and operating assistance for tran31t services identified for funding in
RM2 are established by state legislation (Senate Bill 916, Chapter 715, Statutes of 2004) approved by
the voters on March 2, 2004. In accordance with the legislation as approved by the voters, the Bay
Area Toll Authority (BATA) is the financial manager for RM2 funds, whose respbnsibi]ities include the
Ppreparation of financial plans, the issuance of debt financing, and the disbursal of funds to project
sponsors. The Metropolitan Transportation Commission is- the program and project coordinator, whose
‘responsibilities include reviewing project applications, programming and allocating funds to specific
projects, and monitoring project delivery. In some cases, MTC also serves as the project sponsor, for
the regional Transit Connectivity Study, as well as certain regional customier service projects, such as
the Transit Commuter Benefits promotion, the Real Time Transit information program, and
implementation of TransLink®. '

Generally; inl conducting its review and approval responsibilities stipulated under RM2, MTC will
adhere to its public participation policies as outlined in MTC Resolution No: 2648, MTC’s Policy and
Procedures on Public Involvement.

Specific statutory provisions require further that as part of its annual assessment of the status of
programs and projects under RM2, MTC may make a finding that a program or project cannot be
completed or cannot continue due to financing or delivery obstacles making the continuation of the
program or project unrealistic. MTC may then determine that the funding will be reassigned. Under
these circumstances, the Commisston shall hold a public hearing on the project afier consultation with
the program or project sponsor. The process outlined in MTC’s Policy and Procedures on Public
Involvement for notification of actions at BATA, Cornrmission, and committee meetings will be adhered
to. After the hearing, the Commission may vote to modify the program or the project’s scope, decrease
its level of funding, or reassign all of the funds to another or an additional regional transit program or
project in the same corridor.

Indemnification of MTC

" The sponsor shall indemnify and hold harrless MTC, its Commissioners, officers, agents, and
employees from any and all claims, demands, suits, loss, damages, injury, and/or Rability, direct or
indirect, incurred by reason of any act or omission of sponsor, its officers, agents, employees, and
subcontractors, under or in connection with the RM2 program. Sponsor agrees at its own cost,
expense, and risk, to defend any and all claims, actions, suits, or other legal proceedings brought or
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mstituted against MTC, its Commissioners, officers, agents, and empioyees, or any of them, arising out
of such act or omission, and to pay and satisfy any resulting judgments.
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Section 2 ~ Capital Program Guidance

Background

Projects ehigible to receive funding from the Capital Program of the Regional Measure 2 (RM2)

Regional Traffic Relief Plan are those projects identified to receive fundmg under Section 30914(c) of
- the California Streets and Highways Code (S&HC).

RM2 requires sponsors with projects listed in Section 30914(c) of the S&HC to submit an Initial

. Project Report (IPR) to MTC before July 1, 2004. These reports must be updated and submitted to
MTC annually or as requested by MTC. The Commission will consider approval of the report, or an
updated report, in conjunction with the allocation of funds. At a minimum, the IPR will need to be
updated with new and/or revised information prior to each allocation.

Project sponsors shall not receive reimbursement of costs incurred prior to MTC approval of the
allocation of ﬁmchng Final allocation decmons will be subject to the availability of funds.

Useable Segment/ Deliverable Product

RM2 funds for capital projects will be a]located with the specific intent of achieving a product.

Deliverable products shall be considered as:

» A completed planning or transit study/ environmental decision/ project approval documentation
when allocating to the environmental phase;

¢ The final design package including contract documents when allocating to the final design phase;

» Title to property/ easements/ rights of entry / possession or utility relocation when allocating to the
tight of way phase;

* A completely constructed improvement (or vehicle acquisitior/ rehabilitation) avaﬂable for public
usage when allocating to the construction phase.

The ability of the product to be completed will be taken into consideration when the Commission
allocates funds to the project. Any impediments to achieving the specific product shall be brought to the
attention to the Commission in the Initial Project Report and through quarterly progress reports
submitted by the project sponsor. If in the opinion of the Commission, mpediments are such that the
required product is imachievable, the Commission may w1thhold allocations, or withhold rennbursements
on previously allocated funds.

The expenditure of RM2 funds for any phase of the project must lead fo making available to the public a
useable or operable segment in accordance with the legislative intent. Any additional funds required to
fily fund the project must be identified in the uncommitted funding plan of the Initial Project Report
(IPR). If the RM2 revenues are fimding only a phase or segment of a larger project, it must be
demonstrated that the RM2 deliverable phase or segment is fully fanded with comunitted funds.
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- In general, allocations will be made to the project a phase at a time. Exceptions to this will be
" considered; however, the Commission will strive to minimize funding risks in making allocation
exceptions.

Authority te Expend
If a project or project component is ready for implementation earlier than RM2 ﬁmdmg is avaﬂable the
sponsor may request an allocation of funds covering eligible expenditures with deferred reimbursement.
A commitment of the funding may be made by the Commission including a determination of when the
funds will be available. This action will be taken with the concurrence of the project sponsor; otherwise,
the sponsor may elect to wait for an allocation until such time revenues are available. The sponsors will
proceed at their own expense. The sponsor shall adhere to the policies and procedures governing
allocations and reimbursements. This deferred refmbursement is similar m concept to the Federal
Highway Administration’s (FHHWA)’s Advance Construction (AC) authorization, or the Federal Transit
- Administration’s (FTA)’s pre-award authority or the California Transpoxtatlon Commission’s (CTC)’s
AB 3090 approval.

The project sponsor must obtain the Commission’s approval of the allocation and description of eligible
costs prior to incurring costs. Once the Comumnission approves the allocation, the sponsor may proceed
with eligible expenditures, with the allocation conditioned on the deferred reimbursement for eligible

costs, in accordance with the allocating resolution. Project sponsors cannot receive reimbursement of
costs incurred prior to MTC approval of the allocation of funding. Project sponsors shall proceed solely
at their own risk in advertising, opening bids, or awarding a contract prior to an allocation of RM2
funds. The advertising, bid opening, or awarding of a contract by the sponsor shall in no way prejudice
the Cotbmission into making an allocation they deem is unsuitable. Final allocation decisions will be

- subject to the availability of funds.

Initial Project Report (IPR)

Project sponsors with projects identified to receive funding under Section 30914(c) of the S&HC are
required to submit an Initiaf Project Report (IPR) to MTC before July 1, 2004. The project sponsor is
required to submit an updated report to MTC at least annually, by June 30" of each year. The first
annual update will be due to MTC no later than June 30, 2005. The updated information will be
considered for inclusion in the RM2 annual report. An updated report must be submuitted as needed or
as requested by MTC; at 2 minimum, sponsors must submit an updated IPR with any funding allocation
request. The Commission will consider approval of the report, or updated report, in conjunction with
the allocation of funds.

This report shall include all information required to describe the project int detail, inchuding identification of
lead sponsor, the status of any environmental documents relevant to the project, additional fumds required
to fully fund the project, the amount, if any, of funds expended to date, a summary of any impediments to
the completion of the project, a detailed financial plan, and notification to the Commussion if the project
sponsor will request toll revenues within the subsequent 12 months (next fiscal year). Specific information
on the Initial Project Report format is included in Appendix A. ]
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Allocation Process

The allocation process for RM2 capital projects shall consist of funding agreements w1th sponsors
~accompanied by evidence of local support, local agreement to conditions, and local certification of

absence of legal impediments and local indemnification of the Commission. Under S&HC 30914(e),

MTC can enter into a memorandum of understanding between itself and a capital project sponsor

addressing specific requirements to be met prior to the aflocation of finds. These agreements are to be

executed through a process of project sponsor govermng board certification followed by Commission
- allocation action. :

For capital projects, an IPR as outlined in S&HC 30914(c), and detailed in Appendix A shall be
prepared and adopted by the governing Board prior to MT C approval of the IPR and allocation of
funds.

In lieu of a separate finding agreement, the sponsor will be expected to certify through an action of its
goverming board that certain conditions are acknowledged and will be adhered to. General conditions
required in that certification are outlined below. As well, a listing of the types of project specific
.condltlons is included.

Along with the certification of conditions from the project sponsor governing board and the IPR, the
sponsor will need to provide evidence that the other fund sources contributing toward that project phase
‘are committed. The essential test to be met is when the project sponsor requests reimbursement of
RM2 funds, matching fund sources are reimbursed and drawn down at the same rate as the RM2 funds.

Upon.completion of the lead sponsor governing board certification, the Commission will consider the
allocation of RM2 funds. The Commission will (1) review the governing board action to ascertain that all
conditions have been outlined and agreed to; (2) review the IPR approved by the governing board and
approve it prior to allocating any funds; and (3) consider the commitment of other fund sources
matching the RM2 funds that are required to complete that phase of the project. The Commission’s
resolution approving the IPR and allocation of RM2 funds will serve as the final agreement between
MTC and the implementing agency. ' '

An allocation request will be considcréd complete and feady for consideration by the Commission when
all of the component elements to the request are submitted and approved for forwarding to the
_' Commission by MTC staff. :

Allocation Principles

The collection of toll revenue pursuant to RM?2: is estimated at $125 million annually. Up to 38 percent
or approximately $47.5 million is made available annually for those operational elements of RM2. In
addition, costs to administer the program are an annual drawdown on the revenue. :

The revenue remaining may not match the capital demand on the funds. The Commission will céleﬁllly
consider each allocation and apply the following principles in its allocation decisions:

| Metropolitan Transportation Conmmission 5?39 - dane23;2004Ngvember 17, 2004 |




RM2 Regional Traffic ReliefPlan o . Attachment A
Policies and Procedures _ ‘ o MTC Resolution No. 3636.
' ; June23;-2004November 17, 2004 [

1. RM2 funds wiil not be utilized as a replacement fiind source on capital projects for any funds
that have been programmed or-allocated previously to the project, for the phase requested by
the project sponsor, if such replacement results in a shortfall for the overall project or places
prior programming committments in jeopardy.

2. RM2 funds will not be utilized for any capital expenditure, either for right of way or
construction, until the project has been environmentally cleared and the project has been

~ approved by the project sponsor. The Commission will give careful consideration to requests
for right of way protection or hardship requests whereby early acquisition of right of way is
necessary fo respond to owner hardship, or to avoid excessive right of ‘way cost Increases in the
future due to development of the site.

3. RM2 funds will be expended for right of way capxtal and supporc only if the project has
identified and committed construction capital funds. The Commission will consider exceptions
whereupon investment in right of way can be recovered if the project does not go forward.

"4, Allocations will only be made to projects a phase at a time: environmental/project approval, final
design, right of way, and construction. For example, if the project is entering the environmental
phase, only an allocation for environmental will be considered. Exceptions will be considered on

" a case-by-case basis.

5. RM2 funds will be allocated with the specific intent of achieving a deliverable product. That
product shall be the environmental decision/ project approval documentation when allocating to
the environmental phase, the final design package including contract documents when allocating
to the final design phase, title to property/ easements/ rights of entry or possession when
allocating to the right of way phase, and a constructed improvement or minimum operating
segment available for public usage when allocating to the construction phase.

6. The ability of the product to be completed will be taken into consideration when the _
Commission allocates funds to the project. Any impediments to achieving the specific product
shall be brought to the attention of the Commission in the IPR or through quarterly progress
reports submitted by the project sponsor. If in the opinion of the Cornrnission, impedimeénts are
such that the required product is unachievable, the Commussion may withhold allocations. The
Commussion reserves the right to issue a 30-day stop notice in the event it has to reevaluate the
project per S&HC 30914(f).

7. Prajects with complementary funds from other sources may be glven prority if there are

- pending timely use of funds requirements on the other fund sources.

8. Other fund sources committed to a project phase that are complementary to RM2 funds will be
expected to be spent down at an approximate proportional rate to RM2 funds. On an exception
basis, the Commission may consider alternative cash flow expectations of other fund sources.

9. For transit systems, an allocation of funds for capital expenditures, either right of way or

~ construction, may be predicated on an ability to demonstrate that the service meets operating
requirements. '

Allocation Request
Prqect sponsors_or implementing agenicies must initiate an allocation request by subimitting an Allocation

Request Forrn and a draft Initial Project Report eompleted-and-valid-allocationrequest 60 days prior to

the required Commission action. Thitty days prior to the Comynission action, the project sponsot or
© implementing agency must submit the completed allocation application package to MTC. Each phase of
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the project is to receive a separate allocation. The allocation request consists of the following, detailed in
Appendix A, and is available on the Internet (as appli'cabic) at: http:/www.méc.ca.gov;

Intent to Request an Allocation (60 days prior to Commlsa.lon action)
1. Allocation Request Initiation Form
2. Draft Initial Project Report

Allocation Application Package (30 days prior to Commission action):
I. Implementing Agency Resolution of Project Compliance
2. Opinion of Legal Counsel / MTC Indemnification®
3. Board or Official Governing Body Approvedtipdated Initial Project Report (IPR)
4. FEnvironmental Documentation®*
5._Evidence of Allocation and Commitment of Complementary F unds **
- 6. Allocation WorkPlan **
7.__Allocation Estimated Budget Plan

* Project sponsors have the option of consolidating the ‘Opinion of Legal Counsel / MTC
Indemnification’ within the ‘Tmplementing Agency Governing Board Resolution of Project

. Compliance’.

% A standard format for these elements of the allocation mquest has not been developed by
MTC. Submuission of the information for, these iterms can be in the format as desired by the
project sponsor or implementing agency.

: Relmbursed Costs

‘Capital projects in the Regional Traffic Relief Plan shall be paid on a reimbursement basis only. Project
sponsors must seek an allocation of funds by the Commission, with reimbursement of ¢eligible costs
following the expenditure of funds. Sponsors are to submit invoices on a quarterly basis, and are

" encouraged to seek reimbursements of eligible costs on a timely basis, The MTC Executive Director is
delepated the authority to act on behalf of the Com:mssmwAt-Ehe—Bm&eﬁaBe%tienrﬂaeQemﬂﬁssma—
may-providefor-to grant more frequent nvoicing and reimbursements, but not more frequently than

-monthly._

Ellglble Expenses

To ensure that that RM2 funds are put to the most efficient use, limitations on allowable expenses have
been placed on environmental, design, right of way, construction, staff support, oversight, consultant
services and other aspects of project delivery. Furthermore, agency overhead costs, including
administrative suppott, office equipment, office leases, are not an eligible RM2 expense.

Note that for all project phascs, RM2 funds are limited to the statutorily authorized amount:

1. Environmental Studies
RM2 funds are eligible to reimburse expenses incurred by sponsor staff and consultant staff for
environmental study costs, including determination of the appropriate environmental document,
preparation of alt preliminary engineering for each alternative, including geometric layouts,

Metropolitan Transportation Commission Page 11 June23:-2004November 17, 2004 l
135 '



'RM2 Regional Traffic Relief Plan _ ' ~ Attachment A
- Policies and Procedures o MT C Resolution No. 3636
n : June-23;2004Novernber 17, 2004

determination of right-of-way needs, environmental technical studies (such as air, noise, energy,
cultural resources and hazardous waste), and all other studies or activitics necessary to prepare and
to finalize the appropriate environmental document for approval. Environmental costs eligible for
reimbursement shall be limited to the project as described in S&HC Section 30914 (c). Any

~ environmental costs associated with an element of the environmentally scoped project that is beyond
the project scope and intent as outlined in S&HC 30914 (c) and approved by the Commission in
the IPR are not eligtble for reimbursement under RM2.

If costs for environmental studies and preliminary engineering up to 35 percent design are estimated
~ to exceed 10 percent of the overall project costs, then RM2 funds may not be eligible for any

expenditure in excess of that 10 percent limit. If the sponsor requests additional costs to be
considered as an allowable allocation of expenses for the RM2 program, the project sponsor shall
provide sufficient evidence to MTC of the need for the addifional funds. This evidence at a mininourn
shall include a breakdown of the costs of the technical studies needed for each alternative under
consideration, the cost of outreach to the affected communities, the cost of any permit negotiations,
and the cost of preliminary engineering necessary to reach the environmental decision. MTC shali
consider these elements as well as alf other aspects of the environmental process prior to any

* additional allocations being made.

-2. Design Costs
RM2 funds are eligible for expenses incurred by sponsor staff and consultant staff for design
activities related to the project scope identified in S&HC 30914 {c) and as approved by the
Commission in the IPR. These activities include preparation of alternative design studies; materials
and foundation reports; drainage, hydrology and hydraulic reports; management oversight; surveying
and mapping; preparation of the plans, specifications and estimate; preparation of bid docunents
and files for project; preparation of permit applications and maintenance agreements; coordination
of agency reviews and any other activities necessaty to prepare final PS&E for bid advertisement

~ and award, ‘ |

1f the sponsor wishes to include items of work not covered under the statutory description of the
project and as approved by the Commission in the IPR, the cost for including the additional work
shall be segregated and the cost borne by the sponsor from non-RM2 fund sources. Items of work
that would fall into this area would be the cormection or betterment of pre-existing items such as
pavement, drainage facilities, landscaping (beyond Caltrans standards) or pedestrian facilities, unless

' these are an integral part of the project scope and hecessary to meet the congestion relief goals of
the RM?2 program.

3. .Right-of-Way Acquisition and Utility Relocation
RM? funds are eligible for expenses incurred by sponsor staff and consultant staff for all activitics
. related to right-of-way, advanced right-of- way, and hardship acquisitions, including determination of
tight-of way needs; title searches; parcel appraisals; hazardous materials disposition; preparation of
right-of-way acquisition documents; negotiation with property owners; activities involved with
acquiring nights-of-way including condemnation proceedings, right-of-way capital costs, and cost-
to-procure impacts related to the acquisition; utility relocation costs.
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Services provided for ﬁght-oﬁway activities involved with property not necessary for the RM2
project as defined in the scope of work approved by the Commission in the IPR shall be at the
- expense of the sponsor and borne by non-RM2 fund sources.

- If any excess ﬁght-oﬁway is sold, or otherwise disposed of, the value of such property shall be
retumed to MTC, including any profit realized from the sale of the property based on the prorated
percentage of funds MTC contributed to the purchase of the propeity. .

4. Construction ContractlternWork Costs

RM2 funds are available to cover all construction expenditures for the projéct including constiuction )
capital, management and inspection, surveys, public outreach, and others as appropriate that are
patt of the scope of work approved by the Commission in the IPR. RM2 funds are eligible for
reimbursement of sponsor’s management oversight expenses associated with the construction of the
- project. This would include activities such as construction management, inspection, expenses
associated with reviewing proposed change orders, and activities involved with managing the fund
- sources confributing to the project.

Sponsor may include additional work beyond the scope of work for the RM2 project at their
expense. These costs will be segregated from the other itent work expenses and paid for with non-
RM2 funds. Items of work could include correction or bettérment of pre-existing facilities such as
. pavement, drainage, landscaping or pedestrian facilities. Items of work within the scope, but

- covering more expensive treatment for the facility such as specialized lighting standards and signs,
more elaborate landscaping or specialized treatment on the face of soundwalls and retaining walls,
and specialized sidewalk/hardscape treatments will also be segregated from other project work and
paid with non- RM2 funds. |

Capital improvements and vehicle procurements for the implementation of the approved RM2
projects are eligible for construction funds. Vehicles procured with RM2 funds must be operated in
revenue service fot their useful life, as defined by MT'C’s Transit Capital Priorities process and
criteria program.

5. Implementing Agency Staff Costs
The amount for which implementing agency staff can be reimbursed will be limited, as described
below. In all cases, staff costs will be charged within the cap of project funds stipulated in RM2.
a) Agency overhead costs are not eligible for reimbursement from RM2 funds. Costs for
unplementmg agency management and oversight staff, such as City Managers, City Engineers,
Public Works Directors, City Attorneys, accountants and senior management staff, will be
considered as part of the implementing agency’s overhead cost and will not be eligible.

b) Costs for consultant staff responsible for directly delivering the project are éligible.
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¢) Implementing agency staff costs are eligible providéd costs are directly related to the project
tasks. A mark-up rate of the hourly wage is allowed to cover Hhourly wages and fiinge benefits
onIV A,qencv overhead costs are not ehejble as part of the mark-1 up rate, #er—speﬁser—ssaﬂl

eestﬁ—ded&eat@d—te—pmjeet—%le a4 cap on the mark-up rate is ot spmlﬁed the SpOnSor Fay-is
required to submit documentation to MTC to substantiate its its requested changes-mark-up rate
prior to any reimbursements against an allocation. For projects with multiple project sponsors
and/or implementing agencies, the project Ssponsors and/or implementing agencies must muitally
" apree on the mark-up mte( ) bemg applied to the dzrect agency staff costs on the pm;ect and-

6. Miscellaneous Costs
The costs of fees from other agencies, mcluding permit fees, or reimbursement for review or
oversight costs needed for the project are eligible costs. However, the cost of permits or fees from
the sponsor will not be eligible. Utility relocation costs are eligible for reimbursement according to

- previous agreements establishing rights for those ufilities. The costs for specialized equipment for

testing, analysis or production of documents for project-related work are also eligible. )

Maintenance and Operating Costs

Pertaining to capital projects outlined in Streets and Highways Code Section 30914 (c), it is the
‘obligation of the project sponsor to arrange for all costs to operate and maintain the improvement
constructed under RM2. No costs will be considered as eligible for reimbursement out of RM2 funds to
operate or maintain the facility or any portion of the facility. If a minimum operating segment or other
useable-segment of the facility is open for public use prior to the entire facility being opened, and if that
segment is still the responsibility of the contractor for operation and maintenance, then these contractor
costs can be considered eligible for reimbursement as a capital expense. For transit projects that result
in enhanced or expanded services, this financial capacity should be documented as part of the Initial
Project Report and its updates (as outlined in Appendix A).

Invoicing and Reimbursements

The sponsor may invoice MTC quarterly as ¢ligible work proceeds. Invoices shall include only eligible
costs as described above. All eligible costs shall be invoiced on a reimbursable basis. Costs shallbe
accounted for by invoices sufficient to detail services performed and payments made. An invoice format
will be provided to sponsors by MTC. Approval of invoices shall be contingent on the submittal of
Quarterly Progress Reports. In the event such Progress Reports are not complete and current, approval
of invoices shall be withheld until an acceptable Quarterly Progress Report is submitted.

RIP Ctmsist"ency
Capital projects seeking allocations must be consistent with the adopted Regional Transportation Plan
(RTP), which state law requires be consistent with federal planning and programming requirements.
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CMP Consistency

For capital projects, it is required that all commitied project phases be included in a Countywide Plan.
The phase of the project requiring funding shall be in an approved County Congestion Management

- Plan (CMP) or in an adopted Capital Improvement Program (CIP) for counties that have opted out of
the CMP requirement, prior to seeking allocation of RM2 funds. For multi-county projects, the project
must be in the countywide plans and CMP/CIP of the counties affected by the project. :

TIP and Air Quality Conformity

Federal faws governing requirements for regions to achieve or maintain federally mandated air quality
standards require that all regionally significant transportation improvements be part of a required regional
conformity finding, This conformity finding, done at both the regional planning level and the programming
level, is in essence an analysis and resuitant finding by the responsible agency, in this case MTC as the
Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) for the Bay Area in concert with the Bay Area Air Quality
Management District and the Association of Bay Area Govemments. That finding must state that if all
the transportation improvements proceed, air quality standards can be reached.

The conformity analysis and finding must encompass all regionally significant projects. A project is
regionally significant if it increases transit or highway capacity offers an altcrnative to established regional
- highway travel Projects must be included in the conformity analysis, regardless of their fund source.
Such projects.using only toll funding, including RM2 funds, or local funds, including measure funds, must
be included in the analysis and finding. '

To that extent, all regionally significant RM?2 projects must be included in the conformity analysis for the
= Regional Transportation Plan (Plan) and Transportation Improvement Program (Program). Projects
must therefore meet the funding requirements that inform those documents. Project specific air quality
conformity analysis and findings are the sole responsibility of the project sponsor.

Availability for Audits
Sponsors of capital projects shall be available for an audit as requested by the Commission.

Timely Use of Funds Provisions and Deadlines

The majority of fand sources used for transportation improvements are bound by timely use of funds
deadlines. Failure to meet specific funding milestones can result in the funds being deleted from the
project. Timely use of funds provisions are established in state and federal statutes for the State -
Transportation Improvement Program, the federal Surface Transportation Improvement Program
(STP), and the federal Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Improvement (CMAQ) program. MTC’s
- Regional Project Delivery Policy (MTC Resolution No. 3603, approved October 22, 2003)
established additional funding milestones for regional STP and CMAQ funding. Given that most RM2
projects are jointly funding with STIP, STP or CMAQ funding, project sponsors must be cognizant of
the funding deadlines of the other funds on the project, and reflect appropriate deadlines in the financial
plans submitted as part of the Initial Project Report. In the event of funding loss due to the sponsor’s
inability to meet timely use of funds provisions, the sponsor must demonstrate that the project or project -
phase is still deliverable. |
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Although legislation governing RM2 does not place specific deadlines on the funds, MTC will be
managing the availability of RM2 funding to ensure continued progress and timely project delivery.
Sponsors shall expend the funding consistent with their expenditure (cash flow) plans. As part of its
annual assessment of the status of programs and projects, MTC shall consider the reasonable progress
of the project after receiving its allocation. If a program or project cannot continue to be delivered, as
evidenced in part by a lack of reasonable further progress, the Commission shall consult with project
sponsors, hold a public hearing on the project, then determine whether to modify the project’s scope or
funding; or to reassign the funds to another or an additional program or project within the same corridor.

Generaily, project sponsors should adhere to the following timely use of fuhds provisions. Aﬁy spéciﬁb
conditions and requirements for expenditure and reimbursement pertinent to each project shall be
identified in the allocating resolution.

* [unds should be encumbered within six months of the allocation.

+ Right of Way agreements should be finalized within two years of the allocation of funds for right
of way acquisition.

¢ Construction/equipment purchase contract should be awarded within one year of the allocation
of construction funds.

e Funds should be expended within the year identified in the expenditure (cash flow) plan.

¢ Final reimbursement of funds will be subject to review of the delivered useable/ operable phase or
segment.

- Project sponsors must demonstrate and certify that they can meet all of the timely use of funds deadlines

-as-part of the financial plan included in the Initial Project Report for the various fund sources on the
project. It is encouraged that project sponsors follow the provisions of the Regzonal Project Delivery
Policy (MTC Resolution No. 3606).

Timing Limitation for Environmental Approval

It shall be the policy of MTC regarding the allocation of RM2 funds for all or a portion of the cost to

~. complete the environmental document/ project approval phase of the project, that the process to
achieve environmental document and project approval shall not exceed 3 years. This duration shall be -
measured from the initiation of the environmental process to its completion and shall not be contingent
on when the RM2 funds are expended within that process. The intent of this condition is to ensure due
diligence on the part of sponsors to secure environmental clearance.

In the event the administrative draft environmental document has not been submitted for public review
within the 3 year time frame, no time extension will be recommended and staff will recommend that the
project be considered for scope change or fund reassignment per Section 30914(f) of the Streets and

nghway Code.

-In the event that the administrative draft has been submitted for public review within the 3-year time
frame and the sponsor has worked diligently to achieve environmental clearance and project approval, a
time extension of one year may be recommended. Any additional extension request beyond this one-
year will require the sponsor submit justification acceptable to the Commission.
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Project Cancellation

If the RM2 project or project phase is not completed, the project sponsor shall repay MTC any RM2
- funds expended above the proportionate share of eligible costs for the project or project phase. With

- regard to vehicle procurements, removal fiom revenue service or sale of the vehicle prior to the end of
 the vehicle’s useful life will result in repayment to MTC and the RM2 program for the depreciated value
of the vehicle at the time of removal or sale. Following the Commission consultation with the sponsor,
public hearing and determination to redirect fimds from the project, payment to MTC shall be made
- with interest and shall be made in accordance with a negotiated repayment schedule, not to-exceed 24
months. MTC shall withhold funds due the sponsor for any missed payments under the negotiated
agreement.

Project Phases _
~ Project costs and revenue must be separated into the following project phases:
1. Planming Activities, Environmental Studies & Preliminary Eng (ENV / PE / PA&ED)
2. Fmal Design - Plans, Specifications and Estimates (PS&E)
3. Right-of Way Activities /Acquisition / Utility Relocation (R/W)
4. Construction / Rolling Stock Acquisition / Operating Service (CON)

' To illustrate previous expenditures from other fund sources, the project sponsor is welcome to indicate
'any previous planning studies and alternatives analyses for the project. Vehicle acquisition, eqmpment
' purchase or operatmg service should use the construction phase.

“The project sponsor must display the project in these four components in the Initial Project Report and
expenditure (cash flow) plans. All funding amounts programmed for any component shall be munded to
the nearest $1,000.

Escalated Costs _
RM2 funding for any individual project or program shall be limited to the amount designated in the RM2
legislation. The cost of the project phases should be escalated to the year of expenditure when
submmitting project cost information to MTC. RM2 funds do not escalate. Local project sponsors may
use the state escalation rates or their own rates in determining the escalated project phase cost for the
year of expenditure. If funding beyond RM2 amounts are required to complete the project phase the-

- sponsor is responsible for securing the additional funding prior to allocation of RM2 funds.

-Cost Increases -

MTC participation in project or program costs shall be limited to those dollar amounts as outlined in
S&HC Section 30914 (c). All cost estimates by project phase, being environmental/project approval,
“design, right of way, and construction, shall be shown in the Initial Project Report in the year of
expenditure. :

- Where more than RM2 funds are needed to complete a project phase, it is the sole responsibility of the
sponsor to secure the additional necessary funding. In the event that the sponsor cannot secure
additional funding, and/or the project cannot be segmented to meet the available funds and still conform
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to the intent of the legislation and voter mandate, the Commission shall consult with the program or
project sponsor, and conduct a public hearing as outlined in S&HC Section 30914(f). After the hearing,
the Commission may vote to modify the project’s or program’s scope, decrease its level of funding, or
reassign all of the funds to another regional project or program within the same corridor. If the existing
project is removed from the RM2 program, MTC and the sponsor agree to share expenditures of
eligible costs to date in accordance with the allocation conditions accompanying the project allocation.

It is the responsibility of the project sponsor to provide Quarterly Progress Reports, working in
cooperation with MTC and its consultants. Proposed contract change orders or cost increases that may
arise once the contract has been awarded that are in excess of $250,000 or 20% of the project cost,
whichever is less, shall be noticed to MTC as soon as those increases have been identified or no later
than the next scheduled Quarterly Progress Report. The project sponsor will provide assurance that the
_ project phase the Commission allocated to is still deliverable. A revised financial plan for the project
shall be included as part of the submitted Quarterly Progress Report.

The sponsor is not authorized to claim any RM2 funds in excess of the allocation amount approved by
the Commission in association with the scope, cost, and schedule approved by the Commission.
Increased costs are eligible for allocation of unallocated RM2 funds if the sponsor provides an updated.
funding plan indicating that funds from other phases or other sources are available to assure the delivery -
of the prescribed RM2 project or project phase. This must be accompanied by evidence that other fund
sources, either new or increased in dollar amount, are committed. As meritioned elsewhere in this Policy
and Procedure document, other fund sources must be programimed and allocated to the project phase.
requesting an allocation of RM2 fimds or a supplement to the allocation of RM2 funds prior to the
Commission approving an allocation of RM2 funds. In no case shall the financial responsibility of BATA
and/or MTC regarding RM2 funds exceed the amount designated in S&HC 30914 (c) and (d).

If outside funding is found to be availablé for the RM2 project or pmject phase to partially offset the
RM2 funds, the RM2 funds will not be transferred out of the project until afier it is ensured that any
known cost increases are adequately addressed.

Cost Savings and Cost Increases at Bid Opening

At the time of bid opening, the responsible low bid may exceed the funding commitment of RM2 funds
as well as other fund sources. If in the event of construction budget exceedances, the sponsor may seek
an allocation of any remaining RM2 funds not yet allocated to the project only if other funds are '
committed in sufficient amounts to deliver the construction phase. If all available fund sources are not
sufficient to award the project, the sponsor shall consult with MTC on suitable measures to enable the
project to proceed, including but not limited to downscoping the project and rebidding, providing
additional clarity to enable a more cost-effective bid, or seeking additional revenues. In no case shall the
sponsor exceed the levels of RM2 funding allowable under Street and Highway Code Section
30913(d). In utilizing all available funding from all sources for contract award, the sponsor shall consult
with MTC staff or its consultants on the likelihood of cost increases during construction and what
contingencies are available to address these costs, including the presentatlon ofa nsk managcment plan
for constraining construction expenditures to available revenues.

Metropolitan Transportation Commission ia&ilg June-232004November 17, 2004




* RM2 Regional Traffic Relief Plan f o Attachment A
Policies and Procedures : MTC Resolution No. 3636
' ' ' Jane232004November 17, 2004

In the event of cost savings at bid opening, the sponsor shall distribute bid savings proportionately to all
construction fund sources, including both capital and support. The RM2 fimds shall be available to the
sponsor for any cost increases associated with the project after construction award until the time of final
‘close-out of the constmctlon phase including the settlement of all clalms

Any funds remaining at the end of the project shall be reassigned at the discretion of the Commission.

Right of Way Hardship and Proetection _ ‘ .
Advance acquisition of property may be advisable prior to.the completion of the environmental decision. -
and the approval of the project. This generally occurs either under conditions of hardship or protection.

-Hardship is defined as a situation where unusual personal circumstances of an-owner are aggravated by
the proposed transportation improvement and cannot be solved by the owner without acquisition by the
project sponsor. Owners of hardship parcels should receive full consideration and service from the

- project sponsor consistent with normal acquisition procedures, mcludmg appropriate relocation
assistance and sufficient time to consider the sponsor’s offer.

: 'Prot_cction is dcﬁncd as an acquisition where substantial building activity or appreciation of vacant land
‘value in excess of surrounding market appreciation is both likely and imminent in the event carly
purchase is not undertaken. Acquisition can occur with a showing that substantial new improvements are
planned for the property or existing improvements are to be altered or enlarged, resulting in a substantial
increase in future acquisition cost. '

If applying for an allocation of RM2 funds for right of way hardship or protection acquisition, the
sponsor must investigate need for acquisition, including but not limited to independent appraisals of the
property including appropriate investigations of the site for any environmental conditions affecting the
value of the property. In the case of advance acquisition due to hardship, the project sponsor must
submit to MTC documentation addressing the following minimum criteria prior to a hardship allocation

- being approved:

¢ The owner demonstrates a need to dispose of the property.
s The owner is unable to dispose of the propelty at fair market value because of the pendmg
. transportation facility plans.
e The owner cannot reasonable alleviate the hardshlp in the absence of the sponsor’s purchase of
the property.
» The sponsor’s purchase will substantlally alleviate the hardship.

In the case of advance acquisition for the purpose of protection, the aforementioned showing must be
made that prompt acquisition is required to prevent development of property, which would cause
substantially higher acquisition or construction costs if acquisition were deferred. Relocation costs of
residences or businesses should be considered in the final financial analysis provided by the sponsor.

Advance acquisitions made prior to completion of environmental and location processes are not to
mnfluence environmental assessment of the project.
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Note that there are federal and state laws, regulations énd policies governing acquisition and relocation
activities. It is not intended that the use of RM2 funds shall waive any of the laws, regulations, or policies
that may apply.

If the Cominission approves an allocation of RM2 funds for advance acqtﬁsiﬁon of right of way meeting
. the conditions as outlined above, the project sponsor shall provide that the land is held in escrow until
_project approval occurs for the transportation improvement.

Required Evidence of a Fully Funded Project Phase

The Commission will allocate funds for capital projects only if 1 it finds that the pro;ect phase is fully
funded, either entirely with RM2 funds or with a combination of RM2 funds and other allocated funds.
To receive an allocation of RM2 finds for a jointly funded phase, the other contributing funds must be
assigned and allocated to that phase of work. Federal funds must have received an obligation (E-76) or
- Advance Construction Authorization, or be included in an approved FTA:Grant. State Transportation
Improvement Program (STIP) and Transportation Congestion Relief Program (TCRP) funds must have
received an allocation from the California Transpostation Commission (CTC). Local Measure funds
must have an allocation action by the authority. All other funding must have an action allocating the funds
*for that phase of work by the respons1blc authonzmg agency or governing body.

-+ At the request of the project sponsor, the Commission may, on an exception basis, consider allocations

- of RM2 funding conditioned on the allocation of other funds for that phase. In granting conditional
allocations, the Commission will consider the nature and timing of other finding commitments to the
requested and future phases of work.

" Future Funding Commitment
When proposing allocations for only the preconstruction components of a capital project, the
implementing agency must demonstrate the means by which it intends to fund the construction of a
useable or operable segment or product, consistent with the Regional Transportation Plan. The
anticipated total project cost and source of any incommitted future funding must be identified in the
IPR. The Commission will exercise caution when allocating to the right of way phase if there is no
committed funding for constructing a useable segment of the project.

To be considered committed for future phases of work, federal fimds must be in the current FIP or have
a Full Funding Grant Agreement (FFGA) or approved Earmark. State Transportation Improvement
Program (STIP) funds must be in the current STIP and Local Measure funds must have a commitment
action by the goveming authority. Transportation Congestion Relief Program (TCRP) funds are
considered committed, however, based on current state budget actions, TCRP funds yet to be allocated

by the California Transportation Commission (CTC) will not be considered available until FY 2005-06.
All other funding must have an action committing the finds by the responsible authorizing agency.

Monitoring and Reporting Requirements

Sponsors will provide MTC with Quarterly Progress Reports 30 days afier the end of each quarter (on_
or before October 31%, January 31%, April 30™, July 31%). These reports are meant to update MTC on
the project’s scope, cost, and schedule. These reports shall include the following:
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« Status: the phase currently underway and the progress since the last report; major meetings arid
~ decisions on the project; any significant accomplishments; any setbacks to the project. The sponsor
should note whether they anticipate any problems, and what area these problems exist in. -

¢ - Expenditures to. date: these will be specified as expenditures since the prior quarter, and will include

~ all funding sources including RM2 These wﬂl be m sufficient detail to determine that they are
eligible expenses.

¢ Schedule changes: any changes in the project schedule as outhncd and appmved in-the IPR and the
consequences of those changes, particularly related to project costs. If the schedule has been
modified, a revised schedule must be attached..

s Cost changes: all changes should be noted in the Progress Report; changes greater than 20% or
$250,000 dollars, whichever is less, must be accompanied by a detailed explanation of what
options the sponsor has considered to- manage the change, including but not litmited to what savings
can be realized elsewhere in the project to compensate for the change, and what the risks are to not
fundmg the change. If costs have changed by more than $250,000 or 20%, whlchever IS greater, a
revised funding plan and cash flow schedule must be attached.

e Potential Claims: If RM 2 funds are utilized for the construction phase of the project, then the
sponsor must certify if there are any Notices of Potential Claim. If they exist, a summary of such
notices as well as the likely cost or schedule impact shall be included. MTC acknowledges that
information may be limited, given the need for confidentiality between the sponsor and the
contractor. A confidential discussion with MTC staff may be requested; the sponsor shall make

-~ every effort to comply with this information request.

& The Progress Report shall be signed by the responsible Project Manager

A fonmat for submitting the quatterly Progress Report will be forwarded to Project Sponsors essentlaily
encompassmg the items mentloned above.

At Risk Report/Cooperation with Consultants

Upon receipt of the sponsor- submitted quarterly progress reports, MTC and/or its consultant shall
prepare an At-Risk Report (Report) for submittal to the Commission that outlines critical scope, cost,
or schedule changes to the project. MTC may retain a project control and monitoring consultant to
monitor projects, and report to the Commission quarterly on projects or project phases at risk for
meeting the adopted scope, cost, or schedule, assessing what options are available to the sponsor to
respond to the at-risk condition, and what recommendations may be available to the Commission. The
sponsor shall cooperate with MTC and its consultant in the preparation of the Report. This report shall
include options the sponsor has or has not considered and the costs and risks associated with those *
options. The sponsor is expected to participate in discussions with the Commission regarding options to
proceed. The Commission will take the Report into consideration when assessing the ability of the
project or project phase to be delivered, per Section 30914(f) of the S&HC. Regarding scope
changes, any changes resulting in changes in costs or schedule should be delineated. The sponsor at a
minimum should mention changes in scope due to permit agency requirements, local govemning board
direction, or changes in federal, state, or local laws and regulations. The sponsor shall cooperate with
MTC or its consultants in the preparation of these documents.
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Accommodatmns for Bicyclists, Pedestrians and Persons with Disabilities

Federal, state and regional pohclcs and directives emphasize the accommodation of blcychsts
pedestrians, and persons with disabilities when designing transportation facilities. As with many existing
projects in the Bay Area, an RM2 project is likely to have a number of fund sources that make it whole.
A project must incorporate the appropriate policy associated with the fund sources that make up the
project.

- Federal, State, and regional policies and directives regarding nonmotorized travel include the following;

Federal Policy Mandates

TEA-21 states that, “Bicycle transportation facilities and pedestrian walkways shall be considered,
where appropriate, in conjunction with all new construction and reconstruction of transportation
projects, except where bicycle and pedestrian use are not permitted." (Section 1202)

The Federal Highways Administration Program Guidance on bicycle and pedestrian issues makes a
ntmber of clear statements of intent, and provides a best practices concept as outlined in the US DOT
Policy Statement on Infegrating Bicycling and Walking into Transportation Infrastructure.”
(http:/fwww.thwa.dot.eov/environment/bikeped/Design.him)

State Policy Mandates 7

California Government Code Section 65089(b)(1)XB)(5) requires that the design, construction and
implementation of roadway projects proposed for funding in the RTIP must consider maintaining
bicycle access and safety at a level comparable to that which existed prior to the improvement or
alteration.

Caltrans Deputy Directive 64 (http://www.dot.ca.gov/ha/tpp/offices/bike/DD64.pdf), states: “the
Department fully considers the needs of non-motorized travelers (including pedestrians, bicyclists,
and persons with disabilities) in all programming, planning, maintenance, construction, operations,
and project development activities and products. This includes incorporation of the best available
standards in all of the Department’s practices. The Department adopts the best practices concept in
the US DOT Policy Statcment on Integrating Bicycling and Wa]kmg into Transportation
Infrastructure.”

Regional Policy Mandates
Projects receiving RM2 funding must consider the impact to bicycle transportation, pedestrians and
persons with disabilities. Guidance on considering bicycle transportation can be found in MTC’s
Regional Bicycle Plan (a component of the RTP) and Caltrans Deputy Directive 64. - Of particular
note is Caltrans Deputy Directive 64 which stipulates: “pedestrians, bicyclists and persons with
disabilities must be constdered in all programming, planning, maintenance, construction, operations,
and project development activities and products.” MTC’s Regional Bicycle Plan, adopted as a
component of the RTP, requires that “all regionally funded projects consider enhancement of
bicycle transportation consistent with Deputy Directive 647,
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-MTC’s Regional Bicycle Plan, containing federal, state and regional polices for accommodating
bicycles and non-motorized travel, is available on MTC’s Web site at:
http:/www.mtc ca gov/projects/rtp/bicycle htm. '
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Section 3 — Operating Program Guidance

Background

Regional Measure 2 (RM 2) will provide operating support for a number of transit services. These
projects are identified in Section 30914(d) of the California S&HC.

On Qctober 13, 2004, the Federal Highway Administiation. with concarrence of the Federal Transit

Administration approved the use of toll revenues from the four non-federalized Bay Area bridges for
fundinig transit operations through the RM2 program. This decision allows MTC to begin allocating
operatine funds to the projecis that were approved as part of RM2.

RM2 funds for operating assistance will be made available annually in accordance with the policies and
procedures defined in this section. '

~ Allecation Process

Prior to the beginning of each fiscal year, pending resolution of the federat limitation concerning using toll
revenues for opemtions, MTC wiil adopt a project specific budget for RM 2 operating funds. It is
against this budget, subject to meeting eligibility requirements and fund availability, that project sponsors -
should request operating allocations.

In S&HC 30914.5(b), MTC is directed to execute an operating agreement with sponsors seeking RM2
funding covering operating assistance for transit services. These agreements are to be executed through
a process of project sponsor governing board certification followed by Commission allocation action.
The annual funding agreement will consist of approval by both project sponsors and MTC of the terms
outlined in the sponsor Implementing Agency Resolution and Operating Assistance Proposal (OAP).
The Implementing Agency Resolution should provide evidence of a full funding plan, adherence fo
performance measures, local agreement to conditions, local certification of absence of legal impediments
and local indemnification of the Commission and adherence to the planned activity as outlined in the

OAP.

An allocation request will be considered complete and ready for consideration by the Commission when
" all of the component elements to the request are submitted and approved for forwarding to the
Cominission by MTC staff.

Applications for operating assistance should be submitted sixty days prior to expected allocation date
and should include the following material: '

1. Cover letter detailing the allocation request;

2. Implementing Agency Resolution; *

. . 148
Metropolitan Transportation Commission Page 24 June 23, 2004November 17. 2004




RM2 Regional Traffic Relief Plan _ : :  Attachment A

 Policies and Procedures . MTC Resolution No. 3636
: Fune-232004November 17, 2004
3. Operating Assistance Proposal;
4. Opinion of Legal Counsel; *

5. Environmental documentation;
6. Certifications and assurances; and
7. Fiscal audit.

* Project sponsors have the option of consolidating the ‘Implementing Agency Resolution’ and
the “Opinion of Legal Counsel.’

Appendix B details the formats for the Irhplementing Agency Resolution, Operating Assistance
_ Proposal, the Opinion of Legal Counsel, and the Certifications and Assurances.

* Staff will review the operating assistance request to ensure that the project request meets eligibility per
S&H code 30914(d), compliance with financial audit requirements, satisfaction of established
performance measures, and other requirements outlined in this policies and procedures manual.

Eligibility

Transit services ehigible to receive operating asmstance under RM2 are those pro;ects identified under
Section 30914(d) of the S&HC. These projects and services have been determined to reduce
congestion or to make improvements to fravel in the toll bridge corridors. Due to other federal, state

~ and regional requirements, full eligibility for the receipt of RM2 funding is not determined until approval
of the funding allocation by the Commission. . '

"Operating costs included in the operating expense object classes of the uniform system of accounts,
exclusive of depreciation and amortization expenses and direct costs for providing charter service, are
eligible for RM2 operating assistance. In the case of a transit service claimant that is allocated funds for
payment to an entity, which is under contract with it to provide transportation services, “operating cost”
also includes the amount of the fare revenues that are received by the entity providing the services and
not transferred to the claimant. Eligible expenses for operating follow the ehgﬂ)lhty criteria for
Transportatlon Development Act funds.  ~

Setvice initiation costs for RME routes — Including preparation of emqromnental clearance are an
eligible expense,

"No operator or transit service claimant shall be eligible to receive moneys during the fiscal year from
RIM?2 operating assistance for operating costs that exeeed its actual operating cost for the service
identified in S&HC 30914(d) or subsequently amended through an action by the MTC Commission
{(inchuding payment for disposition of claims arising out of the operator’s liability) in the fiscal year less
the sum of the following amounts:

1. The actual amount of fare TEVeRues received durmg the fiscal year

3. The amount of other operating subsidies directed at the service during the fiscal year.

149 :
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For those cases where the RM2 service is a portion of an operator’s service, the methodology used to
derive the costs and revenues for the route must be specified at the time of allocation. Any change in the

methodology wilt require a revision to the allocation.

The period of eligibility for operating expenses is for the fiscal year for which the allocation is made. The
term fiscal year has reference to the year commencing July 1 and ending June 30 of the following year.

Notwithstanding the provisions listed above for transit operating, for purposes of TransLink® and
Water Transit Authority administrative expenses, the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and
Federal Transit Administration (FTA) have determined that planning activities are eligible for
reimbursement from toll revenues, AHocation for planning activities will be in accordance with federal
guidance and may need to be reviewed by federal agencies in advance of the allocation to confirm that

the planned activities are Title 23 eligible.

Consistency with Plans :
in addition to the eligibility requirements outlined above, applicants must demonstrate consistency with
regional plans and federal planning requirements including but not limited to:
e  MTC Regional Transportation Plan: For operations projects, applicants should provide thc
necessary project reference or information to verify that their project is compatible with the RTP.
- Applicant's Short Range Transit Plan (SRTP) or Countywide Plan: For operations projects,
applicants must reference how the project is reflected in their Short Range Transit Plan or
- County-wide Five Year Plan. All transit operators that receive operating assistance shall prepare
a Short Range Transit Plan, or planning document equivalent for their system, including reference
to the planned use of RM2 bridge tolls as part of their overall operations. Failure to complete an
SRTP could delay an allocation or make a project sponsor ineligible for RM2 operating
assistance, .
¢ Air Quality Conformity: An applicant’s project must be consistent with the TIP for which MTC
has completed an air quality conformity assessment.

Environmental Documentation

Pursuant to California Environmental Quality Act gCEQA} Public Resources Code §21000, ct seq., all I

applicants are required to submit an environmental documnent that has been stamped by the County

Clerk for cach project in their annual application. Please refer to Public Resources Code and Title 14 of
the Californta Code of Regulations for more information._At the time of service initiation, an applicant
may submit a request for RM? fimding to cover the costs of the environmental assessment for the RM2
‘route. Applicants are urged to refer to the statutory and regulatory sections cited when preparing the
environmental assessment docurents. Applicants should consult their environmental officer for guidance

in completion of this requirement. . l

An application for operating funds solely to maintain existing transit services normally will be a Class
categorical exemption under CEQA, and requires only a Notice of Exemptmn. Applicants should check
with their environmental officer for further assistance. |
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Disbursement of Funds

Afier approval by the Commission, allocations of operating funds through RM2 will be disbursed in
accordance with the terms and conditions as established in the allocation instructions by MTC.
Generally, allocation instructions will direct payments to be made monthly in arrearsadvance, subject to
quarterly adjustinents to reflect actual expenses based on monthly invoices. All disbutsements are
subject to the availability of bridge toll revenues and determination of eligible expenses based on
submitted invoices. Specific invoicing procedures will be provided to the sponsor.

Disbursement of RM2 operating assistance is conditional on timely and satisfactory completion of a
fiscal avidit and may be delayed, cancelled, or adjusted based on audit findings of ineligible expenses.
Delinquency of report submittals or failure to comply with other RM2 operating assistance conditions
could be grounds for withholding disbursement of funding or rescinding allocations.

Annual Update of Operating Assistance Plan

Streets and Highway Code 30914.5(b) requires that MTC enter into an agreement with all recipients of
RM?2 operating assistance that shall include, at a minimum, a fully funded operating plan that conforms to -
and is consistent with the adopted performance measures. The agreement shall also include a schedule
of projected fare revenue and any other operating revenues needed to demonstrate that the service is
“"viable in the near-term and is expected to meet the adopted perfonnance measures. These agreements
are to be executed through a process of project sponsor goveming board certification followed by
Commission allocation action as discussed above in Alfocation Process.

-Applicants for RM2 operating assistance will use the Operating Assistance Plan (OAP) to demonstrate
a fully finded operating plan that is consistent with MTC adopted performance measures. The original
submittal of the QAP for FY 2004-05 was due by May 1* for sponsors requesting allocation in the
fiscal year and by June 1* for all other sponsors. In subsequent years, the submittal shall follow a similar
schedule but be updated to reflect audited actual data as well as adjusted cwrent year financial and
operating data statistics, as approptiate. '

The OAP required information is included in Appendix B.

Performance Measures

Prior to allocation of revenue for transit operating assistance under subdivision {d) of Section 30914 of
the S&HC, the MTC shall adopt performance measures related to farebox recovery, ridership, and

‘ other perfoxmance measures as needed ’I‘he pelformance measures Shﬂﬂ—bé@@*%lﬁﬁ@d—lﬂ-eeﬁ%}t&&eﬂ-

Pazt 5

The performance measures, as developed in concert with the affected transit operators and the
Advisory Council and as approved by the Commission, will effect allocations starting in FY 2006-07.
The applicable year for calculating performance measures will be two years in arrears of a requested
allocation year. In other words, for FY 2006-07 operating allocations, the Commission will base
compliance with the performance measures on FY 2004-05 operating performance.
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An independent auditor in the fiscal audit, as discussed below shall verlfy the certification of compliance
‘with adopted performance Imeasures.

Fiscal Auadit
As established in S&H Code 30914 S(C) pnor to annuai allocation of transit operating assistance by

j h , H re the MTC shall conduct—er
fequ&e-the—saense{:m&aaemm an mdependent audit that contains audited financial
mformation; including an opinion of the-tndependent-auditors-on the status and costs of the project and
its compliance with the approved performance measures. This-information-can-be-providedas-an- -
elementofthe-operator’ssystem-fiseal audit:_At a minimum, the fiscal audit will provide the auditor’s

professional opinion as to whether RM2 operating assistance was spent on eligible costs and
performance measures were met.

' In addition, H-a project sponsor is-conductinethe-aaditshould inclode RM2 expenses and revenues in
its general fiscal audit. ‘This Fthe annual certified fiscal audit shalt be submitted to MTC within 180 days
after the close of the fiscal year in which the RM2 allocation was received. MTC may suspend

~ disbursement of RM2 operating assistance if an operator fails to meet this deadline.

The Commission’s determination of eligibility for operating assistance will depend on the fiscal audit that
is two years in arrears. The first year that fiscal audlts must address is FY 2004-05, for use in allocation
decisions for FY 2006-07.

_All fiscal and accounting records and other supporting papers shall be retained for a minimum of four
years following the close of the fiscal year of expenditure.

Monitoring Requirements/Cooperation with MTC and MTC’s Consultants

Recipients of RM2 operating assistance funds agree to work cooperatively with MTC staff and/or
MTC consultants to provide operating statistics that will be used to monitor the effectiveness of the
RM2 operating program and consistency with MTC adopted performance measures, This includes but
is not limited to assisting in the collection of survey data, on-board vehicle counts, and making available
relevant ridership and costs information. It is important to note that, in most cases, these performance
measures will be route-specific and therefore require isolation of the operating cost, passenger
boardings, and fare revenue for the route or line for which RM 2 operating assistance is secured.

- Regional Coordination/Participation in MTC Programs

Recipients of RM2 operating assistance agree to participate in regional programs aimed at enhancing
transit information and customer service. At a minimum, recipients agree fo 1) provide their schedule -
and real-time transit information/data to 511, maintain the data so that it is updated in a timely and
accurate manner, and market 511 as the way to learn about the transit service; and 2) offer TransLink®
services and market TransLink® as the fare medium to pay for the transit service, as applicable based -
on transit operator implementation of TransLink®. Recipients also agree to participate in the Integrated

. Fare Structure and Transit Connectivity studies, as authorized under S&H codes 30914(c). Further,
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transit operators recewmg RM2 operating assistance agree fo makc reasonable efforts to xmplement any
recommiendations resultmg from these studies, as appropnate
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Appendix A — Capital Intent for Allocation Request Forms

Part 1: RM2 Allocation Request Initiation Form

A project sponsor is reguested to submit a one page Allocation Request form at least 60 days prior to-a

request MTC Commission altocation action. A draft Initiat Project Report (IPR) should accompany the
~ allocation tequest. The form is available electronically at www. mtc.qa_qov.
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Part 2: RM2 Initial Project Report (IPR) Format

Section 30914(e) of the California Streets and Highways Code requires that project sponsors with
projects listed in the capital program of the Regional Traffic Relief Plan (Section 30914(c)) submit an
Initial Project Report (IPR) to the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) by July 1, 2004.
- Furthermore, MTC requires the project sponsor to submit an updated report to MTC at least annually,
and an updated report be submitted along with the funding allocation request. The govemning board of
the agency submitting the allocation request must approve the updated IPR before MTC can approve
the IPR, or allocation of funds. MTC will approve the réport, or updated report, in COﬂjunCthIl with the
funding allocation.

The report shall include all information required to describe the project in detail, including identification
of lead sponsor, the status of any environmental documents relevant to the project, additional funds
beyond RM2 required to fully fund the project, the amount, if any, of funds expended to date, a
summary of any impediments to the completion of the project, a detailed financial plan, and notification
of whether Regional Measure 2 (RM2) funds will be needed within the subsequent 12 months (f()llowmg
fiscal year). The Initial Project Report format is available at www.mtc.ca.gov.
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Part 1: RM2 Implementing Agency Resolution of Project Compliance

| | Resolution No.
Implementing Agency:
Project Title:

Whereas, SB 916 (Chapter 715, Statutes 2004), commonly referred as Regional Measure 2,
identified projects eligible to receive funding under the Regional Traffic Relief Plan; and

Whereas, the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) is responsible for funding
projects eligible for Regional Measure 2 funds, pursuant to Streets and Highways Code Section -
- 30914(c) and (d); and

Whereas MTC has established a process whereby eligible transportation project sponsors may
subrmt allocation requests for Regional Measure 2 funding; and

Whereas, allocations to MTC must be submitted consistent with procedures and conditions as
outlined in Regional Measure 2 Policy and Procedures; and

Whereas, (agency name) is an cligible sponsor of transportation project(s) in Regional
Measure 2, Regional Traffic Relief Plan funds; and

Whereas, the (project title) is eligible for consideration in the Regional Traffic Relief Plan of
Regional Measure 2, as identified in California Streets and Highways Code Section 30914(c) or (d);
and

Whereas, the Regional Measure 2 allocation request, attached hereto in the Initial Project
Report and incorporated herein as though set forth at length, lists the project, purpose, schedule,
budget, expenditure and cash flow plan for which (agency name) is requesting that MT C a]locate
Reglonai Measure 2 funds; and -

Resolved, that (agency name), and its agents shall comply with the provisions of the
Metropolitan Transportation Commission’s Regional Measure 2 Policy Gmdance (MTC Resolution No.
3636); and be it further ,

Resolved, that (agency) certifies that the prcgect is consistent with the Regional Transportation
" Plan (RTP)
' 156
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, Resolved, that the Yearbf funding for aﬁy design, right-of-way and/or construction phases has
taken into consideration the time necessary to obtam environmental clearance and pernnttmg approval
for the project.

Resolved, that the Regional Measure 2 phasc or segment is fully funded, and results in an
operable and useable segment.

Resolved, that (agency name) approves the updated Initial Project Report, attached to thls
resolution; and be it further

Resoived, that (agency name) approves the cash flow plan, attached to this resolution; and be it
firther

Resolved, that (agency name) has reviewed the project needs and has adequate staffing
Tesources to deliver and complete the project within the schedule set forth in the updated Initial Project
Report, attached to this resolution; and be it further

Resolved, that (agency name) is an eligible sponsor of projects in the Regional Measure 2
Regional Traffic Relief Plan, Capital Program, in accordance with Califorma Streets and Highways
-Code 30914(c); and be it further '

Resolved, that (agency name} 1s authorized to submit an application for Regional Measure 2
funds for (project name) in accordance with California Streets and Highways Code 30914(c); and be it
farther

. Resolved, that (agency name) certifies that the projects and purposes for which RM2 funds are

being requested is i compliance with the requirements of the Califounia Environmental Quality Act
{Public Resources Code Section 21000 et seq.), and with the State Envirommental Impact Report
Guidelines (14 California Code of Regulations Section 15000 et seq.) and if relevant the National .
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), 42 USC Section 4-1 et.-seq. and the am}hcable repulations
thereunder; and be it further

Resolved, that there is no legal impedirnent to (agency name) makmg allocatlon requests for
Regional Measure 2 funds; and be it further

Resolved, that there is no pending or threatened litigation which might in any way adversely
affect the proposed project, or the ability of (agency name) to deliver such project; and be it further

Resolved that (agency name) indemnifies and holds harmless MTC, its Commissioners,
representatives, agents, and employees from and against all claims, injury, suits, demands, liability,
‘losses, damages, and expenses, whether direct or indirect (including any and all costs and expenses in
connection therewith), incurred by reason of any act or failuze to act of (agency name), its officers,
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employees or agents, or subcontractors or any of them in connection with its performance of services -
under this allocation of RM2 finds. In addition to any other remedy authorized by law, so much of the
funding due under this allocation of RM2 funds as shall reasonably be considered necessary by MTC
may be retained until djsposition has been made of any claim for damages, and be it further

Resolved, that (agency name) shall, if any revenues or proﬁts from any non-govemmental use of
- propetty (or project) that those revenues or profits shall be used exclusively for the public transportation
services for which the project was initially approved, either for capital improvements or maintenance
and operational costs, otherwise the Metropolitan Transportation Commission is entitled to a
proportionate share equal to MTC’s percentage participation in the projects(s); and be it further

Resolved, that assets purchased with RM2 funds including facilities and equipment shall be used
for the public transportation uses intended, and should said faciities and equipment cease to be
operated or maintained for their intended public transportation purposes for its useful life, that the
Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) shall be entitled to a present day value refund or
credit (at MTC’s option) based on MTC’s share of the Fair Market Value of the said facilities and
equipment at the time the public transportation uses ceased, which shall be paid back to MTC in the
same proportion that Regional Measure 2 funds were originally used; and be it further

Resolved, that (agency name) shall post on both ends of the construction site(s) at least two
signs visible to the public stating that the Pro;ect is funded with Regional Measure 2 Toll Revenues; and

be it further

Resolved, that (agency name) authorizes its (Executive Director, General Manager, or his/her
designee) to execute and submit an allocation request for the (environmental/ design/ right-of-way/
construction) phase with MTC for Regional Measure 2 funds in the amount of ($ ), for the
‘project, purposes and amounts included in the project application attached to this resolution; and be it
further

Resolved, that the (Executive Director, (General Manager, or his/her dcsimee) is hereby
delecated the authority to make non-substantive changes or minor amendments to the IPR as he/she

deems appropriate.

Resolved, that a copy of this resolution shall be transmitted to MTC in conjunction with the filing
- of the (agency name) application referenced herein.

. 158 :
Metropolitan Transportation Commission Page 34 fane-23-2004November 17, 2004 I




"~ RM2 Regional Traffic Relief Plan ‘ ' L - . Attachment A

Policies and Procedures - : MTC Resolution No. 3636
" Appendix AB : : June-23,-2004November 17, 2004 l

Part 2: RM2 Sample Opinion of Legal Counsel

Project sponsors have the option of including specified terms and conditions within the Resolution of
Local Suppott as included in Part 1. If a project sponsor elects not to include the specified language
within the Resolution of Local Support, then the sponsor shall provide MTC with a current Opinion of
- Counsel stating that the agency is an eligible sponsor of projects for the Regional Measure 2; that the
agency is authorized to perform the project for which funds are requested; that there is no legal.
impediment to the agency applying for the finds; and that there is no pending or anticipated litigation
which might adversely affect the project or the ability of the agency to carry out the project. A sample
format is provided below. ' ' '

- (Date)

To:  Metropolitan Transportation Commission
Fr: (Applicant) _
" Re:  Eligibility for Regional Measure 2 funds

This commumication will serve as the mtjuisite opinion of counsel in connection with the allocation of
{(Applicant) for funding from Regional Measure 2 Regional Traffic Relief
Plan made available pursuant to Streets and Highways Code Section 30914(c)d) for (Project Name) _

1. (Applicant) is an eligible sponsor for the Régional Measure 2.
2. (Applicant) is authorized to submit an allocation request for

Regional Measure 2 funding for (project)

3. Ihave reviewed the pertinent state laws and I am of the opinion that there is no legal impediment
to (Applicant) making applications for Regional Measure 2 funds.
Furthermore, as a result of my examinations, I find that there is no pending or threatened
litigation that might in any way adversely affect the proposed projects, or the ability of
(Applicant) to carry out such projects.

Sincerely,

Legal Counsel

Prmll: Name
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Part 3: RM2 Initial Project Report (IPR) Format

Section 30914(e) of the California Streets and Highways Code requires that project sponsors with projects
listed in the capital program of the Regional Traffic Relief Plan (Section 30914(c)) submit an Initial Project
Report (IPR) to the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) by July 1, 2004 Furthermore, MTC
tequires the project sponsor to submit an updated report to MTC at least annually, and an updated report be
subrnitted along with the funding allocation request. The goveming board of the agency submitting the allocation
request must approve the updated IPR before MTC can approve the IPR, or allocation of funds. MTC will
approve the report, or updated report, in conjunction with the funding allocation.

The report shall include all information required to describe the project in detail, including identification of lead
sponsor, the status of any environmental documents relevant to the project, additional funds beyond RM2
required to fully fund the project, the amount, if any, of funds expended to date, a summa.ty of any impediments
- to the completion of the project, a detailed financial plan, and notification of whether Regional Measure 2
(RM2) funds will be needed within the subsequent 12 months (following fiscal year). The Initial Project Report
is outlined below, with the report format available at www.mfc.ca.gov.

¢ Project Description and Sponsor Informatmn, inchiding identification of lead sponsor in
- coordination with all identified sponsors, and identification of agency to seek and receive allocations
from MTC,

. Project Delivery Information, iﬁcluding summary of any impediments to the completion of the
project, status of any environmental documenis relevant to the project, status of the project phases and
* delivery milestones, and discussion of the operability of the project once competed.

e Project Budget Informatlon, including the total budget for the project, and any pn()r expendlture

-« RM2 Funding Need Informatwn, ncluding RM2 expenditure (cash flow) plan, status of any prior
RM2 expenditures, and identification of any RM2 funding needs for the next fiscal year, and beyond.

¢ Project Funding Information, including identification of committed funding to the project, any
uncommitted funding required to fully fund the project, and segregation of the RM2 deliverable segment
if different from the total project. Any timely use of funds requirements must be noted and incorporated
into the overall funding schedule of the financial plan. The RM2 phase or component must be fully
fimded with committed fands, and it must be demonstrated that the RM?2 funded phase or component
results in a useable or opersble segment. For transit projects resulting in expanded or enhanced
services, the sponsor shall document the financial capacity to operate and maintain those services for a
period of at least 10 years following the year services are initiated.

*  Governing Board Action, including verification of approval of the IPR. The IPR must be approved by
~ the board or governing body of the agency responstble for preparing and submitting the IPR and
requested the allocation of RM2 funding prior to MTC approval of the IPR and allocation of funds.
Verification of the governing board action should be attached to th? IPR.

o Agency Contact and IPR Preparation Information, including agency and project manager, and IPR
- preparer contact information, and date the report was prepared or updated.
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‘Part 4: Environmental Documentation

Pursuant to California Environmental Quality Act Public Resources Code §21000, ¢t seq., all
applicants are required to submit a valid environmental document that has been cernﬁcd by the County
Clerk for each project. Please refer to Public Resources Code and Title 14 of the California Code of A
Regulations for more information. Applicants are urped to refer to the statutory and reéeulatory sections
cited when preparing any environmental assessment under CEQA or NEPA. Apphcants should consult
their environmental officer for guidance in completion of this requirernent. If a project is federally funded
or is anticipated to be federally finded, project Sponsors must submit approved National Envm)nmental

- Protection Act documents

Part 45: RM2 Evidence of Allocation and Commitment of Complementarj Funds

‘Applicants are required to submit evidence of the commitment of complementary funds for the phase for
which the applicant is secking an allocation of RM2 funds. Copies of the applicable resolution(s) and/or
goveming body actions allocating the funds to the phase, within the years displayed in the cashflow plan,
must be attached to the allocation request. The applicant must demonstrate that the phase is entirely

funded prior to the allocatlon of RM2 funds,

Part 6: RM?2 Allocation Work Plan

The inplementing agency must submit a detailed Work Plan covering the deliverables for whlch aRM2.
funding allocation js being sought. The Work Plan should be consistent with the parameters included in
the Board approved Initial Project Report, and must have sufficient detail regarding each deliverables’
scope. cost and schedule. The elements of the work plan will serve as the basis of MTC staff review of
project sponsor invoices. MTC staff will work with sponsors to ascertain the work breakdown Jevel
appropriate to the funding request bﬁm0 made. The Work Plan must be submiitted with the allocatlon
application request.

Part 7: RM2 Estimated Budpet Plan

The sponsor must submit an Estimated Budget Plan (EBP) outlining the agency costs, consultant costs,
and any other costs associated with the delivery of the Work Plan element. A separate EBP is required
for each deliverable segment within each allocation. In some instances an allocation may have ouly one
deliverable. In other instances an allocation may be associated with multiple deliverables. The format for
the EBP submission is available at www.mtc.ca.gov.

!
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=

Metropolitan Transportation Commission Page 37 Jure-13-2004November lt. 2004



RM2 Regional Traffic Relief Plan : ' , o Attachment A
Policies and Procedures — MTC Resohition No. 3636
Appendix B L . , o  June 23, 2004

Appendix B — Operating Allocation Request Forms

Part 1: Certifications and Assurances
(Sample fonn is available at www.inic.ca,gov)

- Applicant certifies that, if RM-2 funding was received in the prior veat, it has included the RM-2 costs and
revenues in its general fiscal audit for that vear. Applicant also assures that it will inclade the RM-2 costs and
-+ [evenues iy its a,eneral hscal dudu for the yeat i in whlch ﬁmds are reque‘;ted Apphea&%er&ﬁes—tha{-%as—

Applicant certifies to one of the foIlowm;‘

1) For bus operators, -that it has submitted a copy of the Califomia Highway Patrol (CH.P) certlﬁcatlon, which
was issued within the last 13 months indicating compliance with California Vehicle Code §1808.1 and Public
Utility Code §99251 (CHP "pull notice system and periodic reports")-or-selevant- Coast Guard-certification-as-

approptiate.

2) For rafl‘or fenry operators, it ce1t1ﬁes that if Is cment on dlI inspections and cemﬁcanom required by federal
- and state agencies. :

Applicant for RM2 funds certifies that it has current SB 602 "joint fare revenue sharing agrecments" in place
with transit operators in the MTC region with which its service connects, and that it has submitted valid and -

- current copies of ail such agreements to MTC.

Applicant also agrees to pérticipate in the Integrated Fare Structure and Transit Connectivity studies authorized
in SB 916 (Chapter 715, Statutes of 2004).

Applicant for funds certifies that it complies with MTC's Transit Coordination Implementation Plan (MTC
Resolution No. 3055, revised) and with Public Utilities Code §99314.5(c) and §99314.7).

The applicant may be asked to certify such other assurances as MTC may deem appropriate consistent with the
RM?2 Policies and Procedures outlined above. '
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Part2: RM2 Operating Assistance Proposal (OAP)
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The Operating Assistance Proposal (OAP) includes the information outlined below. The format for sponsors to -
complete is available to be downloaded at www.mic.ca.gov. :

L. Description of Proposed Service

a. Map of service area.

b. Description of markets being served (both travel demand as well as inter-operator connections)

c¢. Description of methodology used to estimate ndershlp/asmgn ndershxp

2. Service Parameters

a. Service start/end times.

b. Headways in the peak and off-peak

¢. Vehicles in service during the peak and off- -peak

d. Daily revenue vehicle hours

3. Budget Information

a. Basis of expense projections, i.e., description of cost model.

b. Basis of fare revenue projections (assumptions on fare stiucture, including any increases over
the five years, and resulting average fare).

¢. Description of other revenues — if subsidies from other agencies are mcludcd descrlbe status of

~ commitments.
~ d. Five-year projections and audited past actual and adjusted current year information for
 operating cost and revenue. Revenue projections should disaggregate fare revenue, TDA, local
sales tax, private sector contributions, and other submches
4. 'Operating Data and Performance Measures :

~a. Five-year projections and audited past actual and adjusted current year mformatlon for service
parameters including annual ridership, weekday ridership, revenue vehicle hours, and revenue |
miles.

b. Five-year projections and audited past actual and adjusted current year information for
performance measures including farebox recovery ratio, passengers per revenue hour, cost per
rider, subsidy per rider, and cost per revenue hour.

5. Implementation Schedule and Status Report

a. Proposed start date

b. Environmental clearance — status and schedule

¢. Vehicles/other capital — status and procurement schedule for incremental capltal needed to
support RM2 funded opemtlons

d. If partnering with other agencies, provide letters of support from partners

Description of potential implementation issues
£  Once operational, please provide a status repost on the implementation to-date as well as any
planned schedule adjustments or other service changes in the coming year.

o
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Part 3: Samiple RM2 Operating Board Resolution

_ . Resolution No.
Implementing Agency:
Project Title:

- Whereas, SB 916 (Chapter 715, Statutes 2004), commonly referred as Regmnal Measure 2, identified
pro;ects eligible to receive funding under the Regional Traffic Relief Plan; and

Whereas, the Metropolitan Transportatlon COH)IIHSSIOII (MTC) is responsﬂ)le for funding projects
ehg1b1e for Regional Measure 2 funds, pursuant to Streets and Highways Code Section 30914(c) and (d); and

Whereas, MTC has established a process whereby eligible tmnsportatlon project sponsors may subrnit
a]locanon requests for Regional Measure 2 finding, and

Whereas allocations to MTC must be submutted consistent with procedures and conditions as outlined
in Regional Measure 2 Policy and Procedures; and

Whereas, (agency name) is an eligible sponsor of transportai:lon project(s) in Regional Measure 2,
‘Regional Traffic Relief Plan funds; and

Wheteas the (project title) is eligible for cons1derat10n in the Regional Traffic Relief Plan of Regional
Measure 2, as identified in California Streets and Highways Code Section 30914(c) or (d); and

~ Whereas, the Regional Measure 2 allocation request, attached hereto in the Operating Assistance
Proposal and incorporated herein as though set forth at length, demonstrates a fully funded operating plan thatis
consistent with the adopted performance measures, as applicable, for which (agency name) is requesting that
MTC allocate Regional Measure 2 funds; and

Whereas, Part 2 of the project application, attached hereto and ihcorporat«éd herein as though set forth
~ at length, includes the certification by (agency name) of assurances required for the atlocation of funds by MTC;
now, therefore, be it

Resolved, that (agency name), and its agents shall comply with the provisions of the Metropolitan
Transportation Commission’s Regional Measure 2 Policy Guidance (MTC Resolution No. 3636); and be it
further ' ' :

Resolved, that (agency) certifies that the project is consistent with the Regional Transportation Plan
(RTP). | '

Resolved, that (agency name) approves the updated Operating Assistance Proposal, attached to this
resolution; and be it further
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Resolved, that (agcncy name) approves the certification of assurances, attached to this resolutlon and
be it further :

~ Resolved, that (agency name) is an eligible sponsor of projects in the Regional Measure 2 Regional
Traffic Relief Plan, Capital Program, in accordance with California Streets and Highways Code 30914(d); and
~ be it further ,

Resolved, that (agency name) 1s authorized to submit an application for Regional Measure 2 funds for
(project name) in accordance with California Streets and Highways Code 30914(d); and be it further

-Resolved, that (agency name) certifies that the projects and purposes for which RM2 funds are being
requested are in compliance with the requivements of the California Environmental Quality Act (Public
Resources Code Section 21000 et seq.), and with the State Environmental Iimpact Report Guidelines (14
Califomia Code of Regulations Section 15000 et seq.) and, if relevant the National Envirommental Policy Act
{(NEPA), 42 USC Section 4-1 et. seq. and the applicable repulations thereunder: and be it fucther

Resolved, that there is no legal impediment to (agericy name) making allocation requests for Regional
Measure 2 funds; and be it further

Resolved, that there is no pcndmg or threatened litigation which might in any way adversely affect the
-proposed project, or the ability of (agency name) to deliver such project; and be it further

Resolved that (agency name) indemnifies and holds harmless MTC, its Commissioners, representatives,
agents, and employees from and against all claims, injury, suits, demands, liability, losses, damages, and
expenses, whether direct or indirect (including any and all costs and expenses in connection therewith), incurred
by reason of any act or failure to act of (agency name), its officers, employees or agents, or subcontractors or
any of them in connection with its performance of services under this allocation of RM2 funds. In addition to any
other remedy authorized by law, so much of the funding due under this allocation of RM2 funds as shall
reasonably be considered necessary by MTC may be retained until disposition has been made of any clam for

damages

Resolved, that (agency name) shall, if any revenues or profits from any non- governmental usc of
property (or project) that those révenues or profits shall be used exclusively for the public transportation
services for which the project was imitially approved, either for capital improvements or maintenance and
operational costs, otherwise the Metropolitan Transportation Commission is entitled to a proporhonatc share
equal to MTC’s percentage partlmpatlon in the projects(s); and be it further

Resolved, that (agency name) au_thon_zes its (Executive Director, General Manager, or his/her designee)
to execute and submit an allocation request for operating or planning costs for (Fiscal Year) with MTC for
Regional Measure 2 funds in the amount of ($, ), for the project, purposes and amounts included in the
project application attached to this resolution; and be it further

_Resolved, that the (Executive Director, General Manager, or his/her designee) is hereby delegated the
- authority to make non-substantive changes or nunor amendments to the IPR as he/she deems appropriate.

Vo |
o
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Resolved, that a copy of this resolution shall be transmitted to MTC in conjunction with the filing of the
(agency name) application referenced herein.
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Partd: RM2 Sample Opinion of Legal Counsel

Project sponsors have the option of including specified terms and conditions within the Resolution of Local
Support as included in Part 3. If a project sponsor elects not to include the specified language within the
Resolution of Local Support, then the sponsor shall provide MTC with a current Opinion of Counsel stating that

 the agency is an eligible sponsor of projects for the Regional Measure 2; that the agency is authorized to
perform the project for which funds are requested; that there is no legal impediment to the agency applying for
the funds; and that there is no pending or anticipated litigation which might adversely affect the project or the
ability of the agency to carry out the project. A sample format is prowded below.

| (Date)

To:  Metropolitan Transportation Commission
Fr: (Applicant)
Re:  Eligibility for Regional Measure 2 fimds

ThIS communication will serve as the requisite opinion of counsel in connection with the allocation of (Applicant)
for funding from Regional Measure 2 Regional Traffic Relief Plan made

avaﬂablc pursuant to Streets and nghways Code Sectlon 309 14(c)(d) for (Project Name)

4. {Applicant) ' is an eligible sponsor for the R'egibnal Measure 2 ﬁmdmg

5. (Applicant) ' is authorized to submit an allocation request for Regional
Measure 2 funding for (project) _

6. Ihave reviewed the pertinent state laws and I am of the opinion that there is no legal impediment to
(Applicant) - making applications for Regional Measure 2 funds.

Furthermore, as a result of my examinations, I find that there is no pending or threatened litigation that
might in any way adversely affect the proposed projects, or the ability of (Apphcant)

‘to carry out such projects.
Sincerely,
Legal Counsel
Print Name
360
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Part5: RM?2 Performance Measures for Operating Proj’ects

1. The objective ii1 establishing performance measures is to ensure that the Regional Measure 2 (RM?2)
operating dollars are divected to productive services within the corridors identified in the legislation, or
as redirected by the Commission after a public hearing process,

" 2. Two performance measures will be used to assess cost recovery-and ridership change in accordance
© with California Streets and Highway Code (S&IIC) 30914.5(a), which requires that MTC shall adopt
performance measures related to farebox recovery ratio and ridership: 1) farebox recovery and 2)
change in passengers per revenue vehicle hour, Farebox recovery ratio and change in passengers pet
hour performance measures are established i items 4 and 5.

Recoenizing that the market demands as well as policy goals for the operating projects in S&HC
30914(d) are not unifoon, several thresholds for farebox recovery are established and outlined in #tem
4. ' :

(W8]

4. An operating segment must meet or exceed the farebox recovery tatio conformine to its parficalar mode
and service type as defined in the table below. Peak service is defined as service that does not continue
at-least hourly between the morning and afternoon commute periods. All day service is g_,enerallv
defined as service that is provided at least hourfy between the hours of 6 an. and 7 p.m. Lone-haul
bus services (> 25 miles) will be deemed “all day™ if service is provided as least everv two hours during
the midday. Owl service is service that has been developed with the specific goal of closing a temporal

‘gan in the fansit network

30%

Peak Service |. 40% 35%

All Day - 30% . 25% 20%
Service

Owl Service NiA. - N/A 10%

Projects (11} and (12} in S&HC 30914d) are exempt from the farebox thresholds above and instead must meet
the farebox reguirements established for recetving allocation for state funds (Transportation Development Act,
. State Transit Assistance, and AB 1107).

5. Itis the expectation that all operating segments will maintain a positive annual chanee in passengets per
revenue vehicle hour, A negative change in an amount equal to or less than a negative change in
Transportation Development Act revenues in the county of operation (or average between the
origination and destination) for the same period will be allowable. The goal is to have positive ridership
change from vear-to-vear, but the allowance for a negative change is to account for economic
adjustments in the region.

Projects (11) and (12) in S&HC 30914{d) arc exempt from the passenger per revenue vehicle hour changes and
instead must meet the performance measure requirements established for receiving allocation for state funds
{Transportation Development Act, State Transit Assistance, and AB 1107},

20
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Policies and Procedures o : : MTC Resolution No. 3636
Appendix B L Fune23.2004November 17, 2004
6. If an operating pro;_{ra'm carmot aclieve its performance objectives described above, MTC staff will

‘concerning the project. After the hearing, the Commission may vote to modify the proeram’s scope,
decrease its fevel of funding, or to reassign all of the funds to another or an additional project.

consult with the proiect sponsor about potential service adjustments or redeployment to Increase the
productivity of the route and best serve transit in the corridor. After this consultation, the sponsor will be
given thie opportunity to present to the Commission a comrective action plan for meeting the RM2
performance measures. Based on the corrective action plan recommendation, the Commnission shall
give the sponsor a time certain 0 achieve the performance measure or have its funding reassigned. If
the project continues to not meet the performance measure, the Comimission shall hold a public hearing

Only transit operations will be subject to the performance measure outlined in this policy. Projects (13)

Each operating project that requests RM2 operating. fundine will be given a two-vear raimp-up period to

and (14} outlined in RM2 under S&HC 30914{d) are not subiect to these performance measures as
these projects do not meet the definition of transit operations.

meet the performance measures with an expectation that measures will be met in the third vear of
service. If an operating scope or definition is changed at the sponsor request after initial rollout of the
operating project. no new ramp-up period will be granted. '

Compliance with the performance measures must be certified as part of the annual fiscal andit prepared

* into consideration performance in FY 2006-07. )

10,

by the project sponsor. The compliance and, therefore eligibility for RM2 operating funds, for a given
fiscal vear will be based on fiscal audit two vears in arrears. Therefore, the first vear for which
performance measures will be assessed is for FY 2008-09 operating requests; these requests will take

For purposes of calculating farebox recovery ratio and passengers per revenue vehicle hour, project

11.

sponsors must allocate costs in accordance with the cost allocation shown below for the various service
types. This cost allocation strategy must be consistent with that provided to MTC as part of the annual
Operating Assistance Plan (OAP). Further, baselipe data on nidership, costs, fares, and averace fare
must be established as part of the QAP for RM?2 services that represent an incremental change to the
aperator’s overall service plan. The operator should establish a data collection plan for assessing
changes to the baseline svstem for purgioses of calculating ridership, costs, and fare for the new RM?2

ncremental services.

Peak Service Fully Allocated Costs

Al Day Fully Allocated Costs
 Service _ ,

Owl Service Marginal Costs

For purposes of this policy, the farebox recovery ratio is the ratio of fares collected on the RM2-funded

~ transfer, and non-revenue boardings) divided by the revenue vehicle hours ( the total number of hours

sepment to total operating costs for that same segment. Passenger per revenue vehicle hour is defined
as the total passengers (total of all adult, youth and student, senior and disabled, inter-operator paid

that each transit vehicle is in revenue service, including layover time).

P
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DATE: December 2, 2004

TO: STA Board

FROM: Sam Shelton, Planning Assistant
RE: Funding Opportunities Summary

Agenda Item X.G
DecemberS, 2004

The following funding opportunities will be available to STA members during the next
few months. Also attached are summary fact sheets for each program. Please distribute

this information to appropriate departments within your jurisdiction.

Fund Source

Application Available From

Application Due

Regional Signal Timing Christina Atienza, MTC

Program (510) 817-3221 December 30, 2004
Regional Bicycle and Doug Johnson, MTC

Pedestrian Program (510) 464-7846 January 21, 2005
Countywide Transportation

for Livable Communities RO]Z?,IS;)}EZIIEE’,]ETA January 28, 2005
(TLC) Planning Grant

Traffic Engineering Technical Christina Atienza, MTC

Assistance Program (TETAP) (510) 817-3221 January 28, 2005
Office of Traffic Safety (OTS) Mark Bertacchi, OTS January 31, 2005

Grant

(916) 262-0985
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Sodano Cransportation Avdtbueityy

FUNDING OPPORTUNITY:

Regional Signal Timing Program

Due December 30, 2004

TO: STA Board
FROM; Sam Shelton, Planning Assistant

This summary of the Regional Signal Timing Program is intended to assist jurisdictions plan projects that
are eligible for the program. STA staff is available to answer questions regarding this funding program
and provide feedback on potential project applications.

Eligible Project Sponsors:

Program Description:

Funding Available:

Eligible Projects:

Further Details:

Program Confact Person:

STA Contact Person;

An applicant must be a Bay Area public agency and is either responsible for
operating traffic signals or authorized to act on behalf of the agencies that
operate traffic signals.

This program provides funding for traffic signal coordination consuitants.

$1.2 million in federal funds is available to retime up to 700 signals.
MTC will provide the local matching funds

Projects can range from an arterial in one jurisdiction to citywide signal
timing in adjoining jurisdictions.

hitp://www.mtc.ca.gov/funding/rstp-cfp.htm
In the 2004 cycle, all project applications that met the eligibility
requirements were funded.

Christina Atienza, MTC, catienza@mitc.ca.gov, (510) 817-3221

Sam Shelton, Planning Assistant, (707) 424-6075
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FUNDING OPPORTUNITY:

Regional Bicycle and Pedestrian Program

Regional Program applications with Countywide projects list

Due January 21, 2005

TO: STA Board
FROM: Sam Shelton, Planning Assistant

This summary of the Regional Bicycle and Pedestrian Program is intended to assist jurisdictions plan
projects that are eligible for the program. STA staff is available to answer questions regarding this
funding program and provide feedback on potential project applications.

Eligible Project Sponsors:

Program Description:

Funding Available:

Eligible Projects:

Further Details:

Program Contact Person:

STA Contact Person:

Local governments, transit operators, and other public agencies that are
eligible recipients of federal funds can apply. Community-based
organizations and nonprofits may be co-partners but cannot receive the funds

This program funds the development of the Regional Bikeway System and
pedestrian safety and enhancement projects in the T-2030.

$200 million over the next 25 years is available.
$32 million in the first four years is divided into two programs:
» Regional Program - $8 million is available in FY 05/06, 06/07.
Funding request shall be at least $300,000 but not over $4 million.
¢ Countywide Program - $1,395,835 for Solano in FY 07/08, 08/09.
Countywide funding request shall not exceed $4 million.
11.5% local match of total project cost is required. 25% of the program’s
funds will be directed to pedestrian projects.

Project activities eligible for funding include
-+ Pedestrian and bicycle facilities (including bike parking) that

provide access to regional transit, lifeline transit, regional activity
centers, or schools

» Bicycle facilities on the Regional Bicycle Network defined in the
Regional Bicycle Plan

* Regionally significant pedestrian projects. Pedestrian projects are
intended to be inclusive of facilities or improvements that
accommodate wheelchair vse.

http://www.mtc.ca.gov/funding/bike-ped cfp.btm
Attend the BAC meeting on December 2, 2004 for Countywide program info

Doug Johnson, MTC, djchnson@mtc.ca.gov, (51G) 464-78406.

Sam Shelton, Planning Assistant, (707) 424-6075
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FUNDING OPPORTUNITY:

Countywide Transportation for Livable Communities (TLC) Planning Grant

Due Januvary 28, 2005

TO: STA Board
FROM: Sam Shelton, Planning Assistant

This summary of the Countywide Transportation for Livable Communities (T1.C) Planning Grant is
intended to assist jurisdictions plan projects that are eligible for the program based on the STA’s
Countywide TLC Guidelines. STA staff is available to answer questions regarding this funding program
and provide feedback on potential project applications.

Eligible Project Sponsors:  Local governments, transportation agencies, and community-based nonprofit
organizations (if partnered with local government) may recetve funding.

Program Description: This program provides funding for TLC planning activities.

Funding Available: $150,000 to $200,000 target budget through 2006.
Grant max per project is $50,000 over two years.

Eligible Projects: Planning activitics:
» Concept/Vision plans, Specific Area Plans
e Drawing and Design of streetscape/capital improvements
e Public Outreach / Community meetings/ Vision workshops
Planning projects must be complete by June 30, 2006.

Further Details: http://www.solanolinks.com/programs?2.html
STA Contact Person; Robert Guerrero, Associate Planner, (707) 424-6075
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FUNDING OPPORTUNITY:
Traffic Engineering Technical Assistance Program

Applications Due 4:00pm, January 28, 2005

TO: STA Board
FROM: Sam Shelton, Planning Asststant

This summary of the Traffic Engineering Technical Assistance Program is intended to
assist jurisdictions plan projects that are eligible for the program. STA staff is available
to answer questions regarding this funding program and provide feedback on potential
project applications.

Eligible Project Sponsors: Bay Area government agencies involved with traffic or
transit operations and safety.

Program Description: This is a grant for technical assistance from consultants
hired by MTC for traffic engineering projects defined by
local agencies.

Funding Available: Approximately $225,000 in federal funds for 2005.
Maximum grant amount per project is $30,000 with
MTC making the local match.

Eligible Projects: Operations: Traffic calming, crosswalks
Analysis/Evaluations: collision analysis, develop grant
applications
Planning: challenging project planning (e.g. Traffic
signal system upgrades, Smart Corridor operations.)

Grant Contact: Christina Atienza, MTC, (510) 817-3221
hitp://www.mtc.ca.gov/funding/tetap-cfp.htin

STA Contact Person: Sam Shelton, Planning Assistant, (707) 424-6075
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FUNDING OPPORTUNITY:

Office of Traffic Safety (OTS) Grant

Due January 31, 2005

TO: STA Board
FROM: Sam Shelton, Planning Assistant

This summary of the Office of Traffic Safety (OTS) Grant is intended to assist jurisdictions plan projects
that are eligible for the program. STA staff is available to answer questions regarding this funding
program and provide feedback on potential project applications.

Eligible Project Sponsors:

Program Description:

Funding Available:

Example Projects:

Further Details:
Program Contact Person:

STA Contact Person:

State governmental agencies, state colleges, and state universities, local city
and county government agencies, school districts, fire departments, and
public emergency services providers are eligible. Community-based
organizations and nonprofits may be co-pariners but cannot receive the funds

OTS offers traffic safety grant funds to reduce deaths, injuries and economnic
losses resulting from traffic related collisions

OTS awarded $74.2 million in FY 03/04.

Solano County 2005 Traffic Safety Grant Awards
« Tairfield, “Safe Passage”, Lidar speed signs on Air Base $61,500.00
e Fairfield Police Department, $342,648.00
¢ Suisun City Police Department, $90,000.00
» Vallgjo Police Department, $125,000.00

http://fwww.ots.ca.gov

Mark Bertacchi, OTS, mbertacchi@ots.ca.gov, (916) 262-0985

Sam Shelton, Planning Assistant, (707) 424-6075
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