TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE (TAC)
AGENDA

1:30 p.m., Wednesday, August 27, 2014
Solano Transportation Authority
One Harbor Center, Suite 130
Suisun City, CA 94585

ITEM STAFF PERSON
CALL TO ORDER Daryl Halls, Chair
APPROVAL OF AGENDA

OPPORTUNITY FOR PUBLIC COMMENT
(1:35-1:40 p.m.)

REPORTS FROM CALTRANS, METROPOLITAN
TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION (MTC), AND STA
(1:40 - 1:55 p.m.)

a. Presentation on Benicia Intermodal Project Mike Roberts,

City of Benicia

b. Presentation on Curtola Park and Ride Expansion Marty Hanneman,

Project Soltrans
CONSENT CALENDAR

Recommendation:
Approve the following consent items in one motion. (1:55 - 2:00 p.m.)

A. Minutes of the TAC Meeting of June 25, 2014 Johanna Masiclat
Recommendation:
Approve TAC Meeting Minutes of June 25, 2014.
Pg. 5

B. Fiscal Year (FY) 2014-15 State Transit Assistance Funds Liz Niedziela
(STAF)
Recommendation:
Forward a recommendation to the STA Board to approve the FY
2014-15 STAF priorities as specified in Attachment C.

Pg. 11
TAC MEMBERS
Mike Roberts Joe Leach George Hicks Dave Melilli Dan Kasperson Steve Hartwig David Kleinschmidt Matt Tuggle
City of City of City of City of City of City of City of County of
Benicia Dixon Fairfield Rio Vista Suisun City Vacaville Vallejo Solano

1
The complete STA TAC packet is available on STA’s website: www.sta.ca.gov
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Lifeline Advisory Committee Recommendation for Lifeline
Funding

Recommendation:

Forward a recommendation to STA Board to approve the project
change for Lifeline funding from Vacaville Accessible Path to Transit
for $40,000 to Vacaville Safe Route to School Infrastructure Project
for $40,000.

Pg. 19

2014 Solano Express Intercity Ridership Survey and Analysis

Recommendation:

Forward a recommendation to the STA Board to approve the 2014
SolanoExpress Intercity Ridership Survey and Analysis Report as
shown in Attachment A.

Pg. 27

ACTION FINANCIAL ITEMS

A.

Project Contingency Reserve Fund (PCRF) - Benicia Intermodal
Project Funding Agreement

Recommendation:

Forward a recommendation to the STA Board to authorize the
Executive Director to enter into a funding agreement with the City of
Benicia for $46,000 of PCRP funds to be paid by RTIF District 5
(Transit) Funds.

(2:00 - 2:05 p.m.)

Pg. 29

ACTION NON-FINANCIAL ITEMS

A.

Safe Routes to School (SR2S) FY 2013-14 Annual Report

Recommendation:
Receive and file.
(2:05-2:15p.m.)
Pg. 31

Project Delivery Update

Recommendation:

Forward a recommendation to the STA Board to approve the STA’s
Project Tracking System.

(2:15-2:25 p.m.)

Pg. 37

INFORMATIONAL ITEMS - DISCUSSION

A.

Active Transportation Program Update

(2:25-2:30 p.m.)
Pg. 41

The complete STA TAC packet is avail%ble on STA’s website: www.sta.ca.gov

Liz Niedziela

Liz Niedziela

Janet Adams

Sarah Fitzgerald

Anthony Adams

Robert Macaulay
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B. 2014 Solano County Annual Pothole Report & 2013 MTC DRAFT
Regional Pavement Condition Summary

(2:30=240p.m))
Pg. 103

C. Regional Transportation Impact Fee (RTIF) Program Update

(92:- AN VAL~ )
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Pg. 107

D. MTC’s Guidelines for County Transportation Plans
(Z45=250pm)
Pg. 109

E. Solano Napa Travel Demand Model Update
(2:50 = 2:55 p.m.)
Pg. 133

INFORMATIONAL ITEMS - NO DISCUSSION

F. Legislative Update
Pg. 135

G. Compressed Natural Gas Implementation Plan Update
Pg. 161

H. STA Bay Trail Vine Trail Update

Pg. 163

I.  Summary of Funding Opportunities
Pg. 179

UPCOMING AGENDA ITEMS

A. September
1. CNG Implementation Update

2. OBAG Projects Update #2

Anthony Adams

Robert Guerrero

Robert Macaulay

Sofia Recalde

Jayne Bauer

Robert Guerrero

Sofia Recalde

Andrew Hart

3. SoHip Update — Status of Ramp Metering Implementation and other Corridor

Policies

Discussion of Arterials Element of CTP

Discussion of Next RTP/SCS/OBAG Schedule

TFCA Funding Update

TDA Article 3 Funding Priorities for FY 2014-15
Annual Pothole Report — Adoption

. CTSA Update

10. Solano Rail Passenger Study — Station Criteria

11. Transit Corridor Study — Selection of Service Alternative

© N A

B. October
1. Discussion of Transit Element of CTP
2. Intercity Capital Plan Update

The complete STA TAC packet is avail%ble on STA’s website: www.sta.ca.gov
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10. ADJOURNMENT

The next regular meeting of the Technical Advisory Committee is scheduled at 1:30 p.m. on
Wednesday, September 24, 2014.

The complete STA TAC packet is availqible on STA’s website: www.sta.ca.gov
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Agenda Item 05.A
August 27, 2014

TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE

CALL TO ORDER

Minutes for the meeting of

June 25, 2014

The regular meeting of the STA’s Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) was called to order
by Daryl Halls at approximately 1:30 p.m. in the Solano Transportation Authority (STA)’s

Conference Room 1.
TAC Members Present:

Arrived at 1:47 p.m.

TAC Members Absent:

STA Staff Present:

Others Present:

Mike Roberts

Joe Leach

George Hicks

Dave Melilli

Dan Kasperson

Allan Panganiban (Alternate)
Matt Tuggle

Steve Hartwig
David Kleinschmidt

City of Benicia
City of Dixon

City of Fairfield
City of Rio Vista
City of Suisun City
City of Vallejo
Solano County

City of Vacaville
City of Vallejo

(In Alphabetical Order by Last Name)

Anthony Adams
Jayne Bauer
Paulette Cooper
Daryl Halls
Robert Guerrero
Judy Leaks
Johanna Masiclat
Robert Macaulay
Sofia Recalde

STA
STA
STA
STA
STA
STA
STA
STA
STA

(In Alphabetical Order by Last Name)

Nick Burton
Carolyn Clevenger
Amanda Dum
Michael Fisher
Stefanie Hom
David McCrossan
Adam Noelting

Solano County

MTC

City of Suisun City
Cambridge Systematic
MTC

Menzies and McCrossan
MTC



2. APPROVAL OF THE AGENDA
On a motion by Matt Tuggle, and a second by Dan Kasperson, the STA TAC unanimously
approved the agenda. (6 Ayes, 2 Absent (City of Fairfield and City of Vacaville)

3. OPPORTUNITY FOR PUBLIC COMMENT
None presented.

4. REPORTS FROM CALTRANS, MTC AND STA STAFF
e Bay Area Freight Plan presented by MTC’s Carolyn Clevenger and Cambridge
Systematic’s Michael Fisher
e Solano Rail Plan (Freight Component) presented by David McCrossan, Menzies and
McCrossan

TAC Member George Hicks, City of Fairfield, arrived during the Solano Rail Plan
presentation.

STA staff made the following announcements:

1. Jayne Bauer announced that notification for the Call for Nominations for the
STA’ 17" Annual Awards is forthcoming;

2. Sofia Recalde announced that the Bay Trail-Vine Trail Study Bicycling and
Walking Tour is scheduled for 10 a.m. — 4:00 p.m., Saturday, June 28"

3. Anthony Adams announced that at the previous PDWG meeting, Theresa Romell,
MTC, mentioned that LS&R funding going forward would grow slightly, but
would decrease as a percentage of the total allocation for the new OBAG cycle.
He added that Ms. Romell was soliciting comments from local agencies on the
new OBAG policy and welcome local agencies to attend the Regional Project
Delivery Working Group at the MTC. He also stated that PDWG members
discussed the 50% requirement for PDAs and inquired upon the possibility of
sending a letter stating that Solano PDWG would like LS&R funding exempt
from this requirement. Nick Burton, PDWG Chair, concurred with Mr. Adams
statements and requested future discussion with the TAC members on how to
move forward.

Daryl Halls commented that modifying the Regional 50% PDA Policy for North
Bay Counties would not be easy to modify and suggested the Regional Streets and
Roads Committee take-up this issue.

5. CONSENT CALENDAR
On a motion by Matt Tuggle, and a second by Joe Leach, the STA TAC unanimously
approved Consent Calendar Items A through E. (7 Ayes, 1 Absent (City of Vacaville))

A. Minutes of the TAC Meeting of May 28, 2014
Recommendation:
Approve TAC Meeting Minutes of May 28, 2014.

B. Fiscal Year (FY) 2014-15 Transportation Development Act (TDA) Matrix - July
2014
Recommendation:
Forward a recommendation to the STA Board to approve the FY 2014-15 Solano
TDA Matrix — July 2014 as shown in Attachment B for the Cities of Dixon and
Rio Vista.
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C. Solano Napa Commuter Information (SNCI) Vanpool Program Annual Report
Recommendation:
Receive and file.

D. Solano Napa Commuter Information (SNCI) Work Program
FY 2014-15
Recommendation:
Forward a recommendation to the STA Board to approve the Solano Napa Commuter
Information Work Program for FY 2014-15.

E. Solano Management Assistance Program (MAPS)
Recommendation:
Forward a recommendation to the STA Board to authorize the Executive Director to
send a notice to the County of Solano's GIS Department regarding STA's intent to
terminate the existing agreement with the County GIS Department for the purposes of
the MAPS Program.

6. ACTION FINANCIAL ITEMS

A. Regional Transportation Impact Fee (RTIF) Strategic Implementation Plan for
FY 2014-15
Robert Guerrero distributed and reported on the RTIF Collection Summary (dated
June 25, 2014) indicating a total amount of $89,777 has been collected for the 3"
Quarter of FY 2013-14 which is the first quarter the RTIF has been included as part of
the County’s Facility Fee Program. The break-out by RTIF categories is as follows:
5% County Unincorporated Roads @ $4,489; 5% Express Bus Transit Center & Rail
Facilities @ $4,489; RTIF Revenue from Vacaville Applied to District 1 @ $8,029;
RTIF Revenue for Fairfield to be Applied to Districts #1, 2, and 4). He noted that
staff is recommending formal approval of the RTIF projects at their Policy Committee
meeting scheduled on July 9, 2014. He concluded by stating that staff intends to bring
back RTIF implementation policy discussions previously provided for further
direction and comments.

At this time, Robert Guerrero requested appointments of two members of the TAC to
serve on the RTIF Policy Subcommittee which plans to meet in mid-July. Based on
input, George Hick, City of Fairfield and Joe Leach, City of Dixon were selected to
serve on the RTIF Policy Subcommittee.

Recommendation:
Forward a recommendation to the STA Board to approve the Regional Transportation
Impact Fee of projects for FY 2014-15 as specified in Attachment B.

On a motion by Mike Roberts, and a second by Joe Leach, the STA TAC approved the
recommendation to include City of Benicia’s request to dedicate the Group 3 2nd year
RTIF in the estimated amount of $60K to Columbus Parkway westbound widening at
approach to Rose Drive (supplanting the Benicia Industrial Park Access) and to
correct the name of the street on Dixon's project. (7 Ayes, 1 Absent (City of
Vacaville))



7. ACTION NON-FINANCIAL ITEMS

A.

STA’s Overall Work Plan (OWP) for Fiscal Years (FY) 2014-15 and 2015-16
Daryl Halls reviewed the STA’s Overall Work Plan which covers the seven (7) plans,
eleven (11) projects, and twenty-one (21) programs to be undertaken by the STA to
guide the development of the STA’s budget over the next two years (FY 2014-15 and
FY 2015-16). He noted that the OWP has been distributed to the SolanoExpress
Intercity Transit Consortium, STA TAC, and Solano City Manager’s for their review
and will be forwarded for STA Board approval at their July 9™ meeting.

Recommendation:
Forward a recommendation to the STA Board to approve the STA’s Overall Work
Plan for FY 2014-15 and 2015-16.

On a motion by Matt Tuggle, and a second by Mike Roberts, the STA TAC approved
the recommendation. (7 Ayes, 1 Absent (City of Vacaville))

Solano County Annual Pothole Report

Anthony Adams presented Solano’s first Annual Pothole Report (2014). He provided
detailed information on roadway maintenance and funding needs in Solano County.
He cited that comments received have been incorporated into the final draft report.
With approval from the TAC and STA Board, the Annual Solano Pothole Report will
be open for a 30-day public comment period. He concluded by stating that once the
Solano Annual Pothole Report is approved, the STA intends to create a single page
handout of the Countywide Annual report that will be tailored for public review. He
commented that the intended purpose of this handout is to be an educational
publication, informing the public about current conditions and future outlook, while
delivering the overall message of the importance of investing in local streets and roads.

Recommendation:
Forward a recommendation to STA Board to release the Solano County Annual
Pothole Report for a 30-day public comment period.

On a motion by Dan Kasperson, and a second by Dave Melilli, the STA TAC approved
the recommendation. (7 Ayes, 1 Absent (City of Vacaville))

8. INFORMATIONAL — DISCUSSION

A.

Legislative Update

Jayne Bauer reported that on June 15, the California Legislature approved the 2014-15
Budget Bill (SB 852) and related trailer bills, which authorized $872 million in one-
time/budget year expenditures for the Cap and Trade program for various transit,
sustainable communities, and low-carbon transportation programs that reduce
greenhouse gas emissions. She noted that Intercity Rail Service, such as the Capital
Corridor, is eligible to compete for funding, but will not receive a specific allocation as
previously requested. She commented that this plan sets up a number of statewide
competitive grant categories with various state agencies, and staff will continue to
analyze the Cap and Trade process and will provide future updates.



Mobility Management: Consolidated Transportation Services Agency (CTSA)
Designation

Daryl Halls reported that on June 11", this item was presented and the STA Board
authorized the STA to request CTSA designation by MTC for Solano County.

Intercity Paratransit Assessment Update and Recommendation

Daryl Halls reported that on June 11", this item was presented and the STA Board
accepted the County of Solano’s request to manage the Intercity Paratransit
Service/Taxi Scrip Service.

Transit Corridor Study Update

Daryl Halls reported that in order to complete the implementation of the Transit
Corridor Study work plan, STA will need to assign a project manager to oversee the
development of a detailed implementation plan as required by the work plan outlined
in the Transit Corridor Study and issue a RFP for undertaking the tasks outlined in the
Transit Corridor Study work plan.

1-80/1-680/State Route (SR) 12 Interchange — Bicycle Facility Improvements
Robert Macaulay presented the existing bike/ped facilities and the phased
improvements that will be built with each 1-80/1-680/SR 12 interchange construction
package and the measures that will be utilized during construction for the Initial
Construction Package.

Solano Rail Facilities Plan Update

Sofia Recalde presented an update to the development of the Solano Rail Facilities
Plan. She noted that the purpose is to develop a plan that can assist STA and local
jurisdictions in making policies and local land use decisions to support future
passenger and freight rail activity. She added that the Plan would identify several
factors for potential future sites for rail-served businesses, including local land
use/zoning designation, the quantity of traffic the business would generate and type of
commodity. As such, four sites have the potential for large-scale freight rail service
including the Vallejo Marine Terminal, Fairfield General Plan Areas 6A and 6B,
Cordelia (south of Busch plant), and the unincorporated area north of Dixon. She also
noted that the next task to be addressed by this Plan is the potential for additional
passenger rail stops along the Capitol Corridor. She commented that the current
CCJPA criteria for new rail stations and new proposed Solano-specific criteria will be
utilized to help guide decision-making and funding for future passenger stations in
Solano County.

NO DISCUSSION ITEMS

G.

SB 743 California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Update
Quarterly Project Delivery Update
Air Quality Funding Update

Fiscal Year (FY) 2013-14 Abandoned Vehicle Abatement (AVA) Program Third
Quarter Report



K. Summary of Funding Opportunities
L. Draft Meeting Minutes for STA Advisory Committees
M. STA Board Meeting Highlights of June 11, 2014

N. STA Board and Advisory Committee Meeting Schedule
for Calendar Year 2014

ADJOURNMENT
The meeting was adjourned at 3:20 p.m.

The next regular meeting of the Technical Advisory Committee is scheduled at 1:30 p.m. on
Wednesday, August 27, 2014.
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Agenda Item 5.B
August 27, 2014

DATE: August 18, 2014

TO: STATAC

FROM: Liz Niedziela, Transit Program Manager

RE: Fiscal Year (FY) 2014-15 State Transit Assistance Funds (STAF)

Background:
The Transportation Development Act (TDA) of 1971 established two sources of funds that

provide support for public transportation services statewide — the Local Transportation Fund
(LTF) and the Public Transportation Account (PTA). Solano County receives TDA funds
through the LTF and State Transit Assistance Funds (STAF) through the PTA. State law
specifies that STAF be used to provide financial assistance for public transportation,
including funding for transit planning, operations and capital acquisition projects.

STAF funds had been used for a wide range of activities, including providing funds for STA
transit planning and programs administration, transit studies, transit marketing activities,
matching funds for the purchase of new intercity buses and covering new bus purchase
shortfalls on start-up new intercity services when the need arises.

The FY 2014-15 STAF revenue projections were approved by the Metropolitan
Transportation Commission (MTC) on July 18, 2014 (Attachment A). For FY 2013-14, STA
Board approved projects in June 2013 as shown in Attachment B.

Discussion:

In July 2014, the STA Board approved the STAs Overall Work Plan for FY 2014-15 and FY
2015-16 which include a number of transit projects, programs, and studies. At this time, staff
is recommending approval of a comprehensive list of program studies and projects to be
funded by the FY 2014-15 STAF based on a combination of overall work program tasks,
STA Board priorities and requests by individual transit operators. These proposed projects
are listed on Attachments C and discussed below.

Northern County STAF

The STA utilizes STAF to conduct countywide transit planning, marketing, coordination, and
provide matching funds for replacement of SolanoExpress buses. These have been typical
activities funded by STAF funds with a focus on countywide services and priorities. For FY
2014-15, the Northern Counties apportionment is $1,762,018. There is $3,612,179 in
projected carryover that includes $127,711 in previous year carryover and interest and
$3,484,468 in committed funds.

The projects that will be presented for the STA Board for consideration are continued
funding of Intercity Bus Replacement, Implementation of the Transit Corridor, Transit
Planning and Coordination, SolanoExpress Marketing, Mobility Management, P3 at Transit
Facilities (Curtola Park and Ride) and the Benicia Intermodal (Attachment C).
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The STA Board approved funding to be set-a-side for future years. These committed funds
are shown in Attachment D. Almost $3 million has been reserved for the intercity bus
replacement.

Regional Paratransit STAF

These funds have been traditionally used in part for the STA to manage the Paratransit
Coordinating Council (PCC) and the Seniors and People with Disabilities Plan. In Fiscal
Year (FY) 2013-14, the STA Board approved funding for projects that support mobility for
Seniors and People with Disabilities. The Solano County Mobility Management program has
been identified as a priority project through the Seniors and People with Disabilities
Transportation Advisory Committee and by the STA Board. One of the major projects
funded was the Countywide In-Person ADA Eligibility Program. For FY 2014-15, the
Regional Paratransit apportionment is $342,952. There is $944,579 in the projected
carryover that includes $425,508 in prior year’s carryover and interest and over $519,071 in
committed funds.

Some of the projects that will be presented for the STA Board for consideration are
continued funding of ADA in-person Eligibility, Paratransit Coordinating Council, Senior
and People with Disabilities Transportation Advisory Committee, Intercity Paratransit, and
Mobility Management (Attachment C). STA staff intends to dedicate these funds for future
year funding of the Mobility Management Program and Intercity Paratransit/Taxi Scrip
Program.

Fiscal Impact:

This project list to be funded with State Transit Assistance funds includes several activities
performed by the Solano Transportation Authority. Approval of this list provides the
guidance MTC needs to allocate STAF to the STA for these programs and projects.

Recommendation:
Forward a recommendation to the STA Board to approve the FY 2014-15 STAF priorities as
specified in Attachment C.

Attachments:

A. FY 2014-15 STAF Solano population-based fund estimate (MTC Reso. 4133,
7/18/2014)
Population-based STAF FY 2013-14 Approved Projects
Population-based STAF FY 2014-15 Recommended Projects
Population-based STAF Committed Funds

OoOw
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Fiscal Year 2013-14 Approved Funding Priorities

State Transit Assistance Funds (STAF) Population-Based

Northern County and Regional Paratransit

Attachment B

Approved

FY2013-14

Northern
County

Regional
Paratransit

Beginning Balance

S 1,845,462

S 359,194

06.Ab-d_Att B-D STAF FINAL 15

FY2013-14 Recommended Funding Priorities Claimant Project Amount | Project Amount

Transit Planning and Coordination STA S 280,333

Intercity Bus Replacement FAST/SolTrans S 600,000

Alt Fuel Study/CNG Feasibility Study Match to Benicia and SolTrans STA/Benicia/SolTrans | $ 70,000

P3 (Public Private Partnerships) at Transit Facilities Study (Phase 2) - Curtola

Implementation STA/SolTrans S 75,000

Suisun City Amtrak Station Rehab and Signage STA/Suisun City S 150,000

Transit Coordination Clipper Implementation STA/Operators S 150,000

Transit Coordination Implementation-Rio Vista STA/Rio Vista S 50,000

Lifeline STA S 17,000

Solano Express Marketing STA/FAST/SolTrans |S 150,000

Coordinated SRTP/Transit Corridor/Transit Analysis/Implementation STA/FAST/SolTrans |$ 150,000

Mobility Management Program Implementation STA S 153,129 | S 129,194

ADA In Person Eligibility STA S 150,000

PCC STA S 50,000

Senior & People w/Disabilities Committee STA S 30,000
Total $ 1,845,462 $ 359,194

Balance $ - S -



Fiscal Year 2014-15 Recommended Funding Priorities

State Transit Assistance Funds (STAF) Population-Based

Northern County and Regional Paratransit

Attachment C

Recommended

FY2014-15

Northern County

Regional
Paratransit

Balance S 5,374,197 | $ 1,287,531
Committed Funds | 3,484,468 | $ 519,071
Available for
. S 1,889,729 | $ 768,460
Programming
Northern County Regional

FY 2014-15 Recommended Priority Projects Claimant STAF Paratransit STAF
Transit Planning and Coordination STA S 386,186
Intercity Bus Replacement FAST/SolTrans S 600,000
Transit Coordination Implementation - Financial Services STA/Rio Vista S 71,000
P3 (Public Private Partnerships) at Transit Facilities Study - Curtola STA/SolTrans S 100,000
Lifeline STA S 17,000
Solano Express Marketing* STA/FAST/SolTrans | S 25,000
Coordinated SRTP/Transit Corridor/Transit Analysis/Implementation STA/FAST/SolTrans | $ 250,000
Benicia Intermodal STA/Benicia S 200,000
PCC STA S 40,000
Senior & People w/Disabilities Committee STA S 30,000
Intercity Paratransit Program/Taxi Scrip Transition STA S 140,000
Mobility Management Program Implementation STA S 210,000 | S 6,000
ADA In Person Eligibility STA S 200,776
Total [ $ 1,859,186 | $ 416,776
Ending Balance| S 30,543 | S 351,684

*SolanoExpress FY 2014-15 Budget includes a carryover of ~ $125,000. The available amount for FY 2014-15 will be ~ $150,000.
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ATTACHMENT D

Fiscal Year 2014-15 Committed Funds Committed
State Transit Assistance Funds (STAF) Population-Based FY2014-15
Regional
Northern County and Regional Paratransit Northern County Paratransit
Committed Funds | $ 3,484,468 | S 519,071
Northern County Regional

FY 2014-15 Committed Funding Projects Claimant STAF Paratransit STAF

Solano Passenger Rail Study STA S 45,000

SR-12 Jameson Canyon 5311 (f) Match STA/Napa S 332,690

Intercity Bus Replacement STA S 2,910,224

CTSA/Mobility Management Programs STA S 153,129

Alt Fuel Study/CNG Feasibility Study Match STA S 9,500

Benicia Transit Site Plan Benicia S 25,000

SolTrans Schedules, Capital Project STA S 8,925

Mobility Management Program Implementation STA S 519,071
Total | $ 3,484,468 | S 519,071

Ending Balance| S - S -
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Agenda Item 5.C
August 27, 2014

DATE: August 19, 2014

TO: STATAC

FROM: Liz Niedziela, Transit Program Manager

RE: Lifeline Advisory Committee Recommendation for Lifeline Funding

Background:
The Metropolitan Transportation Commission’s (MTC) Lifeline Transportation Funding

Program is intended to improve mobility for residents of low-income communities and, more
specifically, to fund solutions identified through the Community Based Transportation Plans.
Each community’s needs are unique and will therefore require different solutions to address local
circumstances. In Solano and other counties, these funds have been used to fund Welfare to
Work and Community Based Transportation Planning priority projects.

MTC has delegated the management of the Lifeline Program to the Congestion Management
Agencies, including the STA. The Lifeline Program for Solano County is administered through
the STA which is responsible for soliciting applications and conducting a project selection
process. The Lifeline Transportation Program is intended to fund projects that result in improved
mobility for low-income residents of Solano County as identified in Community-Based
Transportation Plan (CBTP) or other substantive local planning efforts involving focused
outreach to low-income populations. STA staff released a call for projects for the Lifeline
Program in January 2012 and the STA Board approved Solano Lifeline Program in May 2012.
The STA Board approved funding the Vacaville Accessible Path to Transit for $40,000.

Discussion:

STA staff was contacted by the City of VVacaville regarding a request to change Vacaville’s
$40,000 Lifeline Cycle 3 project from the curb cut project to a Safe Routes to School (SRTS)
project that Vacaville is already implementing. Vacaville has partial funding for the SRTS
project and these funds would supplement it. The reason Vacaville is requesting to switch the
project is that the $40,000 amount is small and the administrative costs/burden of implementing
the curb cut project via the Caltrans Local Assistance/federal highways process would outweigh
the benefits of the funds. Putting this small amount of funds onto a bigger project to achieve
economies of scale makes more sense.

According to MTC, this change would have to be determined to be Lifeline-eligible and
approved by the Solano Transportation Authority Board, which is the Lifeline Program
Administrator for Solano County. After receiving STA approval, the change would also need to
be approved by the MTC Commission.

STA staff recommends this project swap in that the Vacaville Community Based Transportation
Plan identified Bicycle and Pedestrian as a high concern by the community. Vacaville has been
actively supporting a local Safe Routes to School (SR2S) Program to make it easier, safer, and
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more enjoyable to walk or bike to school. The program consists of construction of bicycle and
pedestrian infrastructure, in-classroom bicycle and pedestrian safety education, encouragement
programs and contests to promote walking and biking. The CBTP recommended that the City
should continue its SR2S program, including applying for grant funding to construct school-
related infrastructure improvements identified in the Solano Transportation Authority*‘s Safe
Routes to School Plan (2007). The Vacaville Safe Routes to School project will improve
walking and biking access to Foxboro Elementary School and Vacaville High School and will
improve access to the adjacent transit center. STA staff supports the request from the City of
Vacaville.

Fiscal Impact:
The Lifeline Funding will assist in sustaining service, purchasing buses, and creating accessible
path to transit.

Recommendation:

Forward a recommendation to the STA Board to approve the project change for Lifeline funding
from Vacaville Accessible Path to Transit for $40,000 to Vacaville Safe Route to School
Infrastructure Project for $40,000.

Attachment:
A. City of Vacaville Request Letter dated July 8, 2014
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Agenda Item 7.A
August 26, 2014

DATE: August 18, 2014

TO: STATAC

FROM: Liz Niedziela, Transit Program Manager

RE: 2014 Solano Express Intercity Ridership Survey and Analysis

Background:
The seven major intercity transit routes that serve Solano County are operated by the two

largest transit operators in the County: Fairfield and Suisun Transit (FAST) and Solano
County Transit (SolTrans). Although operated by two transit operators, they are funded
by contributions from six cities (Benicia, Dixon, Fairfield, Suisun City, Vacaville, and
Vallejo) and the County of Solano, and Regional Measure 2 (RM 2) funds determined by
the STA Board.

The STA has been working with local jurisdictions through the Intercity Transit Funding
(ITF) Working Group over the past several years and developed an ITF Agreement to
stabilize the funding for these services. The cost-sharing for each route is based on
residence of the ridership (80%) and population share (20%). An initial ridership survey
was conducted in the fall of 2006 and the agreements established that the ridership data
will be updated every two to three years.

Discussion:

To meet multiple needs other than just the ITF Agreement, the 2014 Ridership Survey
consisted of an on-board survey as well as on and off counts and on-time performance.
The information from the ridership study is also essential information for the upcoming
Phase Il of the 1-80/1-680/1-780/SR 12 Transit Corridor Study. In addition, Fairfield and
Suisun Transit (FAST) and Solano County Transit (SolTrans) requested their local routes
to be surveyed. These surveys will be presented to the Consortium in September.

The consulting firm Quantum Market Research (QMR) was selected to complete the
updated Ridership Study. The ridership data was collected in March/April 2014 for the
intercity routes and April/May 2014 for the local routes. Passengers on/off counts and on
time performance have been collected as well to assist in identifying productivity and
compare across routes and systems. The results for Solano Express Intercity Ridership
Survey and Analysis are presented in Attachment A. Staff will provide a summary at the
meeting.

Recommendation:
Forward a recommendation to the STA Board to approve the 2014 Solano Express
Intercity Ridership Survey and Analysis Report as shown in Attachment A.

Attachment: (Note: This attachment will be provided to the TAC members under
separate cover. Copies may be requested by contacting the STA at (707) 424-6075.)
A. 2014 Solano Express Intercity Ridership Survey and Analysis Report
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Agenda Item 6.A
August 27, 2014

DATE: August 14, 2014

TO: STATAC

FROM: Janet Adams, Deputy Executive Director/Director of Projects

RE: Project Contingency Reserve Fund (PCRF) — Benicia Intermodal Project

Funding Agreement

Background:
Over the last 10 years, the STA has been taking a more active role in the delivery of projects.

This includes being the lead agency for all phases of projects which includes; environmental,
design, right-of-way and construction. As a lead agency for a phase of a project, the STA
becomes fiscally responsible as well.

Transportation projects are funded with a wide variety of sources, of which, most projects have
multiple fund sources that have been compiled together for the project. However, each fund
source has a financial limit and specific rules for what and when the funds can be used. In fact,
the flexible needs of a project don’t always correspond to the rigidity of the funds programmed
and allocated for the project.

The Jepson Parkway Project is a partnership project between the cities of Suisun City, Fairfield,
Vacaville, Solano County and the STA. The STA was the lead agency for the environmental
phase, the cities of VVacaville and Fairfield are the lead for the design and construction and the
STA is the lead for the right-of-way. Being the lead for the right-of-way has been at the request
of the two cities and occurred after the $3.8M righ-of-way State Transportation Improvement
Program (STIP) funds had been programmed and allocated to the project. In addition, the right-
of-way scope has evolved as the amount of lands to be dedicated to the project has significantly
deceased causing additional upfront costs for acquisition and relocations. As a result, the costs
for this phase of the project are higher than originally anticipated.

In 2013, the City of Benicia requested the STA to be the lead agency for the right-of-way
acquisition for the Benicia Bus Hub Project. Additionally, the STA Board approved $500,000 of
State Transit Assistance Funds (STAF) for this project. With first call for these funds to provide
for the cost of the right-of-way acquisition, both support and capital. When these funds were
approved, it was anticipated that these were enough to cover the costs of this phase. However,
the final disposition of the right-of-way costs is higher. While additional funds are anticipated
from the Regional Transportation Impact Fees for this project, they will not be available
immediately.

Discussion:

To provide for the cash flow needs of projects, like the Jepson Parkway and the Benicia Bus
Hub, the STA Board approved a new Project Contingency Reserve Fund (PCRF) as part of the
approval of the STA’s FY 2014-15 Budget in July 2014.
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This fund was populated from funds previously tied to the North Connector Project. Specially,
contributions from Solano County ($1,000,000) and the Solano County Water Agency (SCWA)
($100,000). With the completion of the project, this amount was transferred to the new reserve
account, the Project Contingency Reserve Fund (PCRF), to help finance future project
implementation.

As mentioned above, the Jepson Parkway Project right of way activities and property
acquisitions has a shortfall due to the increased costs of the acquisitions and the relocation costs
associated with these acquisitions. The project was loaned the amount of $500,000 from the
PCRF and will be paid back with the City of Vacaville’s future reimbursements to the project
which is scheduled to begin in Fiscal Year (FY) 2015-16. This interfund loan was approved by
the STA Board in July 2014.

The Benicia Bus Hub Project right-of-way costs as now estimated at $586,000. As a result, an
additional $86,000 is necessary for this phase and must be funded in the next 4 weeks to close
escrow timely as part of the settlement with the property owner. While this project will receive
$100,000 from future RTIF funds, these funds are not immediately available. The STA has
made an agreement with the City of Benicia that each agency will front half the $86,000 shortfall
until the RTIF money is made available. At the September Board meeting, staff will be
recommending STA’s $46,000 share be loaned from the new PCRF and repaid with future RTIF
funds dedicated to the project. This is estimated to take place in two to three years..

Fiscal Impact:
STA staff is recommending a loan from the new reserve fund, the PCRF, of $46,000 that would
be repaid in approximately 3 years from the RTIF District No. 5 (Transit ).

Recommendation:

Forward a recommendation to the STA Board to authorize the Executive Director to enter into a
funding agreement with the City of Benicia for $46,000 of PCRP funds to be paid by RTIF
District 5 (Transit) Funds.
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Agenda Item 7.A
August 27, 2014

DATE: August 19, 2014

TO: STATAC

FROM: Sarah Fitzgerald, SR2S Program Administrator

RE: Safe Routes to School (SR2S) FY 2013-14 Annual Report

Background:
The STA's Safe Routes to School (SR2S) Program works to increase the number of

students walking and bicycling to school by helping to make the journey safe, fun and
healthy. Using a comprehensive approach, the program includes 5 “E’s”: education,
encouragement, enforcement, engineering and evaluation. The program is available to all
schools countywide and focuses on activities and programs that educate students on
safety, health awareness and identifying improvements within communities countywide
to enhance active student travel safety.

In 2008, the STA Board adopted STA's first Safe Routes to School Plan and authorized
STA staff to create a Safe Routes to School Program in Solano County. This Plan
provided the direction for the SR2S Program through 2012 when the STA and the various
SR2S Advisory Committees began the process of updating the 2008 Plan.

Discussion:

Highlights for Fiscal Year (FY) 2013-14

The SR2S Plan update involved identifying local task force stakeholders, facilitating 29
local task force meetings, coordinating 17 school site walking audits & evening planning
events and drafting recommendations. In October 2013, the SR2S Plan Update was
adopted by the STA Board.

Education & Encouragement Events
During FY 2013-14 the SR2S program, in partnership with Solano County Public Health,
conducted programs to teach students how to walk and bike safely to school and in their
communities. Students were also educated on the benefits of walking and biking to
school and using the road safely. The Educational and Encouragement activities work
hand in hand to create healthy habits for students. Approximately, 12,397 students were
reached through 80 program events:

e 867 students participated in 14 School Bike Rodeos
2,635 students participated in 10 School Safety Assemblies
1,473 students participated in 7 Walk and Roll School Events
333 students participated in 15 Helmet Education Events
6,665 students participated in 25 International Walk to School Day Events
424 students participated in 9 National Bike to School Day Events
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Through MTC’s Spare the Air Youth (STAY) grant funding, this was the first year that
the Bay Area Bike Mobile (Bike Mobile) was available in Solano County. The Bike
Mobile hosts bike fix-a-thons at schools or community events and helps students repair
their bikes while teaching them about mechanics and safety. The first Bike Mobile event
in Solano County took place at the City of Fairfield’s Earth Day event in April 2014. The
Bike Mobile also visited Crescent Elementary in Suisun City (May) as well as the Third
Thursday event in downtown Rio Vista (June). In total, approximately 80 bikes were
repaired. Solano’s SR2S program is entitled to a total of 10 events with the Bike Mobile
under MTC’s STAY grant funding. The remaining 7 events will are scheduled in FY
2014-15.

Enforcement

The first SR2S Public Safety Enforcement Grant was piloted in 2011 by the City of
Suisun City and the City of Fairfield. Program tasks and activities in the pilot included:
development of crossing guard training materials and DVD, bike rodeo instructional
DVD, bike rodeo and event assistance and support, coordination with schools, and
directed enforcement at problem schools. Based on the success of this grant program, on
July 10, 2013, the STA Board authorized the development of another Public Safety
Enforcement Grant of up to $150,000. On February 21, 2014, SR2S Advisory Committee
recommended to release the Public Safety Enforcement Grant. Interested agencies were
invited to apply for SR2S enforcement activities up to $45,000 and the grant scope also
included a provision for $15,000 to be allocated to one jurisdiction to take the lead in
coordinating crossing guard training countywide using the materials developed by the
Cities of Fairfield and Suisun City.

Police departments from both the City of Rio Vista and the City of Vacaville each
submitted a formal proposal for the funds. Both projects were recommended for funding
by the SR2S Advisory Committee and the STA Board in June and July 2014,
respectively. The City of Vacaville will receive $60,000 for their project titled ‘School
Safety Through the 4Es’ which includes implementation of county-wide crossing guard
training. The proposal includes an education and encourage element of safety assemblies,
poster competition and incentive program as well as targeted direct enforcement around
schools during peak hours of school drop-off and pick-up times.

The City of Rio Vista will receive $30,360 for their project titled ‘Pedestrian and Vehicle
Safety Campaign.” Their project consists of student assemblies, parent meetings and a
children’s safety fair. Enforcement efforts include targeted direct enforcement around the
schools and the purchasing of two electronic portable speed and message boards which
provide radar feedback as well as collect traffic count and speed data.

Both of these projects will be implemented in FY 2014-15.

Engineering
Approximately, $3M of infrastructure needs were identified in the SR2S Plan update,

$2M of which are priority projects. The SR2S program was allocated $1.2M of
OneBayArea Grant (OBAG) funding for engineering projects for each community to
assist in the funding of their priority infrastructure projects based on the updated SR2S
Plan. See Attachment A for a status update of these engineering projects.
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Evaluation

Twice a year (Fall/Spring), the SR2S program evaluates the program through Student
Travel Hand Tally Surveys. The graph below displays hand tally data for Solano County
for FY 2013-14. 28 schools participated in the in-class hand tallies during the Fall and
Spring of FY 2013-14, representing over 43,000 trips taken to school. The data shows
that although the primary way of getting to school is in the family vehicle, that nearly
20% of all trips taken to school are either by walking or bicycle.

Mode of Travel to School, FY 2013-14
70% | 64.98%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20% 17.17%
0,
10% 8.68% :
3.90% 2.42% 2.41%
0.42%
0% || — —
Family Vehicle Walk Carpool School Bus Other Bike Transit
Engagement

Typically, a comprehensive Safe Routes to Schools programs contain 5 “E’s.” However,
in Solano County a sixth “E” (engagement) was added in the Plan Update to emphasize
the importance of engaging with all stakeholders to make this program successful.
Engagement strategies are designed to open up lines of communication and involvement
among all stakeholders, especially parents, for the benefit of an improved Safe Routes to
School program. SR2S maintains an up-to-date website, which includes maps with
suggested walking routes to all elementary and middle schools in the county. In order to
reach out and engage parents, the SR2S program has a presence at a number of
community events throughout the year, including the Fairfield Tomato Festival, Earth
Day festivities, Vacaville Kidsfest and the Rio Vista Safety Fair. At these events, SR2S
staff educates the public about the program and recruits parents to be leaders for Walking
School Buses.

Walking School Bus (WSB) Program

STA secured $500,000 in federal grant funding, which was obligated in late 2012, to
implement a countywide walking school bus program in Solano County elementary
schools. STA began implementing the WSB program in January 2013 with two new part-
time walking school bus coordinators. By the end of FY 2013-14, there were 33 routes in
16 elementary schools:
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Benicia
Matthew Turner Elementary

Dixon
Tremont Elementary

Fairfield

Anna Kyle Elementary

B. Gale Wilson Elementary
Cordelia Hills Elementary
Laurel Creek Elementary
Rolling Hills Elementary

Suisun City
Crescent Elementary

Dan O. Root Elementary

Vacaville

Browns Valley Elementary
Cambridge Elementary
Fairmont Elementary
Markham Elementary
Padan Elementary

Vallejo
Dan Mini Elementary

Lincoln Elementary

Fiscal Impact
None.

Recommendation:
Receive and file.

Attachment:
A. SR2S OBAG Engineering Projects



SR2S OBAG Engineering Projects

Attachment A

Responsible Proiect CoFr’r:OJI(::(tfiton FY Other CMAQ - Total
Agency ) Description of Work P Program- Phase Local OBAG Project
Name Date med Fundin Cost
(Expected) 9
$1.2M
Stripe high-visibility crosswalks by .
Crescent Elementary and Crystal FE $40,037
Middle School. Design a Class |
pedestrian/bicycle facility along the ROW:
west side of Marina Boulevard $389,102
Suisun between State Route 12 and Lotz
Way, and along Lotz Way between
. . Safe . .
City of Suisun Marina Boulevard and the Suisun
. Routes to . . . . Aug-16
City multi-modal transit station on Main
Schools -
Project Street. Design and construct a path
along the south side of Driftwood 15/16 CON: $349,065
Drive from Whispering Bay Circle to
Marina Boulevard. Install rectangular
rapid flashing beacons on Harrier
Drive at the main entrance to Dan O.
Root Elementary School.
Intersection, striping, and signage 13/14 PE: $2,400 $18,000
valleio improvements in the vicinity of
! Wardlaw Elementary and Cooper
Safe Elementary School. High visibility
City of Vallejo Egﬁéifsto crosswalks and pedestrian signs will Aug-15 14/15 ROW: $300 $1,800
- be the first priority projects, with $280,428
Project " ) : .
additional lane reconfiguration with
any remaining funds. 14/15 CON: $30,000 | $227,928
Construct sidewalk bulb-out on North
Lincoln Street at CA Jacobs. 14/15 PE: $12,000
Construct sidewalk bulb-out on
Pheasant Run Drive at Tremont
Elementary School. Installation of ROW:
high visability crosswalks at various ’
Dixon schools. Install bike racks and b (8RR
Safe overhead covering at CA Jacobs.
City of Dixon | Routes to Install gate in fenpe along pedestrian Aug-16
path near Silveyville Elementary
Schools . )
Proiect School. Restripe bike lane on
) Rehrmann Drive from Evgans Road
to North Lincoln Street. Plant trees 15/16 CON: $12,956 | $100,000

and gate improvements along
Rehrmann Drive at Tremont
Elementary School. Miscellaneous
striping improvements at Tremont
Elementary and CA Jacobs.
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Responsible
Agency

Project
Name

Description of Work

Project
Completion
Date
(Expected)

FY
Program-
med

Phase

Other
Local
Funding

CMAQ -
OBAG

Total
Project
Cost

City of
Vacaville

Vacaville
Safe
Routes to
Schools
Project

Construction of bicycle and
pedestrian safety improvements for
VUSD and TUSD. Vacaville High
School Area-Work includes
improvements on Monte Vista
Avenue and West Street including
curb extensions at the Monte
Vista/West St. intersection and
potential landscape installation to
limit erosion and widen effective
sidewalk width. Sidewalk
improvements to Monte Vista Ave.
and West Street and possible
sidewalk extension from school to
Stinson Ave. Installation of accessible
curb ramps and high vis. crosswalks
at various crossings. Bicycle network
improvements including possible low
vol. signed bikeway with sharrows.
Cambridge Elementary School-
Construct curb extension, accessible
ramps and high vis. x-walks at Nut
Tree/Cambridge intx.
Citywide-installation of radar speed
feedback sign and rect. rapid flashing
beacons at priority locations.

Aug-16

13/14

PE:

$3,500

$26,500

14/15

ROW:

$900

$6,600

$342,607

15/16

CON:

$35,000

$270,107

City of
Benicia

Benicia
Safe
Routes to
Schools
Project

New sidewalks in the vicinity of
Robert Semple School install widened
sidewalk landings and new
crosswalks across Dempsey Drive
and the entrance to the parking lot
adjacent to Matthew Turner School,
install a flashing beacon on
Southampton Road in front of the
Benicia Middle School, and construct
wider sidewalk landings on
Southampton Road in front of Benicia
Middle School

Aug-14

12/13

PE:

$10,000

ROW:

13/14

CON:

$14,000

$100,000

$124,000

City of Rio
Vista

SR 12
crossing
with
updated
lighting

New updated lighted crosswalk at SR
12 Crossing.

Aug-15

12/13

PE:

$15,000

ROW:

14/15

CON:

$15,000

$100,000

$130,000
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Agenda Item 7.B
August 27, 2014

DATE: August 13, 2014

TO: STATAC

FROM: Anthony Adams, Project Assistant
RE: Project Delivery Update

Background:
As the Congestion Management Agency for Solano County, the Solano Transportation Authority

(STA) coordinates obligations and allocations of state and federal funds between local project
sponsors, Caltrans, and the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC). To aid in the
delivery of locally sponsored projects, a Solano Project Delivery Working Group (PDWG) was
formed, which assists in updating the STA’s Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) on changes
to State and Federal project delivery policies and reminds the TAC about project delivery
deadlines.

Two key information items related to Project Delivery this month are progress on the Solano
Online Project Tracker and current projects on Caltrans' Inactive Obligation list.

Discussion:

Solano Online Project Tracker 2013-14

During the recent FY 2013-14 obligation cycle for OBAG funds, there were a total of 14 projects
that needed to Request Funds Authorization (RFA) from Caltrans. A few project sponsors
missed the February 1% RFA deadline required by MTC’s 3606 project delivery policy. These
missed deadlines made for a rushed and sometimes chaotic obligation process; resulting in MTC
and Caltrans local assistance expediting projects under unfavorable circumstances. Since this
time, other project milestones such as Caltrans Field reviews have been missed, with some
project sponsors not being aware of this occurrence.

Seeking to avoid a repeat of these experiences, STA project staff has been developing a
comprehensive project tracking system during the past few months. This system, collectively
known as the Solano Project Online Tracker (SPOT) consists of an online project master list, an
online mapping tool, and an access database. The SPOT is meant to aid the STA, member
agencies, elected officials, and the public by providing information on progress of projects and
upcoming milestones. The SPOT will make it easier for project sponsors to see when important
milestones are approaching, and decrease the likelihood of having a project delivery deadline be
missed. A color coding scheme has been suggested by STA staff to quickly identify which
projects may have the potential to miss a delivery milestone or are at risk of losing funding. At
the July 31° PDWG meeting, this topic was presented as an information item, with STA staff
seeking input in defining each color. A green, yellow, and red draft color scheme was suggested
by STA staff with the corresponding meanings for each:

BIBBH = “Everything is Fine” - Project is on track to meet all of its project delivery
milestones and is not missing any information related to progress.
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Yellow = “Warning” - Project has missed an Estimated delivery milestone, such as Caltrans
Field review, or the project is missing information related to its progress.

RBE = “Danger of Losing Funds”- Project has missed an Actual delivery deadline, such as the
regional obligation deadline and project is at risk of losing funds.

Every month, a color-coded report will be generated which will provide an update on which
projects have an upcoming milestone within the next 30-days. This color coding scheme and
corresponding color-coded monthly report will help STA, project sponsors, and decision makers
in identifying potential problems before they arise.

This topic will be presented at the August 21* Solano PDWG as an action item. The
recommendation requested from PDWG is to forward a recommendation to TAC and STA
Board to approve the Project Tracking Color Coding Scheme.

Inactive Obligations

To adhere to FHWA project delivery guidelines and MTC’s Resolution 3606, project sponsors
must invoice for obligated projects every 6 months. If a project has not been invoiced during the
previous 6 months, it is placed on the Caltrans Inactive List. Last month’s inactive projects list
previously had four (4) listings in the County of Solano, due to action by our member agencies,
two (2) projects were removed, but three (3) new projects were added to the list; there are still
five (5) inactive projects this month. The projects included are:

Fairfield — McGary Rd from Red Top Rd to Lynch Canyon Rd

Solano County- Vanden Rd. at North Gate of Travis AFB

Suisun City — On South Side of SR12 from Marina Blvd to Grizzly Island Rd
Vallejo — Mini Dr, Magazine St, and various streets

Vallejo — Sonoma Blvd between Florida St and Georgia St

Projects placed on the Inactive Projects list will have all of their funds made unavailable and
those funds cannot be re-obligated to another project. It is important to close out projects
whenever they are done, so that any remaining funds can programmed to other projects in need
of further funding. Please see Attachment A for Inactive Project

More information can be found on Caltrans Local Assistance website:
http://www.dot.ca.qgov/ha/LocalPrograms/Inactiveprojects.htm

Fiscal Impact:
None.

Recommendation:
Forward a recommendation to the STA Board to approve the STA’s Project Tracking System.

Attachments:
A. Inactive Projects List
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Attachment A

Inactive Obligations

Local, State Administered/Locally Funded and Rail Projects

Updated on
08/12/2014
Project No Status Agency/District Action Required | State Project No | District County Agency Description Latest Date  |Authorization Date Last Last Action Date Total Cost Federal Funds Expenditure Unexpended Bal
(newly added Expenditure Amt
projects Date
highlighted in
)
Submit invoice to District by MCGARY RD BET RED TOP RD AND LYNCH CANYON RD,
5132032 Inactive [08/20/2014 04925329L 04 SoL Fairfield REPAIR/REPLACE RD WITH CLASS 2 BIKE 9/6/2013 9/23/2009 9/6/2013 9/6/2013 $1,603,000.00 $1,603,000.00  $1,446,777.96 $156,222.04
Submit invoice to District by VANDEN RD. AT NORTH GATE OF TRAVIS AFB , ROADWAY SAFETY
5923089 Inactive [08/20/2014 04925512L 04 SoL Solano County IMPROVEMENT 7/25/2013 5/14/2009 7/25/2013 7/25/2013 $187,500.00 $150,000.00 $47,796.41 $102,203.59
Final Invoice under review by ON SOUTH SIDE OF SR 12 FROM MARINA BLVD. TO GRIZZLY ISLAND
5032020 Future  |Caltrans. Monitor for progress. 0400001678L 04 SoL Suisun City RD., BICYCLE/PEDETSRIAN TRAIL 12/27/2013 2/28/2012 12/27/2013 12/27/2013 $1,658,500.00 $1,114,000.00 $905,706.66 $208,293.34
Submit invoice to District by MINI DR., MAGAZINE ST., AND VARIOUS STREETS, PAVEMENT REHAB.,
5030055 Future  [11/20/2014 0412000396L 04 SoL Vallejo ADA RAMPS, DETECTOR LOOPS 10/17/2013 2/17/2012 10/17/2013 10/17/2013 $2,602,087.00 $1,595,000.00  $1,449,635.93 $145,364.07
SONOMA BLVD.(SR29) BETWEEN FLORIDA ST AND GEORGIA ST.,
5030057 Future 0413000176L 04 SOL Vallejo REDUCE TRAVEL LANE FROM 4 TO 3, ADD BIKE LANES 11/8/2013 11/8/2013 11/8/2013 $57,400.00 $51,660.00 $0.00 $51,660.00

Pagelof1



Aadams
Typewritten Text
Attachment A

Aadams
Typewritten Text

Aadams
Typewritten Text


This page intentionally left blank.

40



Agenda Item 8.A
August 26, 2014

DATE: August 13, 2014

TO: STATAC

FROM: Robert Macaulay, Planning Director
RE: State Active Transportation Program

Background:
In September 2013, the Governor signed legislation creating the Active Transportation Program

(ATP). The ATP consolidates multiple state and federal funding programs into one program,
and aims to promote the following objectives:

Increase the proportion of biking and walking trips

Increase safety and mobility for non-motorized users

Advance the efforts of regional agencies to achieve greenhouse gas reduction goals
Enhance public health, including the reduction of childhood obesity through the use of
projects eligible for Safe Routes to Schools Program funding

e Ensure disadvantaged communities fully share in program benefits (25% of program)

e Provide a broad spectrum of projects to benefit many types of active transportation users

Approximately $120M is available annually for Fiscal Year (FY) 2013-14, 2014-15, and 2015-
16 (total $360M), and distributed via 3 funding programs:
e Statewide competition: 50% ($180M)
e Small urban/rural areas: 10% ($36M)
e Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs): 40% ($144M, of which $30M will be
available to MTC)

There were additional funding restrictions. For example, 25% of the funds were required to be
spent on projects that benefit disadvantaged communities. In addition, approximately 40% was
designated for Safe Routes to Schools (SR2S) projects (both infrastructure and non-
infrastructure).

The Call for Projects for the statewide and small urban/rural programs was announced on March
21, 2014, and applications were due to Caltrans on May 21, 2014. The Metropolitan
Transportation Commission (MTC) will release a MPO/Regional Call for Projects on May 22,
2014, and MPO/ regional applications were due to MTC on July 24, 2014.

There were 7 applications from Solano County (see page 28 of Attachment B):
e Solano Co Farm to Market Phase 1 Project
Solano Co Vaca-Dixon Bikeway, Ph 5B
STA - Solano County SR2S - Ingraining Walking & Rolling into the School Culture
Suisun City Driftwood Dr SRTS Path
Vallejo SR2S North Hills Christian School Improvement
Vallejo SRTS - Cooper ES
Vallejo Maine St Ped Enhance
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CTC established a scoring program based upon 8 general criteria (see Attachment A).
Volunteers from regional agencies, such as STA and MTC, were put into teams and assigned
applications to assess using the scoring sheets. There were 771 total ATP applications, valued at
more than $1 billion, submitted for state funding, and most scoring team members had between
30 and 40 applications to review. Caltrans and CTC staff aggregated the projects scores,
assessed the ability of the top-scored projects to fulfill the disadvantaged community and SR2S
criteria, and released a funding recommendation to the CTC for action at the CTC's August 20
meeting.

Discussion:

The CTC recommended projects with a score of 81.5 and above be funded, with several
exceptions; and, that all SR2S non-infrastructure projects with a score of 70 or greater also be
funded. CTC staff initially recommended that no Solano projects for state ATP funding. STA
staff contacted CTC and noted that the STA's SR2S submittal was scored at 77.3, and should
therefore be recommended for funding as a non-infrastructure project. CTC staff agreed with
STA staff and they amended their recommendation to include this project in the funding
recommendation.

On August 20", the CTC approved the State ATP projects which included $389,000 for STA’s
Safe Routes to School application.

Regional ATP applications are currently being scored by MTC and other regional agency staff
with an initial announcement of MTC staff recommended projects released in early September.

Fiscal Impact:
No impact to the STA Budget at this time.

Recommendation:
Informational.

Attachments:
A. CTC Project Scoring Form
B. CTC Memorandum Recommending ATP Project Funding for the August 20 meeting
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Cycle 1 Active Transportation Program ATP Scoring Form (6/5/2014)
ATTACHMENIA

PROJECT EVALUATION COMMITTEE

SCORING INSTRUCTIONS
CYCLE 1
ACTIVE TRANSPORTATION PROGRAM

Page 1 of 2
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Cycle 1 Active Transportation Program ATP Scoring Form (6/5/2014)

INSTRUCTIONS

The Project Evaluation Committee’s (PEC) are responsible for evaluating and ranking projects for the
ATP Cycle 1 Awards. The PEC’s members will score all ATP applications using the score sheets
contained herein. The following methodology will be used by the committees for the scoring and selection
of ATP projects:

1.

7.

Each PEC consists of multi-faceted team members. The Caltrans representative will act as
the Facilitator for each team. Each team member will receive an estimated 40 - 60
applications* each. (*The final number will vary depending on the actual number of ATP
applications received by Caltrans.)

Individual PEC members will score each application independently. Each ATP application will
be scored one time each by 3 independent reviewers. As the applications are scored the
Facilitator will record and track the application’s progress.

For each ATP application, the final PEC score will be the average of the three scores given
by the PEC reviewers. All final scores will then be “Normalized” by formula to align each team
with one another. A normalized score may be greater that the maximum score shown in the
application.

All PEC members must return the application Scoring Forms (all pages) for each application.
Scoring Forms can be returned by mail, Fax, or email to your Caltrans Facilitator. PEC
reviewers are expected to return a minimum of 8 - 10 Scoring Forms to the Facilitator
each week. Do not keep the Scoring Forms once you have completed an application review.

Once all of the ATP applications have been scored, Caltrans will rank the applications and
submit an ATP program to the CTC for consideration.

Projects will be selected based on the each application’s total score, as well as, the
requirements and goals of the program which include, but are not limited to:

a. Fund distribution requirements

i. Small urban areas (population size 5,001 to 200,000)

ii. Rural areas (population size 5,000 or less)

iii. Any area in the state
25% minimum funding to disadvantage communities
Safe Routes to School: Infrastructure & Non-infrastructure
Recreation Trails
Active Transportation Planning for Disadvantage Communities
Reasonable geographic distribution of projects.

~®ao0CT

The PEC members can find the CTC adopted ATP Guidelines and the ATP Applications and
Instructions on the Caltrans website: http://www.dot.ca.gov/hg/LocalPrograms/atp/index.html

Page 2 of 2
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Cycle 1 Active Transportation Program ATP Scoring Form (6/5/2014)

ACTIVE TRANSPORTATION PROGRAM (ATP) SCORING FORM

DATE:
CALTRANS PROJECT DISTRICT:

APPLICATION ID #

PROJECT NAME:

PROJECT APPLICANT:

PEC REVIEWER:

ATP APPLICATION SCORE: °

SCORING INFORMATION

1. Complete an ATP Scoring Form for each application. Please complete all of the Scoring Form
information requested at the top of page 1 for each application.

2. Return the Scoring Forms (all pages) to the Facilitator as you complete your ATP application reviews.
PEC reviewers must return a minimum of 8-10 Scoring Forms each week to the team Facilitator.

3. For Safe Routes to School projects: the application should specifically address how the project
effects and benefits a particular school(s) and the school students.

4. For Planning projects:

a. Funding for transportation “plans” is only available to projects that significantly benefit
disadvantaged communities. Note: this is determined in Question #6.

b. “Plans” are defined as projects to develop a bike, pedestrian, safe routes to schools, or
other active transportation plans. (These do not include plans where the object of the
project is to develop concepts, plans, and specifications that would ultimately result in the
construction of a specific project.)

Since the project will typically be to develop a plan the applicant should discuss how they
will approach the perceived problem. Such as: how do they intend to identify the problem,
what agencies they intend to consult with, how they will reach out the effected

community, how they will take input from effected community, how will alternatives be
addressed, how will they choose a resulting solution, and how will they track the project
success/failure after implementation.

5. The ATP program combines several previous transportation program elements with additional
and new project types. Please be careful not to allow any outside influences or preconceived
notions from past programs to affect your scoring of the ATP applications.

Appl. ID #: Page 10f 11
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Cycle 1 Active Transportation Program ATP Scoring Form (6/5/2014)

SECTION l11l. SCREENING CRITERIA PASS /FAIL TO BE DETERMINED BY HQ ATP & PEC COMMITTEE

1. Demonstrated Need of the Applicant-
Describe the need for the project and/or funding requested.

Check one: Pass Fail

PEC Reviewers: since the ATP program covers so many types of projects, here are some
examples that the applicant may describe:

a. Infrastructure Projects: Describes need, purpose, and goals of infrastructure project,
including ways in which project affects mobility, access, and quality of service for active

transportation modes. The project should improve mobility, access, and/or quality of service
for active transportation modes.

b. Plans: Describes need, purpose, goals of developing a plan, including need for the plan.
How does the proposed plan relate to other adopted plans?

c. Education/Encouragement/Enforcement Projects: Describes need, purpose, and goals of
implementing the program, including need for program. How does the proposed program
relate to other prior or ongoing programs implemented by the applicant or other entities?

2. Consistency with Regional Transportation Plan (100 words or less)
Explain how this project is consistent with your Regional Transportation Plan (if applicable).
Include the adoption date of the plan.

Check one: Pass Fail

PEC Reviewers: The applicant should name a transportation plan that the project relates to (if
applicable). They should also give the date that the transportation plan was adopted.

3. Active Transportation Plan Priority (for Disadvantaged Communities Only)
If the ATP project significantly benefits a disadvantaged community and requests funding for
development of bicycle, pedestrian, safe routes to school, or active transportation plans the
proposals will be given priority based as follows:

[An ATP project significantly benefits a disadvantaged community if the percentage given in
Question 6, B.2 is greater than 50%.]

Check only one:

First Priority: Disadvantaged Communities that DO NOT have any of the
following: a bicycle plan, pedestrian plan, safe routes to school plan, or an
active transportation plan.

Second Priority: Disadvantaged Communities that have a bicycle plan or a
pedestrian plan but NOT both.

Appl. ID #: Page 2 of 11
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(6/5/2014)

Cycle 1 Active Transportation Program ATP Scoring Form
QUESTIONS
Q1. POTENTIAL FOR INCREASED WALKING AND BICYCLING, ESPECIALLY AMONG

STUDENTS, INCLUDING THE IDENTIFICATION OF WALKING AND BICYCLING ROUTES TO
AND FROM SCHOOLS, TRANSIT FACILITIES, COMMUNITY CENTERS, EMPLOYMENT
CENTERS, AND OTHER DESTINATIONS; AND INCLUDING INCREASING AND IMPROVING

CONNECTIVITY AND MOBILITY OF NON-MOTORIZED USERS. (30 points)

A. For Safe Routes to School Projects: The applicant should describe how their project

encourages increased walking and bicycling, especially among students.

For all other projects types: Describe how the project encourages increased walking and

bicycling.

B. Describe the number and type of possible users and their destinations, and the
anticipated percentage increase in users upon completion of your project. Data collection

methods should be described.

C. Describe how this project improves walking and bicycling routes to and from, connects to,
or is part of a school or school facility, transit facility, community center, employment

center, state or national trail system, points of interest, and/or park.

D. Describe how this project increases and/or improves connectivity, removes a barrier to

mobility and/or closes a gap in a non-motorized facility.

SCORE
Applicant identifies appropriate and realistic ways to encourage walking 5 points
and bicycling among all users.
Applicant identifies appropriate and realistic ways to encourage walking 3 points
and bicycling among students. (Additional points for "among students".) P
Applicant describes the type(s) of possible users. 3 points
Applicant describes the estimated number of users. 3 points
Applicant describes the anticipated % increase in users. 3 points
Applicant describes user destination(s). 3 points
Applicant describes the data collection methods used to collect user info,
estimate future use, and provides data, studies, similar successful projects, 4 points
or location maps to back up claims.
Applicant describes the data collection methods to be used to collect .
. - - 3 points

user info after project completion.
Applicant describes the how the project will improve connectivity, remove .

. - - . - 3 points
barriers to mobility and/or close gaps in a non-motorized facility.

Maximum Score | 30 points 0

Appl. ID #: Page 3 of 11
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Cycle 1 Active Transportation Program ATP Scoring Form

(6/5/2014)

Q2. POTENTIAL FOR REDUCING THE NUMBER AND/OR RATE OF PEDESTRIAN AND
BICYCLE FATALITIES AND INJURIES, INCLUDING THE IDENTIFICATION OF SAFETY
HAZARDS FOR PEDESTRIANS AND BICYCLISTS. (25 points)

Describe how the project, plan, or program will address bicyclist and pedestrian injuries and
fatalities, citing collision statistics, police reports, academic research, or other data. If applying for
an infrastructure grant, identify countermeasures included in the project that will address the
types of collisions reported at the project area.
A. Describe the potential of the project to reduce pedestrian and/or bicycle injuries or
fatalities.
B. Describe iffhow your project will achieve any or all of the following:
o Reduces speed or volume of motor vehicles
o Improves sight distance and visibility
o Improves compliance with local traffic laws
o Eliminates behaviors that lead to collisions
o Addresses inadequate traffic control devices
o Addresses inadequate bicycle facilities, crosswalks or sidewalks
C. Describe the location’s history of events and the source(s) of data used (e.g. collision
reports, community observation, surveys, audits).
SCORE
Applicant describes how the project will reduce pedestrian and/or
bicycle injuries or fatalities in the project area. 5 points
Plans will describe why there is a need for a plan to be developed.
Applicant clearly describes the existing conditions or safety
risk/hazards at the project location that need to be addressed, 3 points
including the extent and severity of each.
Applicant described if/fhow the project will achieve any of the following:
o Reduces speed or volume of motor vehicles 1 voint
o Improves sight distance and visibility P
. f " for each
o Improves compliance with local traffic laws item
o Eliminates behaviors that lead to collisions )
o Addresses inadequate traffic control devices Maximum
o Addresses inadequate bicycle facilities, crosswalks, or .
. 6 points
sidewalks.
o Other improvements or behavioral modifications
Project location has a history of pedestrian/bicycle crashe, injuries. 4 points
Project location has a history of pedestrian/bicycle crashs fatalities. 4 points
Applicant provides bicyclist and pedestrian injuries and fatality data,
collision statistics, police reports, academic research, maps or photos, 3 points
community surveys, audits, or other data to support claims.
Maximum Score | 25 points 0
Scoring for Plans: Plans should describe why there is a need for a plan to be developed.
Describe the methods that the applicant will use to identify the safety hazards, what sources of
information will be used to document the past history.
Appl. ID #: Page 4 of 11
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Cycle 1 Active Transportation Program ATP Scoring Form (6/5/2014)

Q3. PUBLIC PARTICIPATION and PLANNING (15 points)

A. Describe the community based public participation process that culminated in the project
proposal or plan, such as noticed meetings/public hearings, consultation with stakeholders, etc.

B. Describe the local participation process that resulted in the identification and prioritization of the
project:

C. Is the project cost over $1 Million? Y/N
If Yes- is the project Prioritized in an adopted city or county bicycle transportation plan, pedestrian
plan, safe routes to school plan, active transportation plan, trail plan, or other publicly approved
plan that incorporated elements of an active transportation plan?

The applicant described the methods employed to reach the residents in the SCORE
project area, including participation of disadvantaged community members
impacted by the project.

For Planning Projects: the applicant described the methodology they plan to
utilize to reach the residents in the project area, including how they will
encourage participation of disadvantaged community members impacted by
the project

For all project types: common methods used or that should be discussed
include meetings held at convenient times for working residents, meetings 5 points
conducted in primary community language or interpretation provided,
meetings take place in the community or within a convenient distance for
residents, discussed how meetings were advertised to reach local community,
temporary child care was provided.

Applicant lists organizations/agencies involved and describes how each was
involved in the planning process.

For Planning Projects: the applicant should list the organizations/agencies
they intend to involve and describes how each is important to the planning
process.

3 points

Applicant gathered input and describes feedback received from the residents,
and key collaborative agencies/groups, including but not limited to school

leadership, parent-teacher organizations, the public health department, law 3 points
enforcement, traffic engineers, and pedestrian/bicycle advocates.

Applicant provided copies of meeting sign in sheets, meeting
notices/advertisements, or other proof of community involvement. 1 points

Applicant’s project is supported by transportation planning documents.

Documents were attached or referenced. 1 points
Applicant attached letters of commitment and / or support from collaborative 1 points
agencies P
Applicant provided adequate detail of how the project was selected for .

. 1 points
funding.
Applicant provided no details of participation of community members. 0 points

Maximum Score | 15 points 0
Appl. ID #: Page 5 of 11
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Cycle 1 Active Transportation Program ATP Scoring Form

Q4. COST EFFECTIVENESS (10 points)

(6/5/2014)

A. Describe the alternatives that were considered. Discuss the relative costs and benefits of all the

alternatives and explain why the nominated one was chosen.

B. Calculate the ratio of the benefits of the project relative to both the total project cost and funds

Benefit Benefit
Total Project Cost ATP Funds Requested

).

requested (i.e.,

In preparing the analysis, an applicant must list all assumptions and sources of data.

Part A.
SCORE
The applicant provided a discussion of the range of alternatives
that were considered for this project.
In addition to the chosen project, there must be at least one 2 Points
alternative listed and discussed in order to receive the points for
this criterion.
The applicant discussed the costs and benefits for each
alternative listed.
1 Point
If the applicant does not discuss the cost and benefit for each of
the listed alternatives than they will receive “0” points for this
criterion.
The applicant discussed the costs and benefits for the chosen 1 Point
project.
The applicant explained why the nominated choice was chosen .
. 1 Point
over the other alternatives.
No alternatives were considered. 0 Points
Maximum Score 5 Points 0
Part B. (Select only one)
SCORE
Applicant logically described how project benefits were quantified 5 points
and has a benefit-cost ratio greater than 1.0
Applicant logically described how project benefits were quantified 2 points
and has benefit-cost ratio less than 1.0
Applicant did not logically describe how project benefits were .
i 0 points
quantified.
Maximum Score 5 Points 0

Appl. ID #: Page 6 of 11
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Cycle 1 Active Transportation Program ATP Scoring Form

Q5.

IMPROVE PUBLIC HEALTH

(6/5/2014)

Describe how the project will improve or plans to improve public health, i.e. through the targeting
of populations who have a high risk factor for obesity, physical inactivity, asthma, or other health

issues. (10 points)

e Applicant exceptionally described how the project will improve public health and

addresses high risk populations- 7 to 10 points

e Applicant adequately described how the project will improve public health and addresses

high risk populations - 4 to 6 points

e Applicant minimally described how the project will improve public health and addresses

high risk populations - 1 to 3 points

e Applicant did not describe how the project will improve public health - 0 points

Applicant described how they coordinated with the local health
department or other local health sources to identify health data and
risk factors for the community.

For Plans: the Applicant describes who they intend to coordinate
with (local health department or other local health sources) to
identify health data and risk factors for the community.

4 Points

SCORE

Applicant described the health data used to identify the community
health issues and referenced source and date.

2 Points

Applicant described the targeted populations and how the project
will address the health issues experienced by these populations.

2 Points

Applicant attached maps, data and/or references to academic or
media articles to support claims regarding risk factors.

2 Points

Applicant did not describe how the project will improve public
health.

0 points

Maximum Score

10 Points

Appl. ID #: Page 7 of 11
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Active Transportation Program ATP Scoring Form (6/5/2014)

Q6. BENEFIT TO DISADVANTAGED COMMUNITIES (10 points)

A. 1. Is the project located in a disadvantaged community? Y/N

I. Does the project significantly benefit a disadvantaged community? Y/N

o Median household income for the community benefited by the project: $
(PEC’s: This must be less than $49,120 to qualify).
o California Communities Environmental Health Screen Tool (CalEnvironScreen) score for the

community benefited by the project: (PEC'’s: Score must be 38.46 or higher)
o For projects that benefit public school students, percentage of students eligible for the Free or
Reduced Price Meals Program: % (PEC’s: Must be at least 75% to qualify)

o Alternative Disadvantaged Community determination method. Does the justification meet the
CTC Guideline criterion? Y/N

B. (1) Describe how the project demonstrates a clear benefit to a disadvantaged community and
for projects using the school based criteria describe specifically how the school students and
community will benefit.

(2) What percentage of the project funding will benefit that community?

Part B.1

Applicant describes what public health, safety, and/or SCORE
infrastructure challenges are present in the .

. - 2 Points
disadvantaged community.

Applicant describes how the project will address these
barriers and will improve access to active transportation 2 Points
for the residents living in disadvantaged communities.

Applicant attached maps, data, and/or references to

support claims regarding benefits to disadvantaged 1 Point
community.
Applicant provided no details of how disadvantaged .
. . - 0 Points
community will benefit
Maximum Score | 5 Points 0

Part B.2: Percent (%) of project funding that benefits the disadvantaged community
(Select only one)

SCORE

80% - 100% of project funding benefits the disadvantaged 5 points
community
60% - 79% of project funding benefits the disadvantaged 4 points
community
40% - 59% of project funding benefits the disadvantaged 3 points
community
20% - 39% of project funding benefits the disadvantaged 2 points
community
1% - 19% of project funding benefits the disadvantaged 1 points
community

0 points
0% of project benefits the disadvantaged community

Maximum Score 5 points 0

Appl. ID #: Page 8 of 11
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Cycle 1 Active Transportation Program ATP Scoring Form (6/5/2014)

Q7. USE OF CALIFORNIA CONSERVATION CORPS (CCC) OR A QUALIFIED COMMUNITY
CONSERVATION CORPS (0 to -5 points)

a. The applicant coordinated with the CCC. And included name, e-mail, and phone # of the
person contacted and the date the information was submitted to them. Y/N

b. The applicant has coordinated with the California Association of Local Conservation Corps
(CALCC) and included name, e-mail, and phone # of the person contacted and the date the
information was submitted to them. Y/N

c. The applicant intends to utilize the CCC or a certified community conservation corps on all
items where participation is indicated? Y/N

SCORE

The applicant contacted BOTH the CCC and the CALCC and
listed the contact names, e-mail addresses, and phone PASS:
numbers for the corp persons contacted and the date the Move to sub-
application information was submitted to them. questions

below for
PASS: If the applicant contacted BOTH agencies and listed further review
the contact information required move to sub-questions
below for further scoring analysis. Or
FAIL: If the applicant did not contact BOTH agencies or did FAIL=(-)5
not list the contact information required, the applicant points
receives an automatic (-) 5 points.
The applicant intends to utilize either the CCC or a certified Y = 0 poi

. . . = 0 points
community conservation corps on all items where
participation is indicated? or
CORPS participation must be verified by checking the corps N = (-) 5 points
information supplied to Caltrans. If the applicants project is
not on the list the score will be (-) 5 points.
If both corps indicate on the Caltrans participation list that
they cannot participate on the project, then the applicant 0 points
will not be penalized and they will receive the maximum of
“0” points.
Question “c”: If the applicant indicates that they will utilize
a corp but does not include the required contact (-) 5 points
information for BOTH of the corps in “a” & “b” then the
score will be (-) 5 points.
Either: 0 points
Maximum Score or 0
(-) 5 points

Maximum score of “0” is predicated on the participation of at least one CORP to the maximum
participation level that the CORP indicated that they can provide. Exception is that if both CORPS
indicate that they cannot participate on the project, then the applicant will not be penalized and
they will receive the maximum of “0” points.

*The CORP and CALCC participation tracking information is posted on the Caltrans ATP website:
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hqg/LocalPrograms/atp/index.html

Appl. ID #: Page 9 of 11
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Cycle 1 Active Transportation Program ATP Scoring Form

Q8. APPLICANT’S PERFORMANCE ON PAST GRANTS (0 to -10 points)

(6/5/2014)

A. Describe any of your agency’s ATP type grant failures during the past 5 years, and what

changes your agency will take in order to deliver this project.

(Select only one)

SCORE

Applicant has no grant experience or applicant has 0 points
performed satisfactorily on past grants. P
The applicant has discussed past problems delivering grants or
and has adequately described what measures will be taken to (-) 5 points
deliver this project. P
The applicant has not performed satisfactorily on past grants
and has not adequately described measures that will be or
taken to deliver this project. (-) 10 points

Maximum Score Max. 0 pts B

Note: Reviewers will score the question based on the response given by the applicants. Caltrans

District staff will verify the correctness of the applicant information.

Appl.-ID #: Page 10 of 11
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To:

From:

Subject:

ATTACHMENTB

Memorandum Tab 20

CHAIR AND COMMISSIONERS CTC Meeting: ~ August 20, 2014

Reference No.: 48
Action

ANDRE BOUTROS
Executive Director

ADOPTION OF THE 2014 ACTIVE TRANSPORTATION PROGRAM (ATP) STATEWIDE
and SMALL URBAN & RURAL COMPONENTS
RESOLUTION G-14-17

ISSUE.:

Should the Commission adopt the 2014 Active Transportation Program (ATP) Statewide (50%) and
Small Urban & Rural (10%) components as recommended by staff?

RECOMMENDATION:

Commission staff recommends that the Commission adopt the 2014 ATP, Statewide and Small
Urban & Rural components, in accordance with the attached resolution and the staff
recommendations, noting any specific changes, corrections, or exceptions to staff recommendations.

The staff recommendations are based primarily on:

Funding levels identified in the 2014 ATP Fund Estimate;
Eligibility for the program;

Advisory Members and Caltrans project scores;

Statutory requirements; and

Commission policies as expressed in the ATP guidelines.

In summary, the recommendations include:

Statewide Program — ATP funds of $183,406,000 for 124 projects valued at $352,872,000
Small Urban & Rural Program — ATP funds of $37,388,000 for 21 projects valued at $74,574,000

The statewide program includes ATP funds of $99,882,000 (54%) for 81 Safe-Routes-to-School
projects including ATP funds of $22,253,000 (12%) for non-infrastructure components of the
projects. ATP funds of $189,508,000 or 86% of the statewide and small urban & rural programs are
directed at 126 projects that provide benefits to disadvantaged communities.
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CHAIR AND COMMISSIONERS Reference No.: 4.8
August 20, 2014
Page 2 of 9

The staff recommendations are not authorization to begin work on a project. Contracts may
not be awarded and/or work cannot begin until an allocation is approved by the Commission

for a project in the adopted program.

BACKGROUND:

Under state law, the Commission adopts the Active Transportation Program. The Commission
adopted the fund estimate and related amendments for the 2014 ATP in December 2013 and August
2014 respectively, and adopted the program guidelines in March 2014. The 2014 ATP will cover a
two-year period from 2014-15 through 2015-16.

The 2014 ATP includes two years of programming, 2014-15 and 2015-16, with $368.079 million in
funding capacity for the following program components™*:

e Statewide (50% or $184.04 million)

— Safe-Routes-to-School ( $72 million with $21.6 million for non-infrastructure)
e Small Urban & Rural (10% or $36.808 million)
e Large MPO (40% or $147.232 million)

*A minimum 25% ($92.02 million) of all ATP funds must benefit disadvantage communities.

Legislation creating the ATP was signed by the Governor on September 26, 2013. The Commission
adopted program guidelines for the 2014 ATP on March 20, 2014 and required receipt of project
applications on or before May 21, 2014. Applications were received for 771 projects valued in
excess of $1 billion.

The Commission formed a multidisciplinary advisory group to assist in evaluating project
applications. The advisory group consisted of stakeholder volunteers with expertise in bicycling and
pedestrian transportation, including Safe Routes to Schools projects, and projects benefiting
disadvantaged communities. Volunteers were assigned to one of eight teams to provide for
geographical representation by large MPOs, RTPAs, small urban, rural areas, and nongovernmental
agencies. Caltrans representatives facilitated the teams ensuring that volunteers and Caltrans scored
each application received. Commission staff also reviewed every project application.

On July 31, 2014, Caltrans submitted recommendations to the Commission for programming the
Statewide and Small Urban & Rural program components. These recommendations were based on a
compilation of scoring data reported by advisory group members and Caltrans staff evaluators. The
attached Caltrans recommendations were consulted by Commission staff in preparing the
Commission’s staff recommendations.

Many projects not recommended for the statewide program component remain eligible for the MPO
program component. The MPOs will bring their program recommendations forward at the
November 2014 CTC meeting for Commission adoption.

Commission staff recommendations include active transportation projects that will provide
significant benefits throughout the state. Examples include, but are not limited to, the following:
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Statewide Projects

e Maryland Elementary Pedestrian Mobility Improvements Project, City of Vista, San Diego
County - $712,000. This highest scoring project will construct sidewalks, curb pop-outs and
other pedestrian safety improvements to serve the Maryland Elementary community.

e CV Link Project, Riverside County - $10,900,000. This is a 50 mile long, mostly Class 1,
multi-use path connecting eight of nine cities in the Coachella Valley and three Indian Tribal
lands. This project has 4 main purposes: provide a safe corridor for alternative modes of
transportation, reduce congestion on Route 111, improve air quality, and improve public
health. This project will serve disadvantaged communities.

e Wilmington Avenue Safe Streets Pedestrian/Bicycle Improvements Project, City of
Compton, Los Angeles County - $996,000. This project provides safety improvements to the
Wilmington Avenue corridor, including pedestrian crossings and bicycle lanes, to address
public complaints of dangerous conditions. This area includes ten public and private schools
and three neighborhood parks. The City of Compton is a disadvantaged community.

e Eastside Light Rail Bike Interface Project, Los Angeles County - $1,305,000. This project
will construct four bikeways connecting the Metro Gold Line light rail stations of Indiana,
Maravilla, Civic Center and Atlantic to the neighboring communities. This project will
benefit disadvantaged communities.

e Three Bike Boulevards Project, City of Santa Ana, Orange County - $950,000. This is a
project to construct three bike boulevards, with bulb-outs, traffic circles and other traffic
calming elements. Santa Ana has limited existing bicycle facilities, but has a large number
of bicycling trips per day, leading to increased accident rates. This project will benefit a
disadvantaged community.

e Covelo Route 162 Corridor Multi-Purpose Trail Project, Community of Covelo, Mendocino
County - $847,000. This project provides a Class 1 trail off State Route 162, which serves as
the main street in the community. The Round Valley Tribes’ Commerce Center, Tribal
Performance Grounds, Tribal Health Center, Tribal Administrative Center and outlying
residential areas generate pedestrian and bicycle traffic in the corridor.

e Napa Vine Trail, Gap Closure Project, Napa County - $3,600,000. This project will
contribute to the completion of a 14 mile long section of the Vine Trail from the Town of
Yountville to Napa Valley College. This trail will eventually connect to Vallejo Ferry
Terminal, all park-n-ride lots in the County, and the County’s transit center and multiple bus
stops.

e Teresa Burke School & Filburn Walking Path Project, City of Wasco, Kern County -
$1,794,000. This project will construct the pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure necessary for
safe access to an elementary school on the south side of Filourn Avenue. The majority of
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students live on the north side of Filburn, with a wide (90 ft) road with high traffic speeds.
This project benefits a disadvantaged community.

Bicycle Master Plan Update, City of Stockton, San Joaquin County - $550,000. This is a
project to rewrite the Stockton Bicycle Master Plan to align with City and Regional goals as
described in current sustainable growth, infill development, complete streets, climate action
and transit oriented development documents. The plan will facilitate rapid construction of
the remainder of an optimized bicycle network.

Small Urban & Rural Projects

State Highway 59 Multi-Use Path, City of Merced, Merced County - $958,000. This project
will add off-street bicycle and pedestrian facilities for travel to and from employment and
shopping districts along Route 59. Current travel occurs on dirt shoulders between traffic
and a fence creating an unsafe environment. This project benefits a disadvantaged
community.

Trout Creek Trail, Phase 2, Town of Truckee, Nevada County - $1,520,000. This project
constructs the final connecting trail segment between Historic Downtown Truckee and the
Truckee Donner subdivision, containing over 6,000 residential properties. This separated
trail will remove bicycle and pedestrian traffic from nearby roads with histories of accidents.

Humboldt Bay Trail: Arcata Rail with Trail, City of Arcata, Humboldt County - $3,100,000.
This project will construct a 3.2 mile section of Class 1 trail to complete Arcata’s portion of
the Humboldt Bay Trail. This trail diverts bicycle and pedestrian traffic from Highway 101,
State Route 255, and Old Arcata Road onto a safer, separated trail. This is the region’s
highest transportation priority and benefits a disadvantaged community.

North Fremont Street Bicycle and Pedestrian Access and Safety Improvements, City of
Monterey, Monterey County - $6,480,000. This project will construct Class 2 bicycle lanes
along both sides of North Fremont, with signing and bicycle detection at each of five
intersections. It will also include changes to the travel lanes and median to accommodate
bicycle lanes and Bus Rapid Transit queue jumps, shortened pedestrian crossings and median
refuges, and audible pedestrian signals. This project will provide safe access to bicyclists
and pedestrians on a vital link between residential, commercial, educational and community
facilities, and will provide benefits to disadvantaged communities.
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The following table shows the summary of proposed programming recommendations:

Overall Programmin

» Recommendation (Amounts in $1000s)

Component Projects | 14-15 15-16 Total Fund Est Under (Over)
Target Target
Statewide Component 124 | 63,537 119,869 183,406 184,040 634
Small Urban/Rural
Component 21| 14,901 22,487 37,388 36,808 (580)
Total 145 | 78,438 142,356 220,794 220,848 54
Cumulative Programmed 78.438 220794
Cumulative Capacity 149 028 220 848
Cumulative Under (Over) Fund Est 70.590 54
Statutory Requirements (Amounts in $1000s)
. . Under (Over)
Project Type Projects | 14-15 15-16 Total Target Target
Benefit to Disadvantaged
Communities
(Statewide) 110 [ 55,265 105,157 160,422 46,010 (114,412)
Benefit to Disadvantaged
Communities
(Rural) 16 | 10,691 18,395 29,068 9,202 (19,884)
Safe Routes to School 81 | 33,498 66,384 99,882 72,000 (27,882)
Non-
infrastructure 47 | 14,044 8,209 22,253 21,600 (653)

Staff recommendations deviate from the recommendations by Caltrans due to the following:

e Commission staff reviewed all project scores submitted by Caltrans, which in some cases
reflected significant differences. Scores falling significantly outside (much lower or higher
than) other project scores were identified. In these instances, Commission staff reviewed the
individual project application to validate the reasonableness of the project scores. Scores
with significant deviations from the scores of other reviewers that could not be validated
were not included in calculating the overall score. The overall score is based on the average

of the scores determined to be reasonable.

e The statutory minimum of $21.6 million for Safe-Routes-to-School Non-Infrastructure
projects in the Statewide component was not accomplished in Caltrans’ recommendations.
To meet the minimum funding level, non-infrastructure projects are included in the staff

recommendations, replacing infrastructure projects recommended by Caltrans.
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e Two high scoring projects in the City of Perris are recommended for funding. Caltrans did
not recommend these projects based on an understanding that the projects would not be ready
for allocation by the end of 2015-16. Commission staff contacted the applicant agency
directly and confirmed that the projects will be ready for allocation in 2015-16.

e Right-of-way in the amount of $3.9 million for the CV Link project in 2015-16 is
recommended in addition to the $7 million recommended by Caltrans for environmental in
2014-15.

e Two projects (a feasibility study and a street master plan) recommended by Caltrans are not
included in the Commission staff recommendation. These projects, essentially project
initiation documents, do not meet the goals of the program to increase the proportion of
walking and biking trips. These projects may compete in future ATP cycles once project
initiation documents are complete.

e A project recommended by Caltrans for the Small Urban & Rural component is not
recommended by Commission staff. The project, located in ElI Dorado County, is within the
boundaries of the Sacramento Area Council of Governments. Since this project falls within
the boundaries of a large MPO, it is not eligible for the Small Urban and Rural component.
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FUND ESTIMATE AND GUIDELINES FOR THE 2014 ATP

The development of the 2014 ATP began with the Commission’s adoption of the 2014 ATP Fund
Estimate on December 13, 2013, the adoption of the ATP guidelines on March 20, 2014, and a Fund
Estimate amendment (adding $9 million) to be adopted on August 20, 2014.

2014 ATP Fund Estimate

The 2014 ATP Fund Estimate covered the two-year period of the 2014 ATP, 2014-15 and 2015-16,
with an estimated total new programming capacity of $359.1 million. This capacity includes three
years (2013-14, 2014-15, and 2015-16) of estimated state and federal funds. The amended 2014
ATP Fund Estimate adds $9 million to the original estimate, for a new total program capacity of
$368.1 million. Fifty percent of the total ($184.05) is set aside for the statewide competitive
component, ten percent ($36.81) is set aside for the small urban and rural competitive component,
and forty percent ($147.24) is set aside for the large MPO competitive component.

SUMMARY OF 2014 ATP CAPACITY

(% in millions)

New Added
Capacity Capacity Total
State Highway Account $102,600 $9,000 $111,600
Federal Transportation Alternative Program (TAP) 190,950 190,950
Federal TAP Recreational Trails 5,700 5,700
Other Federal 59,850 59,850
Total (may not match FE due to rounding) $ 359,100 $9,000 $368,100
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ATP Guidelines
Policies and Procedures Specific to the 2014 ATP

The following specific policies and procedures address the particular circumstances of the 2014
ATP:

Schedule. The following schedule lists the major milestones for the development and adoption of
the 2014 ATP:

Commission adopts Fund Estimate December 11, 2013
Commission adopts ATP Guidelines March 20, 2014
Call for projects March 21, 2014
Applications due to Caltrans May 21, 2014
Commission Approves/Rejects MPO Optional Guidelines  June 25, 2014

CTC Staff recommendations for Statewide and Small August 8, 2014

Urban and Rural Components
Commission adopts Statewide and Small Urban and Rural ~ August 20, 2014

Components
MPO programming recommendations to CTC September 30, 2014
Commission adopts MPO selected projects November 12, 2014

ATP Fund Estimate. The program capacity for the 2014 ATP Fund Estimate was based on Senate
Bill 99 and Assembly Bill 101, along with the Federal Highway Administration, Commission and
California State Transportation Agency Guidance. The Administration proposed the ATP in the
January 2013 Governor’s Budget proposal, but due to the complex nature of the programs, and the
scope of the changes proposed, the Legislature chose to defer action on this proposal when adopting
the June 15th Budget package and instead froze funds for these purposes and inserted intent
language that the ATP would be developed before the end of the 2014 legislative session.

An amended Fund Estimate is to be adopted at the August 20, 2014 CTC meeting to include the
addition of $9 million in state funds identified for the program in the 2014-15 state budget.
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ATTACHMENTS TO 2014 ATP STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS

PROJECT LISTS

The tables on the following pages include projects recommended for the statewide and small urban
& rural components, and a list of all project applications received. Caltrans recommendations are
also provided.

The tables are:

e Staff Recommendation, Statewide Component. Includes the proposed new programming for
the statewide component by County and by Agency.

e Staff Recommendation, Small Urban and Rural Component. Includes the proposed new
programming for the small urban and rural component by County and by Agency.

e All Project Applications. Includes a listing of all 771 projects applied for in the 2014 ATP, by
County.
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2014 Active Transportation Program - Statewide Component, CTC Staff Recommendation

8/8/2014

Total Total
ID Co Agency Project Title Project Fund 14-15 15-16 RW CON PAED PSE DAC Plan SRTS SRTS-NI
Cost Request
0118 ALA Alameda CTC East Bay Greenway 3,000 2,656 2,656 2,656 2,125 2,656
0119 ALA Albany Complete Streets Implementation for San Pablo Ave and Buchanan St 3,465 335 335 18 18 299 335 335
0137 ALA Oakland International Blvd Ped Lighting and Sidewalk Repair 6,475 2,481 279 2,202 2,202 279 2,481
0139 ALA Oakland LAMMPS/Laurel, Mills, Maxwell Park and Seminary Active Trnasportation Connection 4,066 3,598 695 2,903 84 2,903 611 3,598
0052 BUT Paradise Pearson Rd SR2S Connectivity Project 1,388 1,388 226 1,162 1,162 45 181 1,388 1,388 91
0004 DN  Del Norte LTC Del Norte Walk & Roll to School Encouragement Program 134 60 60 60 60 60
0287 FRE CSU Fresno Barstow Ave Bikeways 2,075 872 872 650 222 872
0294 FRE Fresno COG Regional Active Transportation Plan 150 150 150 150 150 150
0010 HUM Humboldt Co Redwood Mobility Education Program 600 600 600 600 600 600 600
0011 HUM Humboldt Co Lafayette Elementary School Safe Routes Improv. 800 800 65 735 5 730 5 60 800 800 75
0703 IMP Westmorland Improve Center St Ped Facility 1,113 985 985 897 88 985 985
0313 KER Delano Safety and Education for an Active Delano School Community 393 393 31 362 362 31 393 393 50
0315 KER Kern Co Highland Elementary Ped Improvements 330 275 275 275 275 275
0316 KER Kern Co Horace Mann Ped Improvements 372 310 310 310 310 310
0582 KER Tehachapi Valley Blvd Bikeway 1,292 1,292 136 1,156 1,156 6 130 1,292
0329 KER Wasco Palm Ave Elementary School Ped Infrastructure Improvements 458 458 48 410 19 410 2 27 458 458
0333 KER Wasco Teresa Burke School & Filburn Walking Path 1,794 1,794 224 1,570 110 1,570 5 109 1,794 1,794
0377 LA Bell Florence Ave Ped Improvements 2,405 62 62 62 62
0378 LA Bell Gardens City Wide Safety Enhancement Project 997 802 802 802 802
0381 LA Carson City of Carson Active Transportation Project 1,482 1,482 1,482 1,436 46 1,482
0382 LA Compton Wilmington Ave Safe Streets Ped/Bicycle Improvements 996 996 47 949 949 a7 996
0384 LA Cudahy Cudahy Citywide SRTS Improvement (Ped Crosswalks) 1,271 1,271 98 1,173 1,173 98 1,271 1,271
0389 LA  Duarte Duarte Gold Line Station Ped and Bicycle Improvements 1,646 1,305 148 1,157 1,157 36 112 650
0392 LA El Monte City School District Durfee-Thompson Elementary Emerald Necklace Walking School Bus 692 604 604 604 604 604 604
0394 LA Glendale Citywide Ped Plan 500 500 500 500 500 500
0396 LA Glendale SRTS Improvements 1,642 1,642 126 1,516 1,516 126 640 1,642
0401 LA Inglewood Active Transportation Plan & SRTS Plan 486 486 486 486 486 332 486 100
0408 LA Lancaster 5th Street East Corridor Improvements 1,438 1,438 85 1,353 1,353 85 1,438 1,438 30
0409 LA LARRC N. Atwater Non-Motorized Multimodal Bridge 9,038 3,660 3,660 3,660 3,660
0416 LA Los Angeles Yale St Ped Linkages - Phase 1 690 690 110 580 580 110 690 690
0418 LA Los Angeles Beverly Blvd Trans Enhancements 1,374 992 992 992 992
0420 LA Los Angeles Cesar E Chavez Connections 2,350 1,565 1,565 1,565 1,565
0422 LA Los Angeles Top 50 SRTS Safety Assessments & Travel Plans 1,900 1,900 1,900 1,900 1,900 1,900 1,900 1,900
0424 LA Los Angeles Eastside Active Transportation Linkages, Ph Il 3,651 2,237 382 1,855 1,855 382 2,237
0425 LA Los Angeles Hollywood Western Ped Improvements 3,923 2,288 322 1,966 1,966 322 2,288
0428 LA Los Angeles SRTS Education and Enforcement Prog 2,829 2,829 2,829 2,829 2,829 2,829
0429 LA Los Angeles Expo Line Bundy Sta First-Last Mile Improvements 3,450 3,053 287 2,766 2,766 287 3,053 3,053
0430 LA Los Angeles Little Tokyo Ped Safety 4,439 3,316 663 2,653 2,653 663 3,316
0431 LA Los Angeles Hollywood HS & Selma Ave ES, SRTS 3,412 3,412 661 2,751 2,751 661 3,412 3,412
0434 LA Los Angeles SRTS Delores Huerta ES/Quincy Jones ES 4,292 4,292 858 3,434 3,434 858 4,292 4,292
0435 LA Los Angeles SRTS Menlo Ave ES/West Vernon ES 4,742 4,742 948 3,794 3,794 948 4,742 4,742
0436 LA Los Angeles SRTS Sheridan St ES/Breed St ES 5,092 5,092 1,018 4,074 4,074 1,018 5,092 5,092
0442 LA Los Angeles Co Vermont Av Bike Lane, Manchester-El Segundo 1,317 676 676 676 676
0443 LA Los Angeles Co East Los Angeles Community SRTS Program 925 810 810 710 100 810 810 190
0445 LA Los Angeles Co Florence-Firestone Community SRTS 1,092 960 960 850 110 960 960 105
0446 LA Los Angeles Co Florence Metro Blue Line Stn Bikeway Access Improv. 1,624 1,188 1,188 1,188 1,188
0447 LA Los Angeles Co Eastside Light Rail Bike Interface Project 1,861 1,305 1,305 1,305 1,305
0448 LA Los Angeles Co Unincorporated LA County Ped Plans and Programs 1,498 (41,445 1,445 1,445 1,445 1,445
Amounts shown in thousands. DAC: Benefit to Disadvantaged Communities; Plan: Active Transportation Plan; SRTS: Safe Routes to School; NI: Non-Infrastructure. Page 1 of 3
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Total Total
ID Co Agency Project Title Project Fund 14-15 15-16 RW CON PAED PSE DAC Plan SRTS SRTS-NI
Cost Request
0449 LA Los Angeles Co Quarry Clasp Peck Road to Peck Park Bike Project 2,575 1,546 1,546 1,546 1,546
0450 LA Los Angeles Co Willowbrook Area Ped Access Improvements to MLK MACC 5,555 3,865 3,865 3,865 3,865
0457 LA Palmdale Active Transportation Program Plan 595 595 595 595 595
0458 LA Palmdale Ave R Complete Streets and Safe Routes 6,669 5,332 3,080 2,252 2,500 2,252 140 440 5,332 5,332
0466 LA Pomona Priority Implementation for Downtown Bike and Ped Improvements 2,010 2,010 2,010 2,010 2,010
0478 LA Santa Monica Santa Monica SRTS Program 450 450 450 450 450 450
0022 MEN MCOG Covelo SR 162 Corridor Multi-Purpose Trail, Phase 1 904 847 663 184 233 430 184 847 847 233
0023 MEN Mendocino Co HSSA SRTS 871 871 871 871 871 871 871
0235 MON Monterey Co Castroville Bike/Ped Path and RR Crossing 8,931 913 913 913 913 913
0174 NAP NCTPA Napa Vine Trail Phase 2- Gap Closure 7,600 3,600 3,600 3,600 3,600
0707 ORA Anaheim Western Ave Ped Signal 400 400 81 319 30 319 51 400 400 8
0708 ORA Anaheim South St Sidwalk Gap Closure 796 796 367 429 267 429 100 796 796 15
0710 ORA Anaheim Cerritos Ave Sidewalk Gap Closure 1,209 1,209 587 622 467 622 100 20 1,209 8
0751 ORA Santa Ana Newhope-Civic Ctr-Grand Class 11 Bike Lanes 272 272 272 272 272
0752 ORA Santa Ana Complete Streets Plan 300 300 300 300 300 300
0754 ORA Santa Ana SRTS Enhancements for Heninger Elementary 480 480 35 445 445 35 480 480 15
0756 ORA Santa Ana SRTS Enhancements for King Elementary 500 500 36 464 464 36 500 15
0758 ORA Santa Ana SRTS Enhancements for Washington Elementary 780 780 57 723 723 57 780 780 15
0760 ORA Santa Ana Develop, design, and construct Bishop-Pacific-Shelton bike boulevards 950 950 70 880 880 70 950 950
0072 PLA Roseville Downtown Roseville Class 1 Trails 2,547 1,236 1,236 1,236
0507 RIV  CVAG CV Link 99,359 10,900 7,000 3,900 3,900 7,000 7,000
0509 RIV Indio Andrew Jackson Elementary Ped Improvements 2,581 2,581 207 2,374 2,374 21 186 2,581 2,581
0510 RIV  Jurupa Valley SRTS - Troth St 689 627 125 502 502 125 627 627
0511 RIV  Jurupa Valley Pyrite St SRTS Project 732 665 133 532 532 133 665
0512 RIV  Moreno Valley Citywide SRTS Ped Facility Improvements 1,640 1,640 160 1,480 71 1,480 4 85 1,640 1,640 60
0515 RIV  Perris Murrieta Road Ped Improvements 1,100 1,100 1,100 1,100 1,100 1,100
0516 RIV  Perris Perris Valley Storm Drain Channel Trail 3,828 1,202 1,202 1,202 1,202
0519 RIV  Riverside Downtown and Adjoining Areas Bicycle and Ped Improvements 997 877 877 877 877
0768 RIV  Riverside Co DPH SRTS Active Transportation Program City of Perris 350 350 350 350 350 350 350
0769 RIV  Riverside Co DPH SRTS City of Jurupa Valley 500 500 500 500 500 500 500
0770 RIV  Riverside Co DPH SRTS City of Indio 500 500 500 500 500 500 500
0532 RIV  San Jacinto Safe & Active San Jacinto SRTS 989 989 989 126 807 28 28 989 989 150
0074 SAC Elk Grove Lower Laguna Creek Open Space Preserve Trail 1,778 1,573 266 1,307 83 1,224 106 160 1,573 1,573
0092 SAC Sacramento Co Howe Ave Sidwalk Infill and Bike Lane Imrprovements 1,853 1,853 320 1,533 40 1,533 280 1,853 1,853
0093 SAC SJUSD SRTS 250 250 250 250 250 250 250 250
0246 SB Lompoc Sidewalk Infill and Curb Ramp Project 442 442 39 403 403 4 35 442 442
0260 SB Lompoc USD Developing a Sustainable SRTS Program 411 411 411 411 411 411 411 411
0251 SB  Santa Barbara Cacique & Soledad Ped/Bicycle Bridges & Corr Improv 3,703 2,703 150 2,553 2,153 150 400 2,703 2,703
0540 SBD Apple Valley Apple Valley SRTS 1,095 1,095 1,095 1,095 1,095 1,095
0546 SBD Colton Active transportation plan 265 265 265 265 265 265
0552 SBD Ontario SRTS Active Transportation-Bon View, Corona, Euclid and Vineyard Elementary Schools 1,164 1,164 150 1,014 50 1,014 100 1,164 1,164 8
0557 SBD Rilato SRTS Plan 1,450 1,450 1,450 1,450 1,450 1,450 1,450
0537 SBD SANBAG SANBAG SRTS Plan 400 400 400 400 120 400 400 400
0561 SBD SANBAG Metrolink Station Accessiblity Imrprovement 4,679 4,679 576 4,103 4,103 576 4,679
0566 SBD Yucaipa Safe Routes to Calimesa and Wildwood Elementary Schools 1,027 872 872 872 523 872
0265 SCR Santa Cruz Co HSA SRTS Education and Encouragement in Santa Cruz County 447 447 447 447 447 447
0654 SD  chula Vista Elementary school District 1t's Cool 2 Walk to School NI Project 590 590 590 590 590 590 590
0655 SD  Coronado SRTS Education 43 e 36 36 36 36 36
Amounts shown in thousands. DAC: Benefit to Disadvantaged Communities; Plan: Active Transportation Plan; SRTS: Safe Routes to School; NI: Non-Infrastructure. Page 2 of 3
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Total Total
ID Co Agency Project Title Project Fund 14-15 15-16 RW CON PAED PSE DAC Plan SRTS SRTS-NI
Cost Request
0659 SD  El Cajon Cajon Valley Union School District SRTS Project 500 500 500 500 500 500 500
0666 SD  Imperial Beach Elm Ave Traffic, Ped and Cycling Safety & Mobility Imrpovement 1,459 709 226 483 6 483 220 709 709 55
0669 SD  LaJolla Band of Luiseno Indians La Jolla Active Transportation Project 2014 4,110 4,110 1,230 2,880 3,019 350 591 4,110
0670 SD  La Mesa King Street Ped and Bicycle Improvements 1,050 940 130 810 15 810 35 80 940 940
0672 SD  National City El Toyon - Las Palmas Bicycle Corridor 1,865 375 375 75 50 250 300 375
0673 SD  National City National City SRTS Ped Enhancements 1,690 350 275 75 75 50 225 350 350
0676 SD  National City 18th St Bicycle and Ped Enhancements 1,225 1,225 200 1,025 50 975 50 150 1,225
0680 SD  San Diego Linda Vista SRTS 500 500 500 500 500 500
0681 SD  San Diego Chollas Creek-Bayshore Bikeway Final Design 735 735 735 20 20 695 735
0688 SD  San Diego Co SRTS - Live Oak Elementary/Potter Junior High 2,760 2,760 860 1,900 166 1,900 360 334 2,066
0700 SD  Vista Vista SRTS Master Plan 120 120 120 120 120 120 120 120
0702 SD  Vista Maryland Elementary Ped Mobility improv 792 712 85 627 627 85 712 712
0195 SF San Francisco Co DPH  San Francisco SRTS to Non-Infrastructure Project 990 990 990 990 990 990 990
0197 SF SF DPW John Yehall Chin SRTS 2,241 514 514 21 493 514 514
0199 SF SFMTA SF Safer Streets 2,000 2,000 2,000 2,000 2,000 2,000 2,000
0031 SHA Redding Placer St Improvements 5,004 2,296 2,296 2,296 2,296
0034 SHA SRTA Shasta SRTS 500 500 500 500 500 500 500
0617 SJ Stockton Bicycle Master Plan Update 550 550 550 550 440
0621 SJ Stockton Fremont Square Sidewalk Reconstruction 728 728 79 649 649 79 728 728
0625 SJ  Stockton San Joaquin Trail 1,479 1,394 1,394 1,205 189 1,394
0205 SM  East Palo Alto Hwy 101 Ped/Bike Overcrossing 9,400 8,600 8,600 8,600 8,600 8,600
0204 SM  San Mateo Co Office of Ed San Mateo County SRTS for Health and Wellness 4,036 900 900 900 900 900
0099 YOL Davis SRTS Program 562 562 562 562 562 542
0105 YOL Woodland 2014 SRTS 539 539 539 539 270 539 539
0109 YUB Marysville SRTS Prject & Programs 489 489 489 448 41 489 489 16
0773 VAR Caltrans State Techncial Assistance Resource Center 1,875 1,875 625 1,250 1,875 1,875 1,875
0569 VAR Omnitrans West Valley Connector Corridor 25,125 3,500 525 2,975 2,975 525 3,115
0494 VAR SCAG SCAG Active Transportation Safety & Encouragement Campaign 2,333 2,333 2,333 2,333 934
352,872 183,406 63,537 119,869 8,177 147,977 12,355 14,447 160,422 9,201 99,882 22,253
67
Amounts shown in thousands. DAC: Benefit to Disadvantaged Communities; Plan: Active Transportation Plan; SRTS: Safe Routes to School; NI: Non-Infrastructure. Page 3 of 3



2014 Active Transportation Program - Small Urban/Rural Component, CTC Staff Recommendation

8/8/2014

Total Total
ID Co Agency Project Title Project Fund 14-15 15-16 RW CON PAED PSE DAC Plan SRTS SRTS-NI
Cost Request
0041 BUT Biggs SRTS Project 860 860 40 820 760 40 60 860 860 40
0051 BUT Paradise Maxwell Drive SR2S Project 968 968 131 837 837 33 98 968 968 66
0006 HUM Arcata Humboldt Bay Trail: Arcata Rail with Trail Project 5,366 3,100 3,100 3,100 2,325
0008 HUM Fortuna SRTS safety improvements on bike/ped facilities 917 917 88 829 829 35 53 917 917 75
0014 HUM Humboldt Co Samoa Trail 2,022 2,022 241 1,781 1,781 241 2,022
0017 LAK Clearlake Phillips Ave Class Il Bicycle Lanes & Roadway Rehab 1,177 564 69 495 495 23 46 564 564
0705 MAD Chowchilla Roberston Blvd/SR233 & 11 St Ped Improvements 550 550 550 470 20 60 550 550
0020 MEN Fort Bragg Chestnut St Multi Use Facilty and SRTS 1,051 259 259 259 259 259 26
0599 MER Merced State Highway 59 Multi-use Path 958 958 958 400 483 5 70 958
0601 MER Merced Co Walnut Ave Complete Street Upgrade 2,179 1,781 236 1,545 1,545 200 36 1,781 1,781 150
0234 MON Monterey North Fremont Bike and Ped Access and Safety Improvements 7,318 6,480 735 5,745 443 5,302 735 6,480
0237 MON Monterey Co HD Via Salinas Valley: Pathways to Health Through Active Transportation 4,666 4,662 4,662 140 4,172 9 345 4,662 427 4,662 320
0587 MNO Mono Co SRTS - Bridgeport and Lee Vining 1,970 1,970 200 1,770 1,770 40 160 1,970
0068 NEV Truckee Trout Creek Trail, Ph 2 2,300 1,520 1,520 1,520
0242 SB Goleta Hollister Class 1 Bike 1,780 1,644 1,644 1,644 1,644
0243 SB  Goleta Fowler Rd & Ekwill St Extension 23,871 2,010 2,010 2,010
0249 SB  Santa Barbara Lower Milpas Ped Improv. 1,097 1,097 125 972 972 20 105 1,097 1,097
0250 SB  Santa Barbara Las Positas Rd Multiuse Path 10,387 1,372 354 1,018 354 1,018 1,372
0252 SB  Santa Barbara Montecito St Bridge Replace & Ped Improv 3,875 3,442 597 2,845 2,845 147 450 3,442 3,442
0264 SCR Santa Cruz Co Radar Speed Feedback Signs and Flashing Beacons 829 829 829 757 72 829 829
0269 SCR UC Santa Cruz Great Meadow Bike Path Safety Improvements Project 433 383 71 312 312 71
TOTAL 74,574 37,388 14,901 22,487 983 31,863 1,167 3,379 29,086 427 19,543 677
68
Amounts shown in thousands. DAC: Benefit to Disadvantaged Communities; Plan: Active Transportation Plan; SRTS: Safe Routes to School; NI: Non-Infrastructure. Page 1 of 1



2014 Active Transportation Program - Applications Sorted by County, CTC Staff Recommendation 8/8/2014

Total Total
ID Co Agency Project Title Project Fund 14-15 | 15-16 RW CON PAED PSE DAC Plan SRTS |SRTS-NI| E1 E2 E3 [Score
Cost Request
0110 ALA Alameda Encinal High School Intersection Safety Imrpovement Project 437 387 387 387 387 63 56 70 63.0
0111 ALA Alameda Cross Alameda Trail 2,520 2,231 226 2,005 2,005 226 718 123 75 89 71 783
0112 ALA Alameda Co A Street Bicycle and Pedestrain Safety Improvement Project 2,370 240 240 240 55 41 66 54.0
0113 ALA Alameda Co Anita Ave Ped Safety Imrpovement Project 2,600 265 265 265 265 53 58 59 56.7
0114 ALA Alameda Co D Street Ped Safety Improvement Project 4,850 485 485 485 485 53 66 55 58.0
0115 ALA Alameda Co Be Oakland, Be Active: A Comprehensive SRTS Program 988 988 988 988 988 988 60 - 77 685
0116 ALA Alameda Co Ashland Ave Bicycle and Ped SRTS Project 910 708 708 615 93 708 708 85 - 73 79.0
0117 ALA Alameda Co Hillside Elementary School SRTS Project 970 858 858 858 858 858 67 78 17 725
0118 ALA Alameda CTC East Bay Greenway 3,000 2,656 2,656 2,656 2,125 2,656 90 92 90 90.7
0119 ALA Albany Complete Streets Implementation for San Pablo Ave and Buchanan St 3,465 335 335 18 18 299 335 335 8 90 90 883
0120 ALA BART MacArthur Transit Village Improvements 5,657 1,500 1,500 1,500 1,500 1,500 60 29 58 49.0
0121 ALA BART Berkeley BART Plaza and Transit Area Improvements 10,456 3,726 3,726 3,726 3,726 45 46 46 45.7
0122 ALA Berkeley SRTS Improvements 292 263 263 231 32 263 78 69 74 73.7
0123 ALA Berkeley SRTS Improvements 318 286 286 251 35 286 78 69 76 743
0124 ALA Berkeley SRTS Improvements - LeConte ES 758 682 682 600 82 682 69 84 70 743
0125 ALA Emeryville South Bayfront Ped and Bicycle Bridge 19,000 - 78 85 77 80.0
0126 ALA Fremont Ped and Bike Improvements at Niles Elementary 899 796 80 716 716 80 796 796 796 73 52 38 543
0127 ALA Fremont Civic Cntr Dr Ped & Bike Streetscape Improvements 2,400 2,112 176 1,936 1,936 4 172 81 61 49 63.7
0128 ALA Hayward Tennyson Ped and Bicycle Bridge Project 1,242 295 168 127 168 127 295 73 67 66 68.7
0129 ALA Hayward Cannery Pedestrain and Bicycle Bridge Project 2,132 434 243 191 243 191 434 71 - 63 670
0130 ALA Livermore Marylin Ave Elementary SRTS 359 359 359 275 1 83 359 359 - 39 8 620
0131 ALA Oakland High Street-Courtland Ave-Ygnacio Ave Intersection Improvements for SRTS 1,128 84 84 84 84 84 67 79 66 70.7
0132 ALA Oakland International Blvd Ped Refuges 602 602 82 520 520 82 602 67 84 33 613
0133 ALA Oakland Thornhill Drive/Mountain Blvd Intersection Improvements 660 660 139 521 521 139 660 660 59 - 75 670
0134 ALA Oakland Harrison St/27th St/24th St Improvements 850 850 179 671 671 179 850 850 91 69 86 82.0
0135 ALA Oakland Park Blvd Area Improvements 1,147 1,147 241 906 906 241 1,147 1,147 71 80 93 813
0136 ALA Oakland City of Oakland Improvements for SRTS 1,236 1,236 260 976 976 260 1,236 1,236 68 75 87 76.7
0137 ALA Oakland International Blvd Ped Lighting and Sidewalk Repair 6,475 2,481 279 2,202 2,202 279 2,481 94 838 8 90.0
0138 ALA Oakland Lake Merritt to Bay Trail Bicycle Ped Gap Closure Project 16,212 3,210 750 2,460 325 2,885 3,210 84 72 76 773
0139 ALA Oakland LAMMPS/Laurel, Mills, Maxwell Park and Seminary Active Trnasportation Connection 4,066 3,598 695 2,903 84 2,903 611 3,598 95 91 77 87.7
0140 ALA San Leandro Traffic Safety Improvements at Garfield & Lincoln Schools 341 307 34 273 273 34 307 22 63 66 74 677
0141 ALA San Leandro Floresta/Monterey Instersection Improvements 801 681 60 621 621 60 681 681 - 72 48 60.0
0589 AMA Jackson Jackson Creek Walk 1,160 249 249 50 100 99 249 75 51 64 633
0590 AMA Plymouth SR-49/Main Street Intersection Improvement 4,926 699 699 699 699 56 57 52 55.0
0591 AMA Sutter Creek Hanford Street Bicycle & Ped Improv. 1,204 1,204 201 1,003 1,003 80 121 61 60 78 66.3
0041 BUT Biggs SRTS Project 860 860 40 820 760 40 60 860 860 40 - 70 94 82.0
0042 BUT Butte Co South Oroville Ped and Bike Plan 375 375 375 375 375 375 67 79 71 723
0043 BUT Chico Bidwell park Middle Trail Rehabilitation 249 220 220 215 5 36 - 39 375
0044 BUT Chico SR32 & lvy Street 2,740 558 558 558 558 49 49 60 52.7
0045 BUT Chico LCC Bikeway Phase 2 1,138 563 563 563 563 563 62 31 39 440
0046 BUT Chico Memorial Way Multimodal Improvements 576 576 200 376 100 376 100 576 576 68 50 44 470
0047 BUT Chico SR99 Bikeway Phase 4 1,598 1,498 100 1,398 400 998 100 1,498 52 47 11 495
0048 BUT Gridley SR 99 Ped Infrastructure 767 625 625 625 625 54 70 55 59.7
0049 BUT Oroville Rt 162 & Myers St Ped improv 998 111 101 10 10 101 47 16 61 54.0
0050 BUT Paradise Downtown Paradise Equal Mobility Project 537 77 19 58 38 19 20 77 57 80 71 693
0051 BUT Paradise Maxwell Drive SR2S Project 968 968 131 837 837 33 98 968 968 66 78 8 83 820
0052 BUT Paradise Pearson Rd SR2S Connectivity Project 1,388 1,388 226 1,162 1,162 45 181 1,388 1,388 91 - 89 80 84.5
194

Amounts shown in thousands. DAC: Benefit to Disadvantaged Communities; Plan: Active Transportation Plan; SRTS: Safe Routes to School; NI: Non-Infrastructure; E1: Evaluator 1; E2: Evaluator 2: E3: Evaluator 3 Page 1 of 17



2014 Active Transportation Program - Applications Sorted by County, CTC Staff Recommendation 8/8/2014

Total Total
ID Co Agency Project Title Project Fund 14-15 | 15-16 RW CON PAED PSE DAC Plan SRTS |SRTS-NI| E1 E2 E3 [Score
Cost Request
0592 CAL Angels The City of Angels Camp Ped Mobility Project 709 47 a7 a7 77 71 66 713
0593 CAL Calaveras Co San Andreas Ped Mobility Project 635 41 41 41 41 68 65 81 713
0142 CC CCTA Mokelumne Trail Bicycle/Ped Overcrossing 6,600 6,098 6,098 1,171 4,879 48 66 54 33 60.0
0143 CC  Contra Costa Co Pacheco Blvd Sidewalk Gap Closure (Phase II1) 355 300 300 300 300 79 60 66 683
0144 CC  Contra Costa Co Appian Way Complete Street 3,209 500 500 159 341 500 61 71 62 64.7
0145 CC  Contra Costa Co Rio Vista Ped Connectoin 904 689 193 496 193 496 70 145 689 689 45 93 78 56 75.7
0146 CC  Contra Costa Co Port Chicago Hwy & Willow Pass Rd bike/ped 2,307 1,000 1,000 900 100 1,000 1,000 77 51 56 613
0147 CC  contra Costa Transportation Authority Riverside Ave Ped Overcrossing 4,885 2,000 2,000 2,000 - 77 86 81.5
0148 CC  East Bay Regional Prark District San Francisco Bay Trail, Pinole Shores to Bay Front Park 7,100 4,000 4,000 4,000 70 78 83 77.0
0149 CC Lafayette Pleasanthill Rd (Mt Diablo Blvd - Springhill/Quandt Rds) Complete Streets Project 4,237 535 535 30 505 535 73 - 69 71.0
0150 CC  Orinda Intermediate School Sidewalk Improvements 1,600 1,600 365 1,235 1,235 365 1,600 62 - 61 615
0151 CC  Pleasant Hill Contra Costa Blvd Improvement Project (Beth Dr to Harriet Dr) 2,960 1,556 1,556 1,556 1,556 61 72 70 67.7
0152 CC  Richmond Richmond Greenway Unity Connector 1,600 350 60 290 200 30 120 350 66 49 59 58.0
0153 CC  San Pablo Wildcat Creek Restoratoin and Greenway Trail 3,776 750 750 750 750 80 82 54 720
0154 CC  Walnut Creek Walnut Bl, Homestead Av, Walker Av Improv 8,194 - 47 33 35 383
0155 CC  Walnut Creek Cedro Lane Improv - SRTS 1,389 177 177 35 142 177 54 50 68 573
0156 CC  Walnut Creek Overlook Area SRTS 1,000 177 177 106 71 177 59 65 79 67.7
0001 DN  Crescent City Front St Active Transp Catalyst & Coastal Trailhead 1,853 1,640 1,640 1,640 1,640 62 64 65 63.7
0002 DN  Del Norte Co Mary Peacock School SRTS 489 489 35 454 454 35 489 489 50 66 84 66.7
0003 DN  Del Norte Co Bess Maxwell School SRTS 888 888 888 888 888 888 57 78 49 53.0
0004 DN  Del Norte LTC Del Norte Walk & Roll to School Encouragement Program 134 60 60 60 60 60 8 73 70 743
0005 DN  Del Norte LTC California Coastal Trail - Starfish Way Segment 357 316 316 316 316 80 - 48 64.0
0053 ED EDCo ADA Ramp Improvements 436 436 78 358 358 20 58 436 - 64 24 440
0054 ED EDCo ADA Transition Plan for Curb Ramps and Sidewalks 260 260 260 260 260 260 45 - 62 535
0055 ED EDCo Comprehensive Bide Improvements 1,427 1,427 262 1,165 1,165 25 237 1,427 51 61 42 513
0056 ED ED Co EDH Blvd Bike Pate Gov Dr to Brittany Way 568 503 122 381 27 381 44 51 503 47 61 56 54.7
0057 ED EDCTC Western El Dorado County Bike Travel Opportunities Map 50 50 50 50 50 61 54 49 547
0058 ED EDCTC Sawmill Bike Trail Safe Access 2,694 750 750 750 750 90 70 79 79.7
0059 ED  Forest Service Pope Baldwin Nat'l Rec Trail Enhance 1,050 750 750 5 720 25 40 77 83 66.7
0060 ED Lake Tahoe Sierra Blvd Bicycle and Ped Trail 5,588 500 500 500 500 77 64 61 673
0061 ED  Placerville Combellack Rd SRTS 330 70 20 50 30 20 20 70 70 62 41 56 53.0
0062 ED  Tahoe Transportation District Lake Tahoe Unified School District SRTS Master Plan 112 112 32 80 112 112 112 112 65 60 66 63.7
0286 FRE Coalinga City Active Transportation Plan 240 240 240 240 240 240 93 - 71 82.0
0287 FRE CSU Fresno Barstow Ave Bikeways 2,075 872 872 650 222 872 71 95 84 89.5
0288 FRE Firebaugh Downtown ("O" Street) Sidewalks and Ramps 1,891 1,891 151 1,740 1,740 11 140 1,891 51 63 70 613
0771 FRE Firebaugh 2014 SRTS Sidewalks 798 798 64 734 798 63 63 - 63.0
0289 FRE Fowler Merced St Ped Facilities from 3rd St to 5th St 324 267 267 267 24 23 48 317
0290 FRE Fresno Butler Ave Bicycle Lane, Hazelwood-Peach 274 41 41 41 67 39 18 285
0291 FRE Fresno Barstow Ave Bicycle Lane, Maroa-Del Mar 339 58 58 9 49 48 33 30 37.0
0292 FRE Fresno Columbia Elementary, complete sidewalks 615 84 84 84 60 46 35 47.0
0293 FRE Fresno Fresno Ped Bike Safety Education Program 255 250 250 250 250 250 250 250 76 50 50 50.0
0294 FRE Fresno COG Regional Active Transportation Plan 150 150 150 150 150 150 83 85 25 84.0
0295 FRE Kerman Ped Safety Improvements at Various Locatoins 250 250 250 224 4 22 250 250 77 70 61 693
0296 FRE Kingsburg 10th Ave Ped Improvements from Stroud Ave to Kamm Ave 375 333 47 286 53 233 47 43 - 39 410
0297 FRE Mendota Mendota Elementary School Ped Improvements 254 254 254 229 25 254 254 72 62 71 683
0298 FRE Reedley 2014 SRTS Project 140 140 25 115 115 25 140 140 - 37 38 375
0299 FRE San Joaquin Multi-Purpose Trail 1,579  A4,579 182 1,397 1,397 12 170 1,579 71 48 63 67.0
70

Amounts shown in thousands. DAC: Benefit to Disadvantaged Communities; Plan: Active Transportation Plan; SRTS: Safe Routes to School; NI: Non-Infrastructure; E1: Evaluator 1; E2: Evaluator 2: E3: Evaluator 3 Page 2 of 17
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0300 FRE San Joaquin Ped Improvements 1,906 1,906 220 1,686 1,686 10 210 1,906 1,906 68 53 86 60.5
0301 FRE Sanger Sanger "Fowler Switch" Canal Ped and Bicycle Trail 970 970 970 970 970 52 41 76 56.3
0302 FRE Selma Bike/Ped 380 380 380 350 30 380 380 64 81 37 725
0063 GLE Orland City Manager 85 85 85 85 85 85 36 29 58 325
0006 HUM Arcata Humboldt Bay Trail: Arcata Rail with Trail Project 5,366 3,100 3,100 3,100 2,325 - 76 79 775
0007 HUM Eureka Eureka Waterfront Trail 4,382 4,272 150 4,122 150 4,122 4,272 69 69 83 73.7
0008 HUM Fortuna SRTS safety improvements on bike/ped facilities 917 917 88 829 829 35 53 917 917 75 83 - 76 795
0009 HUM Humboldt Central Ave Shoulder Widening Hwy 101 (0.0) to Barstow Rd (0.45) 626 554 554 531 23 27 26 14 223
0010 HUM Humboldt Co Redwood Mobility Education Program 600 600 600 600 600 600 600 72 84 94 89.0
0011 HUM Humboldt Co Lafayette Elementary School Safe Routes Improv. 800 800 65 735 5 730 5 60 800 800 75 91 87 80 86.0
0012 HUM Humboldt Co Red Cap Rd Bicycle/Ped Improv. 1,500 975 975 975 975 80 54 63 657
0013 HUM Humboldt Co Beau Pre Trails 1,618 1,618 101 1,517 1,517 101 1,618 56 67 72 65.0
0014 HUM Humboldt Co Samoa Trail 2,022 2,022 241 1,781 1,781 241 2,022 83 72 83 793
0015 HUM Rio Dell Rio Dell SRTS Project 2014 741 741 159 582 75 582 46 38 741 - 58 69 635
0016 HUM Trinidad Van Wycke Street and Trail Project 305 305 64 241 20 241 14 30 67 66 64 657
0641 IMP Calexico SRTS NI 70 70 70 70 70 70 70 - 75 33 540
0642 IMP Calexico SRTS Infrastructure 384 340 340 340 340 340 73 - 50 61.5
0643 IMP  El Centro Prepare ATP/SR2S Plan and make bike/ped improvements 797 797 209 588 738 59 797 150 797 150 79 76 72 757
0644 IMP  Holtville Improve bike facilities 2,111 2,111 884 1,227 739 1,227 145 2,111 79 38 58 583
0645 IMP  Imperial Aten Rd Bike Improvements 971 860 860 860 860 48 58 9 53.0
0646 IMP Imperial Co Sidewalk Improvements on Rio Vista Street in Seeley California 399 399 70 329 15 315 70 399 399 68 60 36 54.7
0704 IMP Imperial Co Sidewalk Improvement Grace Smith ES 785 785 77 708 35 673 77 785 785 69 72 44 617
0647 IMP  Imperical CTC Heber Bus Stop & Ped Access imrpovement Project at SR-86 800 707 707 707 707 63 70 55 627
0648 IMP Quechan Indian Tribe  Fort Yuba Multi-purpose Pathway 640 168 87 81 15 87 66 168 168 70 79 65 713
0703 IMP Westmorland Improve Center St Ped Facility 1,113 985 985 897 88 985 985 80 64 88 84.0
0573 INY Inyo Co Construct bike lanes 562 75 75 75 75 75 50 59 51 533
0574 INY Inyo Co LTC Improve Ped facilities 2,018 340 340 340 340 340 42 74 58 58.0
0575 INY Inyo Co LTC Lone Pine South Sidewalk 2,262 375 375 375 375 375 58 70 45 57.7
0303 KER Arvin TO1 Varsity Rd Sidewalk Improvements 253 253 56 197 15 197 3 38 253 253 253 65 48 42 51.7
0304 KER Arvin T02 Sidewalk Improvements 680 680 680 580 5 95 680 680 76 77 13 765
0305 KER Arvin T02 Multi-Modal Use Pathway 988 988 123 865 15 850 3 120 988 988 79 46 61 62.0
0306 KER Bakersfield SRTS - Liberty High School 172 172 172 172 172 - 44 39 415
0307 KER Bakersfield Bike Lane and Route Projects - Group B 270 270 270 270 4 37 34 383
0308 KER Bakersfield SRTS - Frank West Elementary 312 312 312 312 312 312 63 71 79 710
0309 KER Bakersfield SRTS - Stockdale High School 389 389 389 389 389 389 - 47 67 570
0310 KER Bakersfield Bike Lane and Route Projects - Group C 405 405 405 405 405 84 45 53 490
0311 KER Bakersfield City Bike Lanes/Routes, Group A 425 425 425 425 425 64 57 72 643
0312 KER Bakersfield SRTS - Roosevelt Elementary 603 603 603 603 603 603 78 57 - 675
0576 KER California City California City Blvd Sidewalk Infill 470 411 42 369 369 7 35 411 48 54 41 47.7
0577 KER California City California City Blvd Sidewalk/Ped Improvements 999 999 94 905 905 8 86 999 999 53 78 38 455
0313 KER Delano Safety and Education for an Active Delano School Community 393 393 31 362 362 31 393 393 50 95 88 42 915
0314 KER Kern Co Stiem Middle School Ped Improvements 150 125 125 125 125 125 80 75 76 77.0
0315 KER Kern Co Highland Elementary Ped Improvements 330 275 275 275 275 275 85 74 91 833
0316 KER Kern Co Horace Mann Ped Improvements 372 310 310 310 310 310 - 74 95 845
0317 KER Kern Co Mojave Ped Improvements 640 565 565 565 565 69 63 78 70.0
0318 KER Kern Co Kern River Parkway Bike Trail Extension 1,500 1,010 10 1,000 1,000 10 1,010 1,010 1,010 80 48 52 50.0
0319 KER  Kern Co Superintendent of Schools Kern County SRTS (KCSRZS) 653 ~ 1653 653 653 63 74 35 68.5
7T
Amounts shown in thousands. DAC: Benefit to Disadvantaged Communities; Plan: Active Transportation Plan; SRTS: Safe Routes to School; NI: Non-Infrastructure; E1: Evaluator 1; E2: Evaluator 2: E3: Evaluator 3 Page 3 of 17
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0320 KER Kern COG AT Surveys, analysis, and Recommendations for Metropolitan Bakersfield Area+ 180 180 180 180 42 31 42 383
0321 KER Kern COG Kern Regional Active Transportation Program Plan 700 700 700 700 700 700 4 79 33 385
0322 KER McFarland Active Transportation Plan 100 100 100 100 100 100 84 62 26 573
0323 KER McFarland SRTS Cliff Ave 783 783 783 783 783 783 61 74 73 69.3
0324 KER McFarland Industrial Ave. - SRTS 252 252 42 210 210 5 37 252 252 62 - 55 585
0325 KER  McFarland E. Perkins Ave. & Browning Rd. Intersection - SRTS 401 401 59 342 342 5 54 401 401 61 43 51 517
0326 KER Ridgecrest Sierra Sands USD - SRTS and Imrprovements 1,868 1,868 240 1,628 1,658 60 150 1,308 1,868 1,868 160 54 66 74 64.7
0327 KER Taft Taft SRTS 1,160 1,160 1,160 1,005 155 1,160 1,160 50 62 65 59.0
0578 KER Tehachapi Active transportation plan 300 300 300 300 300 47 62 64 577
0579 KER Tehachapi Construct multi-use trail with 3 exercise stations 845 845 682 163 682 3 40 845 52 27 36 315
0580 KER Tehachapi Mill Street Overpass Imrpovement 4,973 550 50 500 50 500 550 41 82 37 533
0581 KER Tehachapi Ped facility gap closure 900 900 120 780 50 780 5 65 900 900 51 72 89 70.7
0582 KER Tehachapi Valley Blvd Bikeway 1,292 1,292 136 1,156 1,156 6 130 1,292 74 93 82 83.0
0328 KER Wasco Karl Clemens & Thomas Jefferson Schools Ped Improvements 306 306 33 273 12 273 2 19 306 306 80 95 61 787
0329 KER Wasco Palm Ave Elementary School Ped Infrastructure Improvements 458 458 48 410 19 410 2 27 458 458 87 8 93 887
0330 KER Wasco JL Prueitt Ped Improvements 473 473 53 420 22 420 2 29 473 473 71 93 65 763
0331 KER Wasco Hwy 43 Ped Lighting 593 593 63 530 24 530 5 34 593 76 80 79 783
0332 KER Wasco Hwy 46 Ped Refuge 1,089 1,089 115 974 44 974 5 66 1,089 35 23 86 48.0
0333 KER Wasco Teresa Burke School & Filburn Walking Path 1,794 1,794 224 1,570 110 1,570 5 109 1,794 1,794 83 89 31 86.0
0334 KIN Hanford High Visibility School Crosswalks and Legends and Accessiblity Ramps 678 678 678 678 678 678 39 71 64 58.0
0375 LA Arcadia Gold Line first Last Mile Access Improvements 3,540 2,478 201 2,277 2,277 201 50 75 84 69.7
0376 LA Baldwin Park Maine Ave Corridor Complete Streets Improvement 4,152 2,201 95 2,106 2,131 71 2,201 2,201 92 70 81 81.0
0377 LA Bell Florence Ave Ped Improvements 2,405 62 62 62 62 89 8 93 903
0378 LA Bell Gardens City Wide Safety Enhancement Project 997 802 802 802 802 - 71 95 83.0
0379 LA Beverly Hills Pedestrian Safety improvements at selected locations within Beverly Hills 1,300 136 136 14 122 136 25 70 38 443
0380 LA Burbank San Fernando Bikeway 8,239 5,743 5,743 5,743 69 83 62 713
0381 LA Carson City of Carson Active Transportation Project 1,482 1,482 1,482 1,436 46 1,482 82 86 87 85.0
0382 LA Compton Wilmington Ave Safe Streets Ped/Bicycle Improvements 996 996 47 949 949 47 996 8 8 93 87.7
0383 LA Covina Covina Bicycle Network 1,048 839 839 839 839 60 87 95 80.7
0384 LA Cudahy Cudahy Citywide SRTS Improvement (Ped Crosswalks) 1,271 1,271 98 1,173 1,173 98 1,271 1,271 95 93 66 84.7
0385 LA Culver City La Ballona Elementary School Improvements, Speed Reductions and Citywide Transition Plan Project 1,400 1,372 1,372 1,372 1,372 62 58 58 59.3
0386 LA Downey Rio Hondo Elementary School Route 360 360 360 360 360 61 48 87 653
0387 LA Downey Blodgett Ave Sidewalk Improvements 375 375 375 375 375 62 76 74 72 740
0388 LA Downey South Downey SRTS 711 711 711 711 711 711 171 80 78 78 78.7
0389 LA Duarte Duarte Gold Line Station Ped and Bicycle Improvements 1,646 1,305 148 1,157 1,157 36 112 650 93 85 89 89.0
0390 LA  El Monte Main Street Bicycle Blvd and Ped Access Improvements 995 995 46 949 949 46 995 53 72 59 613
0391 LA El Monte Rosemead Blvd Bicycle and Ped Safety Gap Closure 1,785 1,785 122 1,663 1,650 135 1,785 52 87 71 70.0
0392 LA El Monte City School District Durfee-Thompson Elementary Emerald Necklace Walking School Bus 692 604 604 604 604 604 604 76 89 90 85.0
0393 LA  Glendale Citywide Safety Education Initiative 500 500 500 500 500 82 57 80 81.0
0394 LA  Glendale Citywide Ped Plan 500 500 500 500 500 500 9% 91 88 917
0395 LA  Glendale Regional Bike Share/Station Network 2,404 1,500 1,500 1,500 1,500 51 70 65 62.0
0396 LA  Glendale SRTS Improvements 1,642 1,642 126 1,516 1,516 126 640 1,642 80 82 87 83.0
0397 LA Hermosa Beach Veterans parkway Bikeway Herendo St to Gould Ave on Valley Dr, Admore Ave, and Greenbelt Path 456 157 20 137 137 20 72 48 37 425
0398 LA Hermosa Beach Hermosa Valley Middle School SR2S 756 605 101 504 504 101 605 39 48 44 437
0399 LA Huntington Park Randolph St Shared Use Bik/Trail Rails to Trails Project Study 400 400 400 400 400 82 56 74 707
0400 LA Huntington Park State Street Complete Street 1,184 1,184 1,184 1,163 21 1,184 71 91 77 79.7
0401 LA  Inglewood Active Transportation Plan & SRTS Plan 486 486 486 486 486 332 486 100 - 91 99 0950
TZ
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0454 LA La Canada Flintridge Foothill Blvd link Bikeway and Ped Greenbelt 2,038 1,366 122 1,244 1,244 122 - 56 56 56.0
0455 LA La Canada Flintridge La Canada Flintridge Citywide School Route imrpovement Project 3,520 3,520 250 3,270 3,270 250 3,520 20 87 56 73 720
0402 LA La Mirada La Mirada Bicycle and Pedestrain Safety Enhancement Project 991 55 55 55 55 67 83 79 763
0403 LA LA Unified School District LA Unified School District Sustainable 50 Middle Schools SRTS Project 982 982 491 491 982 982 982 52 47 63 54.0
0404 LA LaVerne Ped safety improvements and bicycle connections in the City of La Verne 591 523 523 499 24 51 73 58 60.7
0405 LA Lancaster 15th St East and Ave J-8 Corridor Improvements 1,848 1,848 37 1,811 1,719 5 124 1,848 1,848 10 64 8 76 753
0406 LA  Lancaster SRTS - Master Plan 366 322 322 322 322 322 322 95 81 78 45 68.0
0407 LA Llancaster SRTS - Endeavor MS 910 773 773 773 773 773 773 57 76 41 58.0
0408 LA  Lancaster 5th Street East Corridor Improvements 1,438 1,438 85 1,353 1,353 85 1,438 1,438 30 93 93 70 85.3
0409 LA LARRC N. Atwater Non-Motorized Multimodal Bridge 9,038 3,660 3,660 3,660 3,660 91 80 92 87.7
0410 LA Lawndale City of Lawndale Mobility Plan 350 350 350 350 350 350 35 13 38 287
0411 LA  Long Beach LA River Bike Path Gap Closures 1,049 839 108 731 731 108 839 839 - 84 53 685
0412 LA  Long Beach Walnut Ave & 52nd St Bicycle Blvd 1,646 1,646 227 1,419 1,419 227 1,646 1,646 76 64 16 52.0
0413 LA Long Beach Market Street Ped Enhancements 4,460 2,982 352 2,630 2,630 352 2,982 84 - 69 76.5
0414 LA Los Angeles Wilmington Community/Waterfront & Alameda Corridor Freight Line West Terminus Ped Grade Sep 12,000 680 170 510 680 680 680 79 50 58 54.0
0415 LA Los Angeles Western Ave Expo Line State Linkage Project (south) 858 686 70 616 616 70 87 71 57 717
0416 LA Los Angeles Yale St Ped Linkages - Phase 1 690 690 110 580 580 110 690 690 87 78 95 86.7
0417 LA Los Angeles Main St Ped Enhance, 2nd-4th St 1,034 827 165 662 662 165 827 59 - 71 65.0
0418 LA Los Angeles Beverly Blvd Trans Enhancements 1,374 992 992 992 992 92 91 95 927
0419 LA Los Angeles LANI-Santa Monica Blvd. Improvement Project 1,375 1,225 125 1,100 1,100 125 1,225 88 48 84 733
0420 LA Los Angeles Cesar E Chavez Connections 2,350 1,565 1,565 1,565 1,565 9 82 77 85.0
0421 LA Los Angeles Imperial Hwy Bike Lane & Median Modification 1,957 1,580 1,580 1,580 75 70 71 720
0422 LA Los Angeles Top 50 SRTS Safety Assessments & Travel Plans 1,900 1,900 1,900 1,900 1,900 1,900 1,900 1,900 78 62 66 68.7
0423 LA Los Angeles Central Av Historic Corridor Streetscape 2,588 2,070 414 1,656 1,656 414 2,070 84 72 76 773
0424 LA Los Angeles Eastside Active Transportation Linkages, Ph Il 3,651 2,237 382 1,855 1,855 382 2,237 80 97 94 903
0425 LA Los Angeles Hollywood Western Ped Improvements 3,923 2,288 322 1,966 1,966 322 2,288 94 - 8 90.0
0426 LA Los Angeles Expo Line Ped Improv, Crenshaw-City Lim. 2,890 2,311 178 2,133 2,133 178 2,311 85 - 80 825
0427 LA Los Angeles LA River Bike Path, Ph 4, Riverside-Forest Lawn 3,201 2,744 2,744 2,744 2,744 56 83 86 75.0
0428 LA Los Angeles SRTS Education and Enforcement Prog 2,829 2,829 2,829 2,829 2,829 2,829 92 88 84 88.0
0429 LA Los Angeles Expo Line Bundy Sta First-Last Mile Improvements 3,450 3,053 287 2,766 2,766 287 3,053 3,053 - 8 92 905
0430 LA Los Angeles Little Tokyo Ped Safety 4,439 3,316 663 2,653 2,653 663 3,316 91 82 81 84.7
0431 LA Los Angeles Hollywood HS & Selma Ave ES, SRTS 3,412 3,412 661 2,751 2,751 661 3,412 3,412 93 93 63 930
0432 LA Los Angeles MLK/Bill Robertson Lane Linkages 6,369 3,980 3,980 3,980 3,980 84 79 74 79.0
0433 LA Los Angeles Boyle Heights - Chavez Ave Ped Improvements 5,227 4,182 836 3,346 3,346 836 4,182 87 61 72 733
0434 LA Los Angeles SRTS Delores Huerta ES/Quincy Jones ES 4,292 4,292 858 3,434 3,434 858 4,292 4,292 88 90 87 883
0435 LA Los Angeles SRTS Menlo Ave ES/West Vernon ES 4,742 4,742 948 3,794 3,794 948 4,742 4,742 95 71 88 915
0436 LA Los Angeles SRTS Sheridan St ES/Breed St ES 5,092 5,092 1,018 4,074 4,074 1,018 5,092 5,092 80 98 95 091.0
0437 LA Los Angeles LA River Bike Path, Headwaters, Owensmouth-Mason 6,136 5,432 5,432 5,432 5,432 69 88 83 80.0
0438 LA Los Angeles Broadway Historic Theater Dist. Ped Improvements 7,220 6,392 5,843 549 5,595 222 575 6,392 75 65 85 75.0
0439 LA Los Angeles Sixth St Viaduct Replacement, Bike/Ped Facilities 434,263 15,000 1,000 14,000 14,000 1,000 15,000 85 75 78 79.3
0440 LA Los Angeles San Fernando Rd Bike Path, Ph 3 25,430 21,195 21,195 21,195 21,195 67 88 84 79.7
0441 LA Los Angeles Co Willowbrook Area Bikeway Improvements 656 446 446 446 446 78 76 76 76.7
0442 LA Los Angeles Co Vermont Av Bike Lane, Manchester-El Segundo 1,317 676 676 676 676 87 98 92 923
0443 LA Los Angeles Co East Los Angeles Community SRTS Program 925 810 810 710 100 810 810 190 97 8 93 917
0444 LA Los Angeles Co North County Bikeways 1,825 941 941 941 941 69 75 54 66.0
0445 LA Los Angeles Co Florence-Firestone Community SRTS 1,092 960 960 850 110 960 960 105 - 99 90 945
0446 LA Los Angeles Co Florence Metro Blue Line Stn Bikeway Access Improv. 1,624 1,188 1,188 1,188 1,188 8 95 88 89.7
73
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0447 LA Los Angeles Co Eastside Light Rail Bike Interface Project 1,861 1,305 1,305 1,305 1,305 84 97 97 927
0448 LA Los Angeles Co Unincorporated LA County Ped Plans and Programs 1,498 1,445 1,445 1,445 1,445 1,445 87 92 68 89.5
0449 LA Los Angeles Co Quarry Clasp Peck Road to Peck Park Bike Project 2,575 1,546 1,546 1,546 1,546 94 8 89 89.7
0450 LA Los Angeles Co Willowbrook Area Ped Access Improvements to MLK MACC 5,555 3,865 3,865 3,865 3,865 88 90 0 89.0
0451 LA Monterey Park Monterey Park Bike Corridor Project 675 540 540 540 26 18 39 27.7
0452 LA Montibello Montebello Blvd ATP Imrpovement 6,108 4,205 1,470 2,735 4,205 4,205 64 72 71 69.0
0453 LA MTA Metro Blue Line First/Last Mile Plan 280 280 280 280 280 280 92 70 67 68.5
0456 LA Norwalk Foster Road Side Panel SRTS Improvement Project 2,209 2,209 100 2,109 2,109 100 2,209 2,209 30 79 86 83 827
0457 LA Palmdale Active Transportation Program Plan 595 595 595 595 595 92 87 88 89.0
0458 LA Palmdale Ave R Complete Streets and Safe Routes 6,669 5,332 3,080 2,252 2,500 2,252 140 440 5,332 5,332 86 90 78 84.7
0459 LA  Palos Verdes Palos Verdes Estates Citywide Ped Mobility Project 755 746 129 617 29 617 16 84 746 - 8 30 55.0
0460 LA Paramount West Santa Ana Branch Bike Trail Phase 2 3,701 3,277 27 3,250 2,951 60 266 74 51 82 69.0
0461 LA  Pasadena Northwest Pasadena Active Tranportation Plan 240 210 100 110 210 210 210 58 - 50 54.0
0462 LA  Pasadena Traffic Signal at Organge Grove Blvd and Sunnyslope Ave 515 456 53 403 403 9 44 65 66 83 713
0463 LA  Pasadena Cordova Street Road Diet 3,252 2,597 214 2,383 2,383 40 174 69 57 86 70.7
0464 LA  Pico Rivera Pico Rivera iBike Place 4,014 3,553 334 3,219 3,053 18 482 3,553 51 - 66 58.5
0465 LA Pomona Foothill Blvd/Sumner Ave Active Transportation 800 705 a7 658 3 655 47 705 705 54 8 80 733
0466 LA Pomona Priority Implementation for Downtown Bike and Ped Improvements 2,010 2,010 2,010 2,010 2,010 88 97 88 91.0
0467 LA Rancho Palos Verdes  Palos Verdes Dr So. Bike Compatible Roadway Safety & Linkage 788 631 115 516 516 115 62 65 53 60.0
0468 LA Redondo Beach Redondo Beach Bicycle Transportation Plan Implementation 2,770 2,419 131 2,288 2,288 61 70 85 58 84 757
0469 LA Rosemead Bicycle Safety Improvements for Valley Boulevard and Mission Drive 603 603 603 563 40 80 61 30 57.0
0470 LA San Dimas San Dimas Canyon at Foothill Blvd Safety Enhancement Project 174 174 174 174 174 55 74 50 525
0471 LA San Fernando Pacoima Wash Bikeway and Ped Trail 2,796 1,997 1,997 1,997 1,997 66 - 60 63.0
0472 LA San Gabriel Las Tunas Drive Active Transportation Corridor Improvements 1,856 1,485 39 1,446 1,426 59 82 63 84 763
0473 LA San Gabriel Valley COG SGV Regional Active Transportation Planning Initative 643 643 485 158 643 91 77 82 733
0474 LA San Gabriel Valley COG San Gabriel Valley Regional Greenway Network Inititative 19,918 18,013 1,068 16,945 14,409 1,068 2,536 18,013 91 41 78 745
0475 LA Santa Clarita Valley Vista Property Acquisition/Crest to Coast Trail 4,500 250 250 250 39 15 59 377
0476 LA Santa Clarita Sierra Hwy Ped & Bicycle Bridge and Street Improvements 3,229 1,402 1,402 1,402 1,402 1,402 75 79 93 823
0477 LA Santa Monica Personalized Travel Planning 335 335 335 49 72 41 540
0478 LA Santa Monica Santa Monica SRTS Program 450 450 450 450 450 450 46 73 65 69.0
0479 LA Santa Monica 4th St Bike/Ped upgrades 750 600 600 600 600 92 - 72 820
0480 LA Santa Monica CA Incline Ped Overcrossing Replacement and Idaho Trail Improvement 1,511 1,077 1,077 1,077 61 51 46 52.7
0481 LA  Santa Monica 17th Street Station First/Last Mile Bike and Ped Improvements 5,477 4,819 482 4,337 4,337 482 84 65 76 75.0
0482 LA So El Monte General Plan Update (Circulation Element) 350 350 75 275 350 350 350 56 63 92 595
0483 LA  South El Monte South El Monte High School & Monte Vista Elementary School SRTS Project 4,060 4,060 338 3,722 3,722 338 4,060 4,060 63 89 77 763
0484 LA South El Monte Santa Anita Ave Walkability 15,282 15,282 1,273 14,009 14,009 1,273 82 77 79 793
0485 LA South Pasadena Arroyo Seco Bike and Ped Trail 2,000 1,300 1,300 1,300 49 42 31 407
0486 LA Temple City Las Tunas Dr Bicycle Lane Project 2,402 1,921 1,921 1,921 1,921 71 47 77 74.0
0487 LA Temple City Las Tunas Drive Ped Imrpovement Project 4,689 3,751 3,751 3,751 3,751 48 86 67 67.0
0488 LA UCLA UCLA-CicLAvia UNITE LA (Urban Navigation Information, Training & Engagement) 612 612 612 612 612 30 58 98 44.0
0489 LA Vernon City of Vernon Bicycle Master Plan 60 53 53 53 53 65 63 100 64.0
0490 LA watershed Conservation Authority San Gabriel River Biek Trail Extension and Roundabout 999 999 999 10 875 79 53 72 68.0
0491 LA West Hollywood Design District Streetscape - Melrose Av 7,786 4,876 4,876 4,876 70 57 84 703
0492 LA Whittier Whittier Greenway Trail Extension 3,747 2,998 185 2,813 56 2,374 439 129 72 73 52 65.7
0493 LA William Hart Union HS  SRTS - Castaic Trail 4,543 1,852 1,852 1,852 1,852 29 50 36 383
0017 LAK Clearlake Phillips Ave Class Il Bicycle Lanes & Roadway Rehab 1,177 564 69 495 495 23 46 564 564 70 45 82 76.0
0018 LAK Lake Co Mt. Konocti Multi-Use Trail Planning, Design & Construction Project 961 - 200 98 102 20 98 82 200 51 56 73 600
T4
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0019 LAK Lake Co Upper Lake Ped Improvements 367 367 48 319 5 314 12 36 367 367 - 49 64 56.5
0705 MAD Chowchilla Roberston Blvd/SR233 & 11 St Ped Improvements 550 550 550 470 20 60 550 550 46 74 85 795
0335 MAD Madera Fresno River Trail 728 160 160 160 72 65 67 68.0
0336 MAD Madera Co Norht Fork Pathway 715 633 73 560 24 560 49 316 78 34 63 70.5
0594 MAR Mariposa Co Creating Safe Routes to Mariposa Schools 1,280 441 441 441 441 441 68 69 68 683
0020 MEN Fort Bragg Chestnut St Multi Use Facilty and SRTS 1,051 259 259 259 259 259 26 76 77 89 80.7
0021 MEN MCOG Westport Bike Lanes 750 700 185 515 125 185 390 350 56 64 - 60.0
0022 MEN MCOG Covelo SR 162 Corridor Multi-Purpose Trail, Phase 1 904 847 663 184 233 430 184 847 847 233 - 92 84 88.0
0023 MEN Mendocino Co HSSA SRTS 871 871 871 871 871 871 871 94 84 87 883
0024 MEN Ukiah Northwestern Pacific Rail Trail Phases 1 and 2 1,950 1,950 612 1,338 10 1,720 10 210 1,950 62 60 68 633
0025 MEN Willits East Hill Road Improvements Project 440 410 37 373 373 5 32 410 52 60 46 527
0595 MER Gustine Downtown Ped Improvements 2,488 344 344 14 330 344 344 63 71 43 67.0
0596 MER Merced Bike Lane Markings 482 482 482 417 5 60 71 68 74 710
0597 MER Merced ADA Ramps around Schools 717 717 717 547 5 165 717 75 - 41 580
0598 MER Merced State Highway 59 Multi-use Pathway at Railroad Crossing 945 945 945 834 5 106 57 61 76 64.7
0599 MER Merced State Highway 59 Multi-use Path 958 958 958 400 483 5 70 958 85 838 75 827
0600 MER Merced Childs Ave ATP Project 2,721 2,721 2,721 2,378 5 338 2,721 20 70 62 88 66.0
0601 MER Merced Co Walnut Ave Complete Street Upgrade 2,179 1,781 236 1,545 1,545 200 36 1,781 1,781 150 74 47 87 80.5
0583 MNO Mammoth Lakes Minaret Road Connector Path MUP 1,820 80 80 80 37 58 67 54.0
0584 MNO Mammoth Lakes High School Connector Path Project 259 259 259 259 65 36 62 543
0585 MNO Mammoth Lakes Mammouth Creek Gap Closure 706 585 266 319 221 319 45 48 57 64 56.3
0586 MNO Mammoth Lakes Trails End Access Path Maintenance Project 670 593 593 580 13 74 42 48 45.0
0587 MNO Mono Co SRTS - Bridgeport and Lee Vining 1,970 1,970 200 1,770 1,770 40 160 1,970 70 71 74 717
0232 MON Marina Citywide Sidewalk and Curb Ramp Improvement Project 3,885 3,885 2,375 1,510 250 3,510 15 110 3,885 46 - 53 495
0233 MON Monterey Transportation Demand Management - Monterey on the Move 300 300 150 150 300 300 67 0 14 405
0234 MON Monterey North Fremont Bike and Ped Access and Safety Improvements 7,318 6,480 735 5,745 443 5,302 735 6,480 83 80 72 783
0235 MON Monterey Co Castroville Bike/Ped Path and RR Crossing 8,931 913 913 913 913 913 86 59 94 90.0
0236 MON Monterey Co Monterey Bay Sanctuary Trail, Moss Landing Seg. 8,635 3,795 3,795 3,795 45 57 47 49.7
0237 MON Monterey Co HD Via Salinas Valley: Pathways to Health Through Active Transportation 4,666 4,662 4,662 140 4,172 9 345 4,662 427 4,662 320 71 80 47 755
0238 MON Seaside West Broadway Urban Infrastructure Improvements 12,500 2,700 2,700 2,700 2,700 68 61 64 643
0158 MRN Corte Madera Intersection Undercrossing along Wornum - Feasibility Study 250 250 250 19 20 6 15.0
0159 MRN Corte Madera Bike/Ped Intersectoin Surface Treatments 279 250 150 100 150 100 250 29 9 0 19.0
0160 MRN Fairfax Fairfax Bike Spine Gap Completion Project 363 363 363 309 54 363 70 70 60 66.7
0161 MRN Golden Gate Transportation District. Alexander Ave Improvements 3,000 2,097 73 2,024 2,024 73 2,097 59 66 65 63.3
0162 MRN Marin Co Mill Valley-Sausalito Multi-Use Path Rehabilitation 1,756 988 988 988 988 42 56 65 543
0163 MRN Marin Co North Civic Center Drive Improvements 4,077 1,824 1,824 1,824 - 45 57 51.0
0164 MRN Marin Co Transit District Ped Access and Safety Improvements for Downtown Novato Transit Hub 3,655 2,270 2,270 2,270 2,270 68 64 37 66.0
0157 MRN Mill Valley Transforming Miller Ave into a Complete Street 1,200 1,200 1,200 1,200 39 66 71 587
0165 MRN Novato Arthur Street Sidewalk and Class Il Bike Lane Gap Closure 350 350 350 350 350 - 45 63 54.0
0166 MRN Novato Nave Dr Multi-Use Path 585 387 387 340 47 387 52 52 59 543
0167 MRN San Anselmo Lower Brookside Elementary School Sidewalk Gap Completion Project 441 441 441 367 74 441 70 72 59 67.0
0168 MRN San Rafael Davidson Middle School Ped Safety Gap Closure Project 399 399 399 340 59 399 399 44 75 62 60.3
0169 MRN San Rafael Grand Ave Pathway Connector 690 611 75 536 62 536 13 56 74 70 66.7
0170 MRN San Rafael Francisco Blvd East Improvements 2,684 2,376 2,376 65 59 68 64.0
0171 MRN Sausalito Harbor Drive to Gate 6 Road Multi-Use Pathway 1,964 1,739 1,739 1,512 227 57 55 84 56.0
0172 MRN TAM Marin Bike Share System 1,080 956 956 956 956 33 27 22 273
0173 NAP Napa SR 29 Bike and Ped Undercrossing 579 482 482 482 482 482 70 79 96 817
7
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0174 NAP NCTPA Napa Vine Trail Phase 2- Gap Closure 7,600 3,600 3,600 3,600 3,600 - 88 87 875
0175 NAP St Helena St Helena Ped Plan 125 125 125 125 125 125 40 32 53 417
0064 NEV Grass Valley Bicycle Improvements 770 770 140 630 630 56 84 34 62 79 583
0065 NEV Grass Valley Curb Ramps & Accessible Ped Signals 827 827 138 689 689 28 110 43 51 34 427
0066 NEV Grass Valley City Sidewalk Improvements 991 991 180 811 811 72 108 68 53 61 60.7
0067 NEV Grass Valley SRTS Project 1,416 1,416 236 1,180 1,180 47 189 1,416 49 - 26 375
0068 NEV Truckee Trout Creek Trail, Ph 2 2,300 1,520 1,520 1,520 78 78 84 80.0
0069 NEV  Truckee-Donner Recreation & park bisticc: NONn-motorized trail gap closure 1,994 1,837 97 1,740 1,684 42 111 61 - 73 670
0706 ORA Aliso Viejo Ped Bridge Crossing at Aliso Creek 730 540 93 447 447 93 64 - 54 59.0
0707 ORA Anaheim Western Ave Ped Signal 400 400 81 319 30 319 51 400 400 8 9 90 84 900
0708 ORA Anaheim South St Sidwalk Gap Closure 796 796 367 429 267 429 100 796 796 15 83 87 93 3877
0709 ORA Anaheim Anaheim Coves Northern Extension 832 832 832 832 832 75 82 79 78.7
0710 ORA Anaheim Cerritos Ave Sidewalk Gap Closure 1,209 1,209 587 622 467 622 100 20 1,209 8 71 92 96 863
0711 ORA Brea The Tracks at Brea, Segment 4 3,026 2,484 2,484 2,484 71 87 76 78.0
0712 ORA Brea The Tracks at Brea, Segments 2 & 3 2,889 2,557 2,557 2,557 80 75 86 80.3
0713 ORA Costa Mesa SRTS Flashing Crosswalks 253 253 50 203 253 50 55 - 525
0714 ORA Costa Mesa West 19th Street Bicycle Trail Project 1,704 1,704 1,704 1,704 1,704 83 36 71 633
0715 ORA Costa Mesa Eastide SRTS Traffic Calming 2,043 2,043 150 1,893 1,893 150 2,043 2,043 2,043 39 70 56 63.0
0716 ORA Cypress Cerritos Ave Bike Corridor Improvements 571 505 505 505 76 80 80 787
0717 ORA Dana Point Coast Highway Class I/Ped Way Extension Project, Phase 1 Project 690 610 610 610 44 48 65 523
0718 ORA Fountain Valley Ped pathway Improvements within School Zones 542 542 542 542 542 21 - 29 250
0719 ORA Fullerton COF Union Pacific Trail, Ph Il 1,527 1,352 32 1,320 1,320 32 1,352 - 17 81 49.0
0720 ORA Garden Grove Harbor & Twintree HAWK 160 160 160 160 81 78 54 795
0721 ORA Garden Grove Chapman & Lamplighter New Traffic Signal 190 190 190 180 10 190 190 60 68 74 673
0722 ORA Huntington Beach Orange Ave Bike Blvd 1,346 1,193 1,193 1,193 1,143 50 63 53 72 62.7
0723 ORA Huntington Beach Huntington Beach Blufftop Path 1,631 1,435 132 1,303 1,303 150 38 63 78 59.7
0724 ORA Irvine Install bicycle lane striping 507 444 120 324 324 31 89 80 46 59 617
0725 ORA Irvine Harvard and Walnut Trail Enhancements 563 495 106 389 389 31 75 57 43 63 543
0726 ORA Irvine Citywide Bicycle, Ped, Motorist Safety Program 500 500 500 465 30 85 48 66 66.3
0727 ORA La Habra Union Pacific Rail Line Bikeway 800 708 708 708 62 67 82 703
0728 ORA Laguna Hills La Paz Sidewalk Widening 540 478 478 89 44 478 478 69 - 79 740
0729 ORA Laguna Hills La Paz Open Space Bikeway Project 706 625 625 625 45 55 - 50.0
0730 ORA Lake Forest School Zone Sign Replacement Project 60 60 60 60 60 59 - 34 465
0731 ORA Lake Forest Foothill Ranch Elementary School Zone & Crosswalk 65 65 65 59 6 65 64 60 46 56.7
0732 ORA Lake Forest Saddleback Ranch Rd Traffic Calming 999 499 499 499 - 34 56 450
0733 ORA Newport Beach West Coast Hwy Ped & Bike Overcrossing 14,410 7,188 497 6,691 6,194 497 497 64 51 50 55.0
0734 ORA OCTA Orange County Sidewalk Inventory 185 163 163 163 163 163 - 55 67 610
0735 ORA Orange Katella Av & Struck Av Sidewalk Improvements 784 90 90 20 70 90 90 49 35 57 470
0736 ORA Orange Glassell Street and Palm Ave Traffic Signal 305 270 270 270 53 68 64 617
0737 ORA Orange Almond Ave Sidewalk Improvements 285 285 37 248 248 5 32 285 285 32 54 49 450
0738 ORA Orange Ped Countdown Signals for Major Intersections 386 341 341 341 341 73 - 58 655
0739 ORA Orange Collins Ave Sidewalk, Hart St-Laurel Dr 415 415 38 377 377 38 415 46 31 64 47.0
0740 ORA Orange City Bikeways System Enhancements 458 458 25 433 433 25 458 38 63 46 49.0
0741 ORA Orange Orangewood Ave Sidewalk 567 502 18 484 456 18 28 502 42 39 35 387
0742 ORA Orange Santiago Blvd Sidewalk, Taft Av-Meats Av 561 561 561 510 51 561 18 16 37 237
0743 ORA Orange Co Bicycle Loop - Segment D 300 266 266 266 8 76 79 80.0
0744 ORA Orange Co Lambert Road Bikeway Project 445 o 394 394 394 73 76 65 713
IAY]
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0745 ORA Orange Co County Bicycle Loop, Segments F and H 525 465 465 465 - 71 73 720
0746 ORA San Clemente Shorecliffs Middle School SRTS 585 68 68 17 51 68 62 64 68 64.7
0747 ORA San Clemente Concordia School Ped/Bike Improv. 1,180 126 126 32 94 126 72 71 82 75.0
0748 ORA San Clemente Las Palmas Elementary SRTS 1,156 133 133 33 100 133 60 63 68 637
0749 ORA San Juan Capistrano San Juan Capistrano Bikeway Gap Closure 493 437 437 384 53 85 67 75 75.7
0750 ORA San Juan Capistrano SRTS on El Camino Real and Spring Street 464 464 10 454 414 10 40 464 464 43 46 - 445
0751 ORA Santa Ana Newhope-Civic Ctr-Grand Class 11 Bike Lanes 272 272 272 272 272 71 92 96 86.3
0752 ORA Santa Ana Complete Streets Plan 300 300 300 300 300 300 75 - 89 820
0753 ORA Santa Ana Monte Vista Elementary SRTS Enhancements 430 430 30 400 400 30 430 80 65 37 725
0754 ORA Santa Ana SRTS Enhancements for Heninger Elementary 480 480 35 445 445 35 480 480 15 83 82 97 873
0755 ORA Santa Ana Bikeways Feasibility Study 500 500 500 500 500 500 500 500 85 82 81 827
0756 ORA Santa Ana SRTS Enhancements for King Elementary 500 500 36 464 464 36 500 15 80 - 86 83.0
0757 ORA Santa Ana Ped and Bicycle Safety Campaign 550 550 550 550 550 82 57 62 595
0758 ORA Santa Ana SRTS Enhancements for Washington Elementary 780 780 57 723 723 57 780 780 15 90 82 81 843
0759 ORA Santa Ana Lincoln Ave Ped Pathway Connectivity 1,099 882 882 882 882 882 65 73 60 66.0
0760 ORA Santa Ana Develop, design, and construct Bishop-Pacific-Shelton bike boulevards 950 950 70 880 880 70 950 950 8 92 89 89.0
0761 ORA Santa Ana Maple Bicycle Trail Safety Enhancements 1,101 1,101 82 1,019 1,019 82 1,101 1,101 78 64 - 710
0762 ORA Seal Beach Lampson Ave Bike Lane Gap Closure 1,002 887 95 792 792 95 69 80 26 583
0763 ORA Tustin Peters Canyon Trail Gap Closure 1,744 1,565 1,565 1,565 84 52 64 58.0
0764 ORA Tustin Tustin Legacy Ped/Bike Trail and Bridges 11,942 2,859 528 2,331 2,331 28 500 2,859 50 51 53 513
0765 ORA Westminister Garden Grove Blvd Bike Lanes, Sidwalk, and Roadway Widening Imrpovement Project 2,500 2,500 500 2,000 2,000 50 450 2,500 39 70 62 66.0
0766 ORA Yorba Linda Lakeview Ave Sidewalk Gap Closure 100 100 100 80 20 100 4 42 52 46.0
0767 ORA Yorba Linda Master Plan of Sidewalks 150 150 75 75 150 150 36 60 19 383
0070 PLA Colfax N. Main Street Bike Route Project 299 265 9 256 220 27 18 265 70 39 67 587
0071 PLA Placer Co Auburn Folsom Rd Ped and Bicycle Improvements 1,081 739 739 739 67 51 47 55.0
0072 PLA Roseville Downtown Roseville Class 1 Trails 2,547 1,236 1,236 1,236 83 88 37 855
0073 PLA Roseville Downtown Ped Bridge 2,809 2,487 2,487 2,487 82 77 31 795
0026 PLU Plumas Co Bicycle Transportation Plan 62 62 62 62 62 62 32 63 71 553
0027 PLU Plumas Co Greenville SR89 Rehabilation 7,497 1,812 1,812 1,812 1,812 54 77 56 55.0
0571 RIV  Coachella ATP Improvements 1,764 1,764 100 1,664 1,664 100 1,764 1,764 81 48 94 743
0507 RIV CVAG CV Link 99,359 10,900 7,000 3,900 3,900 7,000 7,000 85 88 88 87.0
0508 RIV Eastvale SRTS at Multiple Schools-Signalized Crossing and Radar Speed Display 479 479 66 413 413 10 56 479 60 65 80 683
0509 RIV Indio Andrew Jackson Elementary Ped Improvements 2,581 2,581 207 2,374 2,374 21 186 2,581 2,581 80 94 80 84.7
0572 RIV  Jurupa Area Rec&Park Dist. Horseshoe Lake Park Trailhead 438 391 391 391 391 20 62 21 343
0510 RIV  Jurupa Valley SRTS - Troth St 689 627 125 502 502 125 627 627 - 8 98 0915
0511 RIV  Jurupa Valley Pyrite St SRTS Project 732 665 133 532 532 133 665 96 82 42 89.0
0512 RIV  Moreno Valley Citywide SRTS Ped Facility Improvements 1,640 1,640 160 1,480 71 1,480 4 85 1,640 1,640 60 82 96 75 843
0513 RIV  Murrieta Murrieta Creek Trail - Copper Canyon Bridge and Clinton Keith Trail 643 577 577 485 92 42 43 - 425
0514 RIV  Palm Springs Bicycles on Every Street (Class Il & 111) 1,920 1,700 1,700 1,700 1,700 56 64 51 57.0
0515 RIV  Perris Murrieta Road Ped Improvements 1,100 1,100 1,100 1,100 1,100 1,100 86 90 93 89.7
0516 RIV  Perris Perris Valley Storm Drain Channel Trail 3,828 1,202 1,202 1,202 1,202 8 8 87 863
0517 RIV  Riverside lowa Ave and Martin Luther King Blvd Bike Improvements 332 267 267 83 67 21 750
0518 RIV  Riverside Bridge Lighting Improvements 403 326 326 326 55 34 81 567
0519 RIV  Riverside Downtown and Adjoining Areas Bicycle and Ped Improvements 997 877 877 877 877 85 93 86 88.
0520 RIV Riverside Railroad Crossing Sidewalk Improvements 2,057 1,655 1,655 1,655 1,655 44 61 72 59.0
0521 RIV  Riverside Wells/Arilanza Sidewalk Improvement 1,961 1,782 1,782 1,782 1,782 1,782 77 64 73 713
0522 RIV  Riverside Norte Vista Sidewalk Imrpovement 2,833 2,575 2,575 2,575 2,575 2,575 70 - 68 69.0
77
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0523 RIV Riverside Santa Ana River Trail (SART) Improvements 3,991 3,211 3,211 3,211 52 76 29 523
0524 RIV Riverside Ramona Sidewalk Imrpovement 4316 3,923 3,923 3,293 54 36 48 46.0
0525 RIV  Riverside Co Avenida Rambla Sidewalk Safety Improvements 356 356 85 271 271 35 50 356 356 85 81 72 793
0526 RIV  Riverside Co Mecca Sidewalk and Roadway Safety Improvements 605 571 65 506 506 50 15 571 571 57 61 79 657
0527 RIV  Riverside Co Clark St Sidewalk and Intersection Safety Improvements 721 721 544 177 177 200 344 721 721 72 87 52 795
0528 RIV  Riverside Co Install sidewalks and safety improvements 878 878 167 711 711 50 117 878 878 66 78 59 67.7
0529 RIV  Riverside Co 3rd Place Sidewalk and Roadway Safety Improvements 881 881 182 699 120 579 52 130 881 881 64 43 50 523
0530 RIV Riverside Co Grapefruit Blvd/4th St Ped and Roadway Safety Improvements 2,300 2,330 460 1,870 10 1,860 143 287 2,330 78 80 - 79.0
0768 RIV  Riverside Co DPH SRTS Active Transportation Program City of Perris 350 350 350 350 350 350 350 79 82 78 79.7
0769 RIV  Riverside Co DPH SRTS City of Jurupa Valley 500 500 500 500 500 500 500 99 99 86 94.7
0770 RIV  Riverside Co DPH SRTS City of Indio 500 500 500 500 500 500 500 99 75 97 903
0531 RIV  Riverside Co Parks Salt Creek Parkway, Phase IlI 4,223 3,251 3,251 3,251 3,251 40 77 45 425
0532 RIV  San Jacinto Safe & Active San Jacinto SRTS 989 989 989 126 807 28 28 989 989 150 79 80 87 82.0
0533 RIV Temecula Santa Gerrudis Creek Ped/Bicycle Trail Extneion an dinterconnect 4,362 3,543 168 3,375 3,375 42 127 54 76 50 52.0
0534 RIV  Western Riverside COG Wester Riverside County Subregional Active Transportation Plan 333 333 333 333 333 333 71 82 87 80.0
0535 RIV  Wildomar Murrieta Creek Multi-Use Trail Connectivity Phase 1 973 861 18 843 784 18 59 861 50 50 53 51.0
0074 SAC Elk Grove Lower Laguna Creek Open Space Preserve Trail 1,778 1,573 266 1,307 83 1,224 106 160 1,573 1,573 84 85 86 85.0
0075 SAC Elk Grove Powerline Trail/Hudson Basin Trailhead Improvements 2,023 1,791 293 1,498 149 1,349 117 176 51 41 74 553
0076 SAC Elk Grove Laguna Creek Trail Under-crossing at Waterman and Bond Rd 2,077 1,839 315 1,524 76 1,448 126 189 73 41 79 643
0077 SAC Elk Grove Laguna Creek Trail and Bruceville Road SRTS Improvements 2,283 2,021 325 1,696 201 1,495 130 195 2,021 2,021 90 70 87 823
0078 SAC Folsom Historic Powerhouse Canal Trail/Johnny Cash Trail Connector Project 3,001 895 895 895 895 63 52 83 66.0
0079 SAC Galt South Galt SRTS 2,150 1,800 1,800 1,800 1,800 1,800 78 88 81 823
0080 SAC Rancho Cordova SRTS Project 491 491 491 491 491 491 53 50 73 58.7
0081 SAC Rancho Cordova Anatolia Bike Trail 1,347 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 74 66 31 70.0
0082 SAC Rancho Cordova Mather Rails to Trails Project 2,654 1,467 1,467 1,467 1,467 73 47 79 66.3
0083 SAC Rancho Cordova Cordova Park SRTS 3,625 3,043 3,043 3,043 3,043 3,043 53 29 14 320
0084 SAC SACOG Infrastructure Planning & Education/Outreach 525 250 250 250 250 69 42 84 76.5
0085 SAC Sacramento Public Bike Parking 284 251 251 251 42 - 28 350
0086 SAC Sacramento Front St Bike Lanes 289 256 51 205 205 26 25 - 65 46 555
0087 SAC Sacramento North Natomas Bike Path Reconstruction 542 483 85 398 370 35 50 38 35 44 390
0088 SAC Sacramento Norht Laguna Creek Bike Path 637 568 92 476 476 50 42 568 39 54 50 47.7
0089 SAC Sacramento El Camino Ave Sidewalk Improvements 1,126 609 609 690 609 53 63 61 59.0
0090 SAC Sacramento Co Arcade Creek Ped and Bicycle Crossing 1,200 1,056 106 950 950 106 1,056 72 83 76 77.0
0091 SAC Sacramento Co Rosemont High School Branch Center Road Bike and Ped Improvements 1,800 1,800 300 1,500 1,500 120 180 1,800 69 75 46 63.3
0092 SAC Sacramento Co Howe Ave Sidwalk Infill and Bike Lane Imrprovements 1,853 1,853 320 1,533 40 1,533 280 1,853 1,853 76 98 88 873
0093 SAC SJUSD SRTS 250 250 250 250 250 250 250 250 - 90 62 76.0
0239 SB Buellton SRTS Improvements at Intersection of Hwy 246 and Sycamore Rd 780 750 70 680 680 70 750 49 59 69 59.0
0240 SB  Carpinteria Carpinteria Ave Ped Safety Improvement Project at ElIm Ave 304 269 269 2 228 39 27 36 8 237
0241 SB  Carpinteria Carpinteria Ave Ped Safety Improvement Project - Dump Road to Bluffs -15070 338 299 299 2 255 42 66 30 44  46.7
0242 SB Goleta Hollister Class 1 Bike 1,780 1,644 1,644 1,644 1,644 82 69 74 750
0243 SB Goleta Fowler Rd & Ekwill St Extension 23,871 2,010 2,010 2,010 68 - 80 74.0
0244 SB Guadalupe Citywide Bicycle and Ped Improvements 1,991 1,991 200 1,791 1,791 10 190 1,991 62 57 57 587
0246 SB Lompoc Sidewalk Infill and Curb Ramp Project 442 442 39 403 403 4 35 442 442 88 92 83 877
0260 SB Lompoc USD Developing a Sustainable SRTS Program 411 411 411 411 411 411 411 411 79 39 78 785
0248 SB  Santa Barbara La Cumbre Road Sidewalk & Ped Enhance 714 714 110 604 604 20 90 714 714 73 44 72 630
0249 SB  Santa Barbara Lower Milpas Ped Improv. 1,097 1,097 125 972 972 20 105 1,097 1,097 72 89 62 743
0250 SB  Santa Barbara Las Positas Rd Multiuse Path 10,387 4372 354 1,018 354 1,018 1,372 65 - 8 755
76
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0251 SB  Santa Barbara Cacique & Soledad Ped/Bicycle Bridges & Corr Improv 3,703 2,703 150 2,553 2,153 150 400 2,703 2,703 97 76 95 89.3
0252 SB  Santa Barbara Montecito St Bridge Replace & Ped Improv 3,875 3,442 597 2,845 2,845 147 450 3,442 3,442 80 52 76 78.0
0253 SB  Santa Barbara Co San Jose Creek Bridge Bike Path 910 805 95 710 710 95 60 46 31 457
0254 SB  Santa Barbara Co Old Town Orcutt Ped Improv 1,436 1,270 245 1,025 1,025 100 145 54 55 67 58.7
0255 SB  Santa Maria North Preisker Ln and South Depot St Ped Improvements 414 414 70 344 324 70 414 414 35 53 63 503
0247 SB SBCAG California Coastal Trail Gap Closure: Rincon Segement 7,736 6,423 469 5,954 469 5,954 78 42 64 613
0256 SB SBCAG California Coastal Trail Connector - Cabrillo Blvd Safety Improvements 5,000 5,000 5,000 5,000 - 50 53 515
0257 SB SBCAG California Coastal Trail Gap Closure - Santa Claus Lane Segment 6,218 5,243 1,394 3,849 907 3,849 487 - 54 51 525
0258 SB Solvang Solvang School Sidewalk Infill Project PW053 555 444 444 2 392 50 444 68 - 16 420
0259 SB UC Santa Barbara UCSB north Campus Open Space Multi-Modal Trail 2,292 2,292 396 1,896 1,896 396 2,292 2,292 15 66 72 75 71.0
0538 SBD Apple Valley Apple Valley School District SRTS 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 150 70 - 31 505
0539 SBD Apple Valley Mojave Riverwalk South 963 923 923 923 923 92 74 76 80.7
0540 SBD Apple Valley Apple Valley SRTS 1,095 1,095 1,095 1,095 1,095 1,095 85 83 81 83.0
0541 SBD Barstow City of Barstow's Active Transportation Plan 300 300 300 300 300 200 100 100 60 91 83 78.0
0542 SBD Barstow North 1st Ave Ped and Bicycle Enhancements 44,306 6,700 6,700 6,700 6,700 48 70 70 627
0543 SBD Big Bear Lake Big Bear Blvd Ped and Bicycle Mobility Project 993 993 20 973 28 855 10 100 993 993 74 73 69 72.0
0544 SBD Chino Hills Citywide Bike Lane Improvement Project 426 376 376 351 25 73 71 74 727
0545 SBD Chino Hills Los Serranos SRTS 4,188 4,188 279 3,909 3,909 279 4,188 698 74 - 79 765
0546 SBD Colton Active transportation plan 265 265 265 265 265 265 94 86 88 893
0547 SBD Fontana City of Fontana SRTS 1,624 1,624 166 1,458 50 1,458 116 1,624 1,624 78 78 77 77.7
0548 SBD Highland Palm Ave/Pacific St Bikeway and Pedestrian Improvements 1,662 118 118 118 118 61 63 69 643
0549 SBD Highland Boulder Ave/Orange St/Santa Ana River Trail Bikeway 6,462 3,493 194 3,299 3,299 194 3,493 75 84 70 763
0551 SBD Needles Safe Sidewalks to/around Schools 407 407 407 386 21 407 407 37 22 54 37.7
0552 SBD Ontario SRTS Active Transportation-Bon View, Corona, Euclid and Vineyard Elementary Schools 1,164 1,164 150 1,014 50 1,014 100 1,164 1,164 8 72 95 88 915
0553 SBD Ontario Mission Blvd Bike Route 1,600 1,600 215 1,385 1,385 15 200 1,600 68 - 81 745
0554 SBD Rancho Cucamonga Healthy RC SRTS 849 849 849 849 849 849 450 71 58 77 687
0555 SBD Redlands Redlands Blvd/OBT Connector 5,141 4,551 683 3,868 3,868 5 678 42 58 22 407
0556 SBD Redlands Redlands Bikeway Route System Implementation 6,341 5,614 842 4,772 4,772 5 837 45 83 79 69.0
0557 SBD Rilato SRTS Plan 1,450 1,450 1,450 1,450 1,450 1,450 1,450 90 91 47 90.5
0558 SBD  Rim of the World Recreation and Park  Rim of the World Active Transportation Program 285 285 285 285 285 285 63 63 66 64.0
0559 SBD San Bernardino Co Trona Road Class | Bikeway Searles Valley 1,257 1,257 339 918 918 219 120 1,257 37 44 26 357
0560 SBD San Bernardino Co Sunburst Street Class Il Bicycle Lanes 1,118 1,118 357 761 761 266 91 1,118 56 58 88 57.0
0536 SBD SANBAG SANBAG Points of Interest Ped Plan 400 400 400 400 400 400 400 400 67 65 - 66.0
0537 SBD SANBAG SANBAG SRTS Plan 400 400 400 400 120 400 400 400 90 - 85 875
0561 SBD SANBAG Metrolink Station Accessiblity Imrprovement 4,679 4,679 576 4,103 4,103 576 4,679 89 87 82 86.0
0562 SBD Twentynine Palms Baseline Rd Bike/Sidewalk 450 450 30 420 420 30 450 33 52 57 545
0563 SBD Twentynine Palms SR62 Imrpovement Project Phase 1 602 602 602 540 62 602 26 19 42 290
0564 SBD Twentynine Palms Sunyslope Drive Bike Path and Sidewalk Project (Mesquite Springs Dr to Encella Ave) 1,101 1,101 1,101 1,036 65 1,101 25 46 66 45.7
0565 SBD Victorville Interagency SRTS 4,097 4,097 505 3,592 30 3,592 100 375 4,097 4,097 72 91 43 815
0568 SBD Victorville Mojave Riverwalk Multi-Use Bike Facility 4,676 4,257 421 3,836 3,836 421 4,257 80 77 68 75.0
0566 SBD Yucaipa Safe Routes to Calimesa and Wildwood Elementary Schools 1,027 872 872 872 523 872 87 80 83 833
0567 SBD Yucaipa Safe Routes to Dunlap Elementary School 993 868 868 868 868 88 51 81 65 657
0245 SBT Hollister Activating Safe and Equitable Connections in West Hollister 4,207 1,200 1,200 1,200 1,200 1,200 70 95 65 67.5
0176 SCL Cupertino Tri-School Area SRTS Project 2,383 250 250 250 250 54 66 24 48.0
0177 SCL Cupertino McClellan Rd Sidewalk Project 5,040 5,040 1,294 3,746 919 3,746 375 5,040 62 48 - 550
0178 SCL Los Altos Covington Road Class | Pathway 405 330 330 330 330 58 50 57 55.0
0179 SCL Los Altos Hills West Fremont Rd Pathways 1,260 4415 44 1,071 1,071 7 37 1,115 - 54 44 49.0
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0180 SCL  Morgan Hill Main Av Bike Lanes & Ped Improvements 200 177 33 144 144 7 26 35 30 25 300
0181 SCL San Jose Valle Vista SRTS Infrastructure and Education 364 78 52 26 268 52 320 26 77 53 70 735
0182 SCL San Jose Scott/Auzerais Bikeway to Schools, Trails, and Transit 882 782 309 473 473 309 782 83 76 57 795
0183 SCL San Jose Linda Vista SRTS Infrastructure and Education 1,370 1,205 208 997 997 208 1,205 1,205 26 89 77 75 80.3
0184 SCL San Jose McLaughlin Ave Ped/Bike Safey Enhancement 2,671 2,351 470 1,881 1,881 470 2,351 81 79 74 78.0
0185 SCL San Jose Coyote Creek Trail to Berryessa BART Regional Transit Station 4,508 3,607 402 3,205 3,205 402 43 51 24 393
0186 SCL Santa Clara Co Almaden Rd Traffic Calming and Ped/Bicycle Improvements 825 519 11 508 508 111 519 60 - 56 58.0
0187 SCL Santa Clara Co Ped Sensors at Various Santa Clara County Expressway Signalized Intersections 701 701 59 642 642 59 701 701 52 56 49 523
0188 SCL Santa Clara Co San Martin/Gwinn Elementary School Ped and Bicycle Improvements 1,132 1,132 168 964 964 168 1,132 1,132 51 - 57 540
0189 SCL Santa Clara Co Gilroy Moves! 1,876 1,876 1,876 1,876 1,876 1,876 1,876 81 72 49 673
0190 SCL Sunnyvale Bishop Elementary SRTS 695 564 467 97 484 80 33 40 25 327
0191 SCL  Sunnyvale Sunnywavle and Lawrence Caltrain Stations 695 610 610 530 80 15 - 40 275
0192 SCL VTA Central and South County Bicycle Corridor Plan 500 444 222 222 444 444 444 88 75 47 70.0
0193 SCL VTA Santa Clara Caltrain Station Ped/Bicycle Undercrossing 9,250 7,000 7,000 7,000 74 47 90 70.3
0261 SCR Santa Cruz Branciforte Creek Bicycle/Ped Bridge 2,353 1,400 1,400 1,400 1,400 62 70 35 557
0262 SCR Santa Cruz Vehicle Speed Feedback Signs 97 97 97 89 8 97 97 42 89 69 66.7
0263 SCR Santa Cruz Market Street at Goss Minor Widening 308 271 271 1 245 25 271 67 42 30 36.0
0264 SCR Santa Cruz Co Radar Speed Feedback Signs and Flashing Beacons 829 829 829 757 72 829 829 74 81 74 763
0265 SCR Santa Cruz Co HSA SRTS Education and Encouragement in Santa Cruz County 447 447 447 447 447 447 91 85 61 79.0
0266 SCR Santa Cruz Metro Santa Cruz Metro Safe Routes SLV 95 95 12 83 83 1 11 95 74 70 50 72.0
0267 SCR  SCCRTC County-wide Bicycle Route Signage Program 334 300 55 245 245 55 300 53 76 60 63.0
0268 SCR Scotts Valley Glen Canyon Road Bike Lanes Project, Phase li 811 714 714 47 574 93 714 42 48 36 420
0271 SCR  Scotts Valley Missing Link to/from the Scotts Valley Middle School 787 693 693 16 586 8 83 693 38 36 42 387
0269 SCR UC Santa Cruz Great Meadow Bike Path Safety Improvements Project 433 383 71 312 312 71 86 69 87 80.7
0270 SCR  Watsonville Struve Slough Trail to Walker Street 750 660 20 640 20 565 40 35 660 71 58 43 573
0650 SD  Chula Vista Cook Elementary School Ped Improvements 407 407 407 407 407 51 67 50 56.0
0651 SD  Chula Vista Lauderbach Elementary School Ped Improvements 291 291 291 212 79 291 291 51 58 55 547
0652 SD  Chula Vista Industrial Blvd Ped and Bike Improvements 790 790 105 685 685 105 790 67 29 51 49.0
0653 SD  Chula Vista F Street Promenade Streetscape master plan 518 491 491 491 491 491 80 91 100 90.3
0654 SD  chula vista Elementary School District |t's Cool 2 Walk to School NI Project 590 590 590 590 590 590 500 45 90 100 783
0655 SD  Coronado SRTS Education 43 36 36 36 36 36 51 84 90 75.0
0656 SD  Del Mar Camino del Mar Complete Streets Netwoek: Ped, Bike, and Intersection Safety Improvements 1,075 643 589 54 543 37 63 643 62 82 51 56.5
0657 SD  Del Mar Ped & Bike Facilities along Camino del Mar, Jimmy Durante, and Via de la Valle 2,249 1,387 169 1,218 30 1,188 8 132 1,387 84 62 78 74.7
0658 SD  El Cajon Chase Ave Elementary SRTS 397 397 36 361 361 1 35 397 397 72 82 87 803
0659 SD  El Cajon Cajon Valley Union School District SRTS Project 500 500 500 500 500 500 500 80 88 71 79.7
0660 SD  Encinitas Leucadia Bl Roundabout 1,375 1,375 263 1,112 46 1,112 17 200 1,375 25 77 75 67 73.0
0661 SD  Encinitas El Portal Ped and Bike Underpass 5,401 5,401 938 4,463 50 4,463 38 850 77 79 87 81.0
0662 SD  Encinitas Montgomery Av Ped/Bike Underpass 6,641 6,641 1,194 5,447 104 5,447 89 1,001 - 71 73 720
0663 SD  Escondido Escondido Creek Bike Path Missing Link 1,092 1,092 172 920 920 172 1,092 79 78 90 823
0664 SD  Escondido Juniper Elementary SRTS 1,337 1,337 1,337 1,137 200 1,337 1,337 22 82 92 69 81.0
0665 SD  Escondido Union School Distrtict Escondido SRTS Program 1,845 1,845 1,845 1,845 1,845 330 1,845 1,845 67 68 43 67.5
0666 SD  Imperial Beach Elm Ave Traffic, Ped and Cycling Safety & Mobility Imrpovement 1,459 709 226 483 6 483 220 709 709 55 90 83 60 86.5
0667 SD  Imperial Beach Complete Streets Plan for SRTS and Community 750 750 750 750 750 300 750 10 47 73 88 69.3
0668 SD  Imperial Beach Bikeway Village Bayshore Bikeway Access Enhancement 4,751 1,800 1,000 800 1,750 50 1,800 - 77 77 770
0669 SD  Lalolla Band of Luiseno Indians La Jolla Active Transportation Project 2014 4,110 4,110 1,230 2,880 3,019 350 591 4,110 88 - 88 88.0
0670 SD  La Mesa King Street Ped and Bicycle Improvements 1,050 940 130 810 15 810 35 80 940 940 86 86 41 86.0
0671 SD  La Mesa Junior High Drive Ped and Bicycle Improvements 1,436 1100 442 658 8 992 50 50 1,100 342 64 56 85 683
o0
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0672 SD  National City El Toyon - Las Palmas Bicycle Corridor 1,865 375 375 75 50 250 300 375 82 81 89 84.0
0673 SD  National City National City SRTS Ped Enhancements 1,690 350 275 75 75 50 225 350 350 91 91 61 910
0674 SD  National City Euclid Ave Bike and Ped Enhancement 2,050 2,050 2,050 75 1,625 50 300 78 53 73 68.0
0675 SD  National City Division St Road Diet 875 875 143 732 45 687 50 93 875 63 - 96 79.5
0676 SD  National City 18th St Bicycle and Ped Enhancements 1,225 1,225 200 1,025 50 975 50 150 1,225 80 78 96 84.7
0649 SD  Oceanside Oceanside Elementary Bike/Walk Encourament 239 239 239 239 239 239 239 61 38 67 553
0677 SD  Oceanside Nichols Elementary SRTS 550 550 30 520 520 30 550 65 44 59 56.0
0678 SD  Poway Midland Rd Improvements 537 437 100 337 20 337 20 60 437 52 52 - 520
0679 SD  Poway Espola Rd Improvements 1,351 1,201 468 733 20 1,111 70 1,201 70 58 55 61.0
0680 SD  San Diego Linda Vista SRTS 500 500 500 500 500 500 80 73 77 767
0681 SD  San Diego Chollas Creek-Bayshore Bikeway Final Design 735 735 735 20 20 695 735 94 57 84 89.0
0682 SD  San Diego Streamview Dr Improvements 1,592 1,592 1,592 8 1,592 83 65 55 67.7
0683 SD  San Diego Co SRTS - Valley Vista ES 364 364 60 304 4 300 60 364 38 38 63 380
0684 SD  San Diego Co Traffic Signal at Discovery St/San Pablo Dr 467 467 467 442 25 467 467 66 36 54 52.0
0685 SD  San Diego Co Active Transportation Plan 650 500 330 170 500 500 500 73 - 81 770
0686 SD  San Diego Co Chollas Creek, Oak Park Branch Trail 1,049 964 240 724 20 704 70 170 964 91 68 87 82.0
0687 SD  San Diego Co SRTS - Tierra Del Sol MS/Lindo Park ES 1,313 1,313 397 916 58 858 397 1,313 1,313 47 58 57 54.0
0688 SD  San Diego Co SRTS - Live Oak Elementary/Potter Junior High 2,760 2,760 860 1,900 166 1,900 360 334 2,066 85 51 86 85.5
0689 SD  San Marcos Bike Detection Enhancement 600 531 47 484 484 47 531 63 81 96 80.0
0690 SD  San Marcos CSUSM Bike and Ped Urban Trail at Twin Oaks Valley Rd 750 615 54 561 561 54 71 69 84 747
0691 SD SANDAG Bayshore Bikeway, Barrio Logan Segment 3,933 1,470 1,470 1,470 1,470 59 64 69 64.0
0692 SD  SANDAG Coastal Rail Trail, Chesterfield Dr-G St 6,419 4,104 4,104 4,104 61 64 66 63.7
0693 SD SANDAG Coastal Rail Trail, Rose Creek Bikeway 19,881 8,604 8,604 8,604 8,604 59 68 83 63.5
0694 SD  SANDAG SR 15 Commuter Bike Facility 11,055 9,720 9,720 9,720 9,720 76 79 82 79.0
0695 SD  Santee Riverwalk Dr Ped Crossing 217 217 36 181 181 1 35 217 58 67 77 67.3
0696 SD  Santee San Diego River Bike Path 414 366 366 191 223 46 46 47 463
0697 SD  Santee School Area ADA Ped Ramp Installation Project 980 980 980 875 105 980 - 55 35 450
0698 SD  Solana Beach Construct bike/ped improvements 550 550 75 475 425 75 550 50 76 66 78 733
0699 SD  Steele Canyon HS Rt 94 Pathway Improvement 1,680 1,680 240 1,440 15 1,440 25 200 1,680 61 - 65 63.0
0700 SD  Vista Vista SRTS Master Plan 120 120 120 120 120 120 120 120 57 87 86 76.7
0701 SD  Vista Bobier Elementary Ped Mobility Improv. 497 447 447 393 54 447 447 92 69 78 79.7
0702 SD  Vista Maryland Elementary Ped Mobility improv 792 712 85 627 627 85 712 712 56 99 92 955
0772 SD  Vista Pedestrian Master Plan 150 150 150 150 150 68 93 87 827
0194 SF  CA State Coastal Conservancy SF Bay Trail at Battery East 806 710 710 710 55 - 53 540
0195 SF San Francisco Co DPH  San Francisco SRTS to Non-Infrastructure Project 990 990 990 990 990 990 990 89 93 26 91.0
0197 SF SF DPW John Yehall Chin SRTS 2,241 514 514 21 493 514 514 88 81 46 84.5
0198 SF SF DPW Redding SRTS 3,419 784 784 32 752 784 784 83 8 80 823
0196 SF  sF Municipal Transportation Agency Bicycle Wayfinding system 1,415 792 792 792 792 82 8 68 787
0199 SF SFMTA SF Safer Streets 2,000 2,000 2,000 2,000 2,000 2,000 2,000 90 57 86 77.7
0200 SF SFMTA Vision Zero Capital Procurement 4,527 4,008 4,008 4,008 4,008 82 86 68 78.7
0201 SF Transbay/JPA Transby Transit Center Ped and Bike Safety and Accessibility Improvements 8,922 2,922 2,922 2,922 2,922 65 55 55 58.3
0028 SHA Anderson Bruce St SRTS 900 825 80 745 170 610 20 25 825 825 62 63 86 625
0029 SHA Redding Sacramento River Trail Solar Lighting Project 395 350 53 297 297 50 3 350 64 79 56 66.3
0030 SHA Redding Browning St Complete Street Improvements 489 410 410 410 410 77 42 88 69.0
0031 SHA Redding Placer St Improvements 5,004 2,296 2,296 2,296 2,296 94 - 95 945
0032 SHA Shasta Lake City of Shasta Lake Complete Streets Plan 75 75 65 10 75 32 60 43 45.0
0033 SHA SRTA GoShasta Active Transportation Plan 308 5250 250 250 250 250 81 - 60 705
T

Amounts shown in thousands. DAC: Benefit to Disadvantaged Communities; Plan: Active Transportation Plan; SRTS: Safe Routes to School; NI: Non-Infrastructure; E1: Evaluator 1; E2: Evaluator 2: E3: Evaluator 3 Page 13 of 17



2014 Active Transportation Program - Applications Sorted by County, CTC Staff Recommendation 8/8/2014

Total Total
ID Co Agency Project Title Project Fund 14-15 | 15-16 RW CON PAED PSE DAC Plan SRTS |SRTS-NI| E1 E2 E3 [Score
Cost Request
0034 SHA SRTA Shasta SRTS 500 500 500 500 500 500 500 76 81 52 785
0035 SIS Mt Shasta Mt Shasta to Lake Siskiyou Trail 110 110 110 110 110 110 82 61 58 670
0036 SIS  Siskiyou Co City of Tulelake-Sidewalk Replacement and Improvement Project 905 905 905 814 30 61 905 905 49 48 25 485
0037 SIS Weed Countywide Active Transportation Plan for Siskiyou County 250 250 250 250 250 250 67 48 35 50.0
0038 SIS Yreka City Active Transportation Plan 111 111 111 111 111 111 62 67 80 69.7
0039 SIS Yreka Greenhorn Rd Bicycle and Ped Improvements 637 637 50 587 587 25 25 637 59 - 69 64.0
0602 SJ Lathrop 5th Street Sidewalk Improvements 640 640 75 565 565 30 45 640 640 41 46 42 43.0
0603 SJ Lodi Century Blvd/UPRR Ped and Bicycle Overcrossing 1,200 1,063 1,063 177 886 1,063 891 - 72 83 775
0604 S) Ripon River Rd Sidewalk and Intersection Improvements 1,227 550 550 550 550 4 53 61 527
0605 SJ  SanJoaquin Co New Haven Elementary School LED Radar Speed Feedbck Devices 93 93 15 78 78 15 93 93 23 64 9 320
0606 SJ San Joaquin Co Lincoln Elementary School LED Radar Speed Feedbck Devices 93 93 15 78 78 15 93 29 37 24 300
0607 SJ  SanJoaquin Co New Hope Elementary School LED Radar Speed Feedbck Devices 93 93 15 78 78 15 93 - 33 22 275
0608 SJ San Joaquin Co Colony Oak Elementary School LED Radar Speed Feedbck Devices 93 93 15 78 78 15 93 93 28 33 41 340
0609 SJ San Joaquin Co Woodbridge School Access Improvements 266 266 48 218 218 48 266 55 52 33 467
0610 SJ San Joaquin Co Peltier Rd Bike/Wine Trail Project 1,677 1,483 247 1,236 1,236 247 - 31 8 195
0611 S)  Stockton SRTS Plan 350 350 50 300 350 350 350 350 49 77 86 707
0612 S) Stockton Complete Streets Plan 396 396 396 396 396 63 75 70 693
0613 SJ  Stockton Pacific Ave Sidewalk Gap Closure 400 400 400 340 10 50 400 58 8 62 600
0614 SJ  Stockton McKinley Elementary SRTS 453 453 79 374 374 10 69 453 453 75 8 80 80.3
0615 SJ Stockton Installation of Bike Pushbutton Detection at Various Locations 456 456 80 376 376 14 66 43 35 32 367
0616 SJ  Stockton Neighborhood Traffic Management Program and Raised Crosswalks 748 548 548 450 98 84 72 37 643
0617 S) Stockton Bicycle Master Plan Update 550 550 550 550 440 85 83 89 873
0618 SJ Stockton Ryde Ped Bridge 629 599 110 489 489 110 599 - 31 42 36.5
0619 SJ Stockton Robinhood Drive and Claremonth Ave Bike Lane Installation 777 683 683 561 122 50 69 51 56.7
0620 SJ Stockton Calaveras River Bike Path Rehabilitation 720 720 720 591 129 - 68 81 745
0621 S}  Stockton Fremont Square Sidewalk Reconstruction 728 728 79 649 649 79 728 728 9% 70 89 85.0
0622 S) Stockton Ped Master Plan/ADA Accessible Bridge Improvements 749 749 351 398 398 5 121 749 57 71 60 627
0623 SJ Stockton Ped Improvements at Five Downtown Crosswalks 914 914 163 751 751 10 153 914 52 91 71 713
0624 S) Stockton Sidewalks to School Installation 1,368 1,368 203 1,165 1,165 33 170 1,368 1,368 76 80 92 82.7
0625 S) Stockton San Joaquin Trail 1,479 1,394 1,394 1,205 189 1,394 82 79 91 84.0
0626 SJ Stockton March Lane/EBMUD Bicycle & Ped Path Rehabilitation 1,681 1,681 1,681 1,381 300 1,681 1,681 68 90 83 80.3
0627 SJ) Stockton March Lane/EBMUD Bicycle & Ped Trail Greenscape Phase 2 2,380 2,288 70 2,218 2,218 10 60 64 54 85 59.0
0628 SJ) Stockton Miner Ave Complete Streets Improvement 21,492 2,811 2,811 861 1,950 2,811 73 71 79 743
0629 S Stockton El Dorado Street Ped 6,240 3,240 270 2,970 2,970 100 170 3,240 67 57 80 62.0
0630 SJ Tracy Mount Diablo Ave/Mount Oso Ave/C St Sidewalk Improvements 966 966 966 126 760 80 966 966 52 42 42 453
0272 SLO Arroyo Grande E. Branch St. Class 1 Multi-Use Pathway 483 483 70 413 413 10 60 483 483 26 26 68 26.0
0285 SLO Atascadero Downtown Ped Bridge 1,446 977 977 977 56 70 - 63.0
0273 SLO Dana Adobe Nipomo Amigos Rancho Nipomo Heritage Park Recreation Trails 4,069 932 65 867 867 65 932 - 66 41 535
0274 SLO Morro Bay Del Mar Elementary School SRTS Improvements - Greewood Ave 209 80 80 61 9 10 80 80 55 32 24 370
0275 SLO Morro Bay Morro Creek Bicycle Ped Birdge and Mult-use Trail 1,792 480 480 480 62 53 64 59.7
0276 SLO Paso Robes Georgia Brown Elementary School 1,315 1,315 1,315 1,195 120 1,315 1,315 50 42 50 473
0277 SLO Pismo Beach Shell Beach Rd Streetscape Project - Phase 1 11,030 2,000 2,000 2,000 2,000 69 67 73 69.7
0278 SLO San Luis Obispo Prefumo Creek Parkway 1,305 1,056 255 801 801 83 172 1,056 65 70 64 66.3
0279 SLO San Luis Obispo Railroad Safety Trail to Pepper Segment 4,925 3,895 3,895 3,895 73 71 76 733
0280 SLO San Luis Obispo Co Dana Elementary School SRTS 2016 643 569 80 489 5 489 16 59 569 - 61 40 505
0281 SLO San Luis Obispo Co Oceano Elementary School SRTS 2016 633 633 114 519 5 519 14 95 633 633 - 73 53 630
0282 SLO San Luis Obispo Co San Juan Creek Ped Bridge 1,265 886 886 866 62 72 60 64.7
oz

Amounts shown in thousands. DAC: Benefit to Disadvantaged Communities; Plan: Active Transportation Plan; SRTS: Safe Routes to School; NI: Non-Infrastructure; E1: Evaluator 1; E2: Evaluator 2: E3: Evaluator 3 Page 14 of 17
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0283 SLO San Luis Obispo Co Orchard Ave Bikelanes South of Nipomo 2,375 2,100 235 1,865 10 1,865 25 200 31 66 54 503
0284 SLO SLO Reg'l Rideshare SLO Regional Rideshare SRTS Program 522 522 522 522 522 522 522 52 79 70 67.0
0202 SM  Belmont Old County Road Ped and Bicycle Improvement 1,350 900 900 900 900 56 33 47 453
0203 SM  Belmont Ralston Ave Corridor Complete Streets Imrpovement 8,908 7,886 7,886 250 5,391 2,245 7,886 62 69 86 723
0205 SM  East Palo Alto Hwy 101 Ped/Bike Overcrossing 9,400 8,600 8,600 8,600 8,600 8,600 89 89 88 88.7
0206 SM  Pacifica Rockaway Beach to Pacifica State Beach Class | Multi-purpose Trail Imrpovement 275 250 250 250 27 20 37 28.0
0207 SM  San Carlos Central Middle School and White Oaks Elementary SRTS Project 401 401 401 336 10 55 401 68 82 45 65.0
0208 SM  San Mateo City of San Mateo SRTS Program 2,515 2,125 2,125 2,110 405 2,515 2,515 390 81 - 69 75.0
0209 SM  San Mateo Co Resurfacing and Restriping of Sand Hill Road at Highway 280 in the Unincorporated San Mateo County 1,033 837 837 837 58 68 48 58.0
0210 SM  San Mateo Co Midcoast SRTS and Commuter Trail 1,120 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 53 - 58 555
0204 SM  San Mateo Co Office of Ed San Mateo County SRTS for Health and Wellness 4,036 900 900 900 900 900 59 76 85 80.5
0211 SM  South SF Linden Ave and Spruce Ave Traffic Calming Improvements 975 863 863 863 863 863 65 63 75 67.7
0212 SM  South SF Sunshine Gardens Traffic Calming Improvements 1,500 1,328 1,328 1,328 1,328 1,328 74 65 55 64.7
0213 SM  Town of Hillsborough  Eucalyptus Trail Project 700 619 619 575 44 23 - 48 355
0214 SM  Woodside Woodside Elementary School Studen Pathway Project 904 904 904 744 160 904 67 74 81 740
0215 SOL Solano Co Farm to Markety Phase 1 Project 1,934 1,462 1,462 1,462 56 52 53 537
0216 SOL Solano Co Vaca-Dixon Bikeway, Ph 5B 2,970 2,628 2,628 2,628 46 49 40 45.0
0217 SOL solano Transportation Authority Solano County SR2S - Ingraining Walking & Rolling into the School Culture 389 389 389 389 389 389 73 8 71 773
0218 SOL Suisun City Driftwood Dr SRTS Path 680 680 107 573 573 107 680 680 66 60 59 61.7
0219 SOL Vallejo SR2S North Hills Christian School Improvement 303 279 279 279 279 49 30 68 49.0
0220 SOL Vallejo SRTS - Cooper ES 316 286 286 286 286 286 38 77 64 59.7
0221 SOL Vallejo Maine St Ped Enhance 5,784 5,532 5,532 5,532 5,532 56 59 55 56.7
0222 SON Cloverdale Greenway & Ped Safety Improve 1,701 1,506 208 1,298 1,298 208 1,506 70 59 59 627
0223 SON Petaluma East Washington Park Mult-use Pathway 609 445 445 445 66 - 73 69.5
0224 SON Santa Rosa Jennings Av Bike/Ped RR Crossing 5,535 4,587 917 3,670 3,670 917 79 74 - 765
0225 SON Sonoma Co Bodega Bay Trail 1,483 360 360 360 360 55 65 67 623
0226 SON Sonoma Co Willowside Rd SRTS 1,715 1,518 1,518 1,518 1,518 - 45 48 465
0227 SON  Sonoma-Marin Area Rail Transit District. SMART Bike/Ped Pathway - Mclnnis Parkway to Smith Ranch Road 1,807 1,529 1,529 1,529 52 53 - 525
0228 SON  sonoma-Marin Area Rail Transit District P@yran Street to South Pont Blvd Project 2,692 1,930 1,930 1,930 1,930 70 66 60 653
0229 SON Windsor Old Redwood Highway and Starr Rd 320 278 278 278 278 73 - 78 755
0230 SON Windsor SRTS Improvements around Brooks Elementary and Windsor Middle School 367 306 306 306 306 54 71 63 62.7
0631 STA Ceres SRTS on Don Pedro Road and Nadine Ave - Multiple Schools 373 373 52 321 321 5 47 373 373 64 69 62 65.0
0632 STA Ceres SRTS on Whitmore Ave (Ceasar Chavez Jr High and La Rosa Elementary) 893 878 65 813 813 65 878 878 62 84 78 747
0633 STA Hughson Fox Rd Ped Improvements 409 409 409 409 409 409 - 8 77 79.0
0634 STA Modesto Modesto Jr Collecge Class 1 Bike Path (Phase Il) 1,500 1,500 1,500 50 1,250 200 1,500 68 83 40 637
0635 STA Stanislaus Co Park Neighborhood Sidewalk and Drainage Project 1,100 550 550 550 67 78 56 67.0
0636 STA Turlock Christoffersen Parkway Class Il Bicycle Facilities 192 192 16 176 176 16 192 192 65 68 67 66.7
0637 STA Turlock Crowell Elementary School Off-Site Improvements 455 455 36 419 419 36 455 100 61 77 80 727
0638 STA Turlock Cunningham Parkway Class Il Bicycle Facilities 843 782 103 679 76 603 103 782 782 10 74 55 93 740
0094 SUT Live Oak Ped Improvement Plan 126 126 43 83 126 126 126 79 80 61 733
0095 SUT Live Oak Kola St SRTS 715 715 82 633 633 60 22 715 715 65 70 74  69.7
0096 SUT Live Oak Recreational Trail Phase 2 894 894 103 791 791 80 23 894 894 90 64 48 67.3
0097 SUT Yuba City Franklin Road Improvements 393 353 353 353 353 353 75 91 60 753
0040 TRI  Trinity Co Lowden Park to Senior Center Bike/Ped Path 2,417 2,087 2,087 2,087 2,087 2,087 73 85 44 67.3
0337 TUL Dinuba Class Il and Ill Bike Lanes 344 303 303 261 18 36 303 303 303 122 76 31 72 597
0338 TUL Dinuba SRTS - Dinuba Lighted Crosswalks 550 487 487 9 430 4 44 487 487 54 69 44 69 69.0
0339 TUL Dinuba USD The Dinuba SRTS Project 771 71 365 406 771 60 46 62 56.0
(O8]
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0340 TUL Exeter SRTS Improvements - Project 2 763 763 61 702 702 61 763 763 61 70 61 64.0
0341 TUL Exeter SRTS Improvements - Project 1 1,042 1,042 83 959 959 5 78 1,042 1,042 65 59 48 57.3
0342 TUL Farmersville Farmersville Comprehensive Active Transportation Initiative 2,313 2,038 105 1,933 540 1,393 50 55 2,038 62 94 - 78.0
0343 TUL Porterville Garden Ave Ped Access Corridor 642 568 568 568 568 62 57 47 553
0344 TUL Porterville Crosswalk Warning Lights System 913 808 808 728 7 73 - 35 30 325
0345 TUL Porterville Veteran's Park Trail Enhancement 3,323 3,323 3,323 3,323 3,323 47 24 44 455
0346 TUL Porterville Tule River Parkway Recreational Trail 6,498 6,498 2,023 4,475 1,540 4,475 70 413 6,498 61 28 50 463
0347 TUL Tulare Safety Improvements to Santa Fe Trail Arterial Crossings 255 255 40 215 215 5 35 255 48 63 39 50.0
0348 TUL Tulare Mooney Blvd-Cross Ave Signal Safety Improvements for santa Fe Bike/PedTrail 305 265 265 265 265 39 48 40 423
0349 TUL Tulare Co Oak Valley School Xing 29 29 29 25 4 29 29 29 52 - - 520
0350 TUL Tulare Co Richgrove School Xing 39 39 39 33 6 39 39 11 56 74 72 673
0351 TUL Tulare Co Woodville School Xing 44 44 44 39 4 44 44 44 53 78 58 63.0
0352 TUL Tulare Co Earlimart Middle School Crossing 53 53 53 44 9 53 53 14 69 70 - 69.5
0353 TUL Tulare Co Sequoia School Crossing Imrprovements 55 55 55 46 9 55 55 55 52 58 62 573
0354 TUL Tulare Co Carl Smith Middle School Xing 29 59 59 25 4 59 59 49 84 55 52.0
0355 TUL Tulare Co Earlimart Alila School Xing 60 60 60 50 10 60 60 15 77 44 88 69.7
0356 TUL Tulare Co Earlimart Elementary School Crossing Improvements 67 67 67 56 11 67 67 5 74 58 87 730
0357 TUL Tulare Co SRTS Plan 110 110 110 110 110 110 110 69 54 92 717
0358 TUL Tulare Co Bartlett Park Recration Trail 300 300 300 280 20 300 57 - 20 385
0359 TUL Tulare Co Tooleville Sidewalk Improvement 414 414 414 379 35 414 414 414 55 68 62 61.7
0360 TUL Tulare Co Terra Bella Sidewalk Improvements 417 417 417 397 20 417 417 417 63 58 71 64.0
0361 TUL Tulare Co Earlimart S.Side of Washington Sidewalk Imp 457 457 457 437 20 457 457 5 78 67 63 693
0362 TUL Tulare Co Earlimart Park Sidewalk Improvement 490 490 490 455 35 490 490 490 68 - 52 60.0
0363 TUL Tulare Co Balch Park Rec Trail 756 756 756 716 40 756 19 57 45 403
0364 TUL Tulare Co Alpaugh Sidewalk Improvement 787 787 787 730 57 787 787 5 89 41 80 70.0
0365 TUL Tulare Co Matheny Tract Sidewalks & Safe Routes to Bus Stops 4,800 4,800 380 4,420 4,320 96 384 4,800 4,800 69 80 33 745
0588 TUL Tulare Co DPH Tulare County Active Transportation Campaign 263 263 263 263 263 263 169 89 - 67 780
0366 TUL Tulare Co Office of Ed  Friday Night Live - education 2,231 2,231 570 1,661 2,231 2,231 2,231 2,231 32 37 6 345
0367 TUL Visalia Green Acres Middle School Enhanced Crosswalk 81 81 12 69 69 12 81 81 - 70 65 675
0368 TUL Visalia Packwood Trail Bicycle and Ped Bridge Project 252 252 35 217 217 35 252 76 62 62 66.7
0369 TUL Visalia Bus Stop Improvements 268 268 268 268 42 35 54 437
0370 TUL Visalia Evans Waterway Trail and Rotary Park Ped Connection Project 823 823 95 728 728 95 823 60 48 50 52.7
0371 TUL Visalia Mill Creek Trail Downtown Corridor 875 875 92 783 783 92 875 55 50 64 56.3
0372 TUL Visalia Visalia Greenway Belt North-South Connection Trail 1,119 1,119 95 1,024 1,024 95 1,119 65 50 50 55.0
0373 TUL Woodlake Recreational Trail 453 453 80 373 5 368 20 60 453 - 46 50 48.0
0374 TUL Woodlake SRTS improvements 1,166 1,166 115 1,051 32 1,019 20 95 1,166 1,166 77 50 85 81.0
0639 TUO Sonora Dragoon Gulch Trail Connectivity 1,092 993 93 900 900 93 993 993 - 55 73 64.0
0640 TUO Tuolume Co Tranp Council Tuolumne County SRTS and Family Fit 157 157 157 157 157 157 51 - 82 66.5
0773 VAR Caltrans State Techncial Assistance Resource Center 1,875 1,875 625 1,250 1,875 1,875 1,875 N/A N/A N/A N/A
0231 VAR MTC Bay Area Bike Share Expansion (VAR) 19,831 11,863 11,863 11,863 - 61 63 62.0
0569 VAR Omnitrans West Valley Connector Corridor 25,125 3,500 525 2,975 2,975 525 3,115 88 88 81 85.7
0494 VAR SCAG SCAG Active Transportation Safety & Encouragement Campaign 2,333 2,333 2,333 2,333 934 86 95 71 84.0
0570 VAR State Coastal Conservancy Santa Ana River Trail and Parkway 218 197 81 116 197 197 72 71 68 703
0098 VAR Tahoe Transportation District Lake Tahoe Bike and Ped Active Transportation Project 45,314 10,866 10,866 8,716 2,150 7,244 74 73 73 733
0495 VEN Oxnard Oxnard Blvd Bike Lanes 1,215 57 57 57 62 75 59 653
0496 VEN Oxnard Vineyard Ave Bike Lanes 746 660 660 45 43 47 450
0497 VEN Santa Paula 10th St (SR 150) Bicycle and Ped Improvements 635 o 577 577 577 577 46 72 62 60.0
O
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0498 VEN Simi Valley Arroyo Simi Greenway Bike Trail Phase 3 1,330 1,197 77 1,120 1,120 9 68 1,197 1,197 57 74 74 68.3
0499 VEN Thousand Oaks Rancho Rd Ped/Bike Improv 1,027 909 109 800 800 109 - 56 66 61.0
0500 VEN Thousand Oaks City Ped & Bicycling Improv 1,656 1,466 176 1,290 1,290 176 28 29 63 40.0
0501 VEN Ventura Bike Bath Crossin gSafety Beacons 426 377 35 342 342 35 - 63 65 64.0
0502 VEN Ventura Westside Ped and Bicycle Facility Improvements 1,500 1,500 200 1,300 1,300 10 190 1,500 1,500 44 93 66 67.7
0503 VEN Ventura Co Rio Real School, Ped and street improv 400 365 365 365 365 365 35 29 45 363
0504 VEN Ventura Co Camarillo Heights and Somis Schools ped improv 625 578 578 578 578 39 58 45 473
0505 VEN Ventura Co Las Posas Road Bike Lanes (South), Phase Il 690 610 610 610 610 45 - 81 63.0
0506 VEN Ventura Co Santa Ana Rd Widening and Bike Lanes (Central) 1,300 1,150 1,150 1,150 1,150 39 - 69 540
0099 YOL Davis SRTS Program 562 562 562 562 562 542 67 74 91 773
0100 YOL Davis N. H Street Bicycle and Ped Improvements 1,112 1,112 178 934 934 178 1,112 52 45 38 45.0
0101 YOL UC Davis Russell Corridor Active Transportation Improvements 4,617 3,879 144 3,735 3,528 144 207 73 72 46 725
0102 YOL West Sacramento Sycamore Trail Phase 3 Bicycle and Ped Trail 695 695 148 547 35 547 25 88 695 695 80 77 91 827
0103 YOL West Sacramento Sycamore Trail Phase 2 Bicycle and Ped Overpass 947 947 847 100 100 170 677 947 947 88 65 86 79.7
0104 YOL West Sacramento Clarksburg Branch Line Trail Extension 1,947 1,947 243 1,704 50 1,704 193 1,947 1,947 81 77 69 757
0105 YOL Woodland 2014 SRTS 539 539 539 539 270 539 539 - 60 85 725
0106 YOL Woodland Bicycle and Pedestrain Enhancement Project 2,369 2,091 2,091 1,920 177 52 44 69 48.0
0109 YUB Marysville SRTS Prject & Programs 489 489 489 448 41 489 489 16 8 92 79 850
0107 YUB Yuba Co Linda Elementary SRTS Project 865 865 130 735 15 720 40 90 865 865 - 63 47 550
0108 YUB Yuba Co Ella Elementary SRTS Project 1,350 1,350 160 1,190 20 1,170 60 100 1,350 1,350 - 78 82 80.0
85
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA—CALIFORNIA STATE TRANSPORTATION AGENCY EDMUND G, BROWN Jr.. Governor

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
OFFICE OF THE DIRECTOR

P.0. BOX 942873, MS-49

SACRAMENTO, CA 94273-0001

PHONE (916) 654-6130

FAX (916) 653-5776

TTY 711

www.dot.ca.gov

Serious drought.
Help save water!

July 31, 2014

Mr. Andre Boutros

Executive Director

California Transportation Commission
1120 N Street, Room 2221
Sacramento, CA 95814

Dear Mr. Boutros

I am excited to forward California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) recommendation for
Cycle 1 Active Transportation Program and for consideration and adoption of the California
Transportation Commission (CTC).

Caltrans conducted a project solicitation and selection process for Cycle 1 of the Active
Transportation Program (ATP). The application submittal period closed on May 21, 2014,
Caltrans received 771 applications requesting over $1 billion in ATP funds. The applications
were evaluated and scored by up to three independent evaluators, both Caltrans and external
volunteers. The scores were averaged to determine a preliminary ranking of projects for funding.
The projects were then evaluated on other considerations including project-type funding
requirements, fiscal year requirements, district staff recommendation, and on-site project scoping
for projects over $5M.

In accordance with SB99, Caltrans is responsible for recommehding ATP projects to utilize the
statewide program (50% of total ATP funding) and the Small Urban and Rural program (10% of
total ATP funding). The attached recommended project lists fill up these two ATP funding pots.

In accordance with AB101, the ATP has funding requirements by project type. The minimum
funding requirements and proposed funding for three years of funds within two years of
programming are shown in the table below:

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



Mr. Andre Boutros
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ki‘gugggzngmg vty | | AMOUNT | REOUREMENT/ |  #0F
= _ pgrs | BRECOMMENDED: | LIMITMET? | FROJECTS=*
STATEWIDE 184,050 184,050 YES 125
Non-Safe Routes to School Projects NONE 97,587 N/A 56
Safe Routes to School (SRTS) (min) 72,000 86,463 YES 69
SRTS —Non-Infrastructure (min) 21,600 15,952 NO** 36
Recreational Trails- (min) 5,700 6,144 YES 3
PLANS (max) 5% 2.9% YES 13
Non-infrastructure (Non-SRTS) (min) NONE 5,852 NA 7
Disadvantaged Community (min) 25% 94.5% YES 117
SMALL URBAN & RURAL 36,810 36,810 YES 16
| Disadvantaged Community (min) 25% 83.9% YES 11

*In 1000s

**Not enough successful applications submitted to meet minimum requirement
***Projects or elements of project type

Caltrans takes on the responsibility of administering the ATP and recommending a two-year

program of projects to utilize ATP funds and meet the goals of the program in accordance with
SB99 and AB101.

The attached lists and maps will be posted on the Caltrans internet website immediately after the
ATP program adoption by the CTC at the August 19-20, 2014 meeting.

Caltrans staff will conduct post-award training to ATP funding recipients following the ATP
program adoption by the CTC at the August meeting.

Sincerely,

MALCOLM DOUGHERTY
Director

Enclosure

(1) ATP Program of Project Lists
(2) Caltrans ATP Project Selection and Method
(3) Maps of Cycle 1 Recommended ATP Geographic Distribution

c: Brain P. Kelly, Secretary, California State Transportation Agency

“Provide a safe, sustainable, integrated and efficient transportation system

to enhance California’s economy and livability”
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be: Kome Ajise, Deputy Director, Planning and Modal Programs, Caltrans
Ray Zhang, Chief, Division of Local Assistance, Caltrans
April Nitsos, Office Chief, Active Transportation Program and Special Funds, Caltrans
Teresa McWilliam, Senior Transportation Engineer, Active Transportation and Special
Funds, Caltrans

“Provide a safe, sustainable, integrated and efficient transportation system
to enhance California’s economy and livability
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CALTRANS ATP PROJECT SELECTION AND METHOD
CYCLE 1

PROJECT EVALUATION

The California Transportation Commission {CTC) created eight evaluation teams that CALTRANS staff facilitated. It was the intention
for each project to be reviewed by three evaluators, however, due to some unforeseen circumstances; some external reviewers
‘were not able review all applications assigned to them. Due to the very short time allowed to complete this cycle and recommend a
list of projects, it was not possible for CALTRANS to reissue all of the unevaluated applications. Therefore, each project was
evaluated by one CALTRANS evaluator and one or two external evaluators. The evaluator scores were averaged to begin the project
ranking.

Each applicaﬁon evaluation took approximately 1-3 hours, depending on evaluator. Evaluators scored projects based on a scoring
rubric created by CALTRANS. A debriefing with the application evaluators resuited in some suggestions for next cycle. The
evaluators all agreed that they were able to score the best projects highly based on the scoring rubric provided by CALTRANS.

PROJECT SELECTION

CALTRANS explored funding the projects with only the highest scores. This was not possible due to the project type minimum
funding requirements of AB101 and SB99. CALTRANS next split the projetts out that had SRTS elements and selected project to
meet that minimum funding requirement for SRTS and SRTS-Ni. CALTRANS staff revisited every project selected for potential
recommendation to break out the funding types and to confirm project, schedule and funding information.

DISTRICT RECOMMENDATIONS )
All applications were reviewed by the district and given a recommendation: “Recommend”, “Highly Recommend”, or “Do Not

Recommend”. Projects that were in the top scoring and received a “Do Not Recommend” were further researched by CALTRANS
staff for justification.

NO PROJECT WAS REMOVED SOLEY ON A DISTRICT RECOMMENDATION.

GEOGRAPHIC DISTRIBUTION
See attached map.

ON-SITE PROJECT SCOPING FOR PROJECTS>$5M

To ensure the ATP requirements were being met, projects requesting ATP funds exceeding $5M with an average evaluation score of
80.00 and above were identified for project scoping. Project scoping consisted of on-site visits by CALTRANS staff, applicant and
other local agency representatives. Due to time and staffing constraints, only those projects that were identified in the short list of
projects for possible funding were scoped.

The scoping focused on the merits of the proposed project and project specific issues:
-Project feasibility
-Actual benefits to non-motorized users {creating gaps, non-connectivity)
-Visible inventory of existing non-motorized facilities
-R/W need
-Existing utility, identification and relocation efforts
-Verification of schools and their proximity to the project (SRTS)
-Identification of possible design issues {omission, oversights)

Scoping information was used to verify merit of CALTRANS recommended ATP projects requesting ATP funds exceeding $5M.

NO PROJECT WAS REMOVED SOLEY ON SCOPING RESULTS.
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CALTRANS ATP PROJECT SELECTION AND METHOD
CYCLE 1

STATEWIDE PROGRAM

SUMMARY
AVAILABLE FUNDS= $184,050,000 [$179,550,000 +$ 4,500,000 (loan repayment 14/15}]
RECOMMENDED= $183,925,000

PROJECT TYPE FUNDING AMOUNT REQUIREMENT/LIMIT #OF

REQUIREMENT/LIMIT* RECOMIMENDED?* MET? PROJECTS***

STATEWIDE PROGRAM TOTAL 184,050 184,050 YES 125
Non-Safe Routes to School Projects NONE 97,587 N/A 56
Safe Routes to School (SRTS) (min) 72,000 86,463 YES 69
SRTS —Non-infrastructure {min) 21,600 15,952 NO** 36
Recreational Trails- (min) 5,700 6,144 YES 3
PLANS (max 5% of funds) 8970 5,410 YES 13
Non-Infrastructure (Non-SRTS) NONE * 5,852 N/A 7
Disadvantaged Community (min) 25% 94.5% YES 117
*In 1000s

**Not enough successful applications were submitted to meet minimum requirement
***projects or elements of project type

CALTRANS is recommending that all projects with an average score of 81.50 and above be funded. Two projects with a score of
81.00 are recommended for funding, although there are four projects with this same score. These projects were selected in
combination as to not exceed the remaining funds. Three of the four projects were requesting funds to fully fund their projects.
One project would not have been fully funded with an award from ATP.

The two following projects are being recommended for partial award:

1. Coachella Valley Association of Governments- CV Link project. The agency requested a total of $12,900,000 in the
application, $7,000,000 of which is for preliminary engineering (PE) and the remainder for construction (partial).
CALTRANS noted that the Project Programming Request (PPR) showed muitiple years of programming for PE (14/15
and 15/16) and multiple years for construction in 15/16 and future programming years as well as multiple aliocations
for construction. As each phase can only be allocated one time, CALTRANS decided to fund the PE only for 14/15.
CALTRANS called the applicant and confirmed that this would be acceptabie.

2. City of Baldwin Park- Maine Avenue Corridor Complete Streets-This project was partially funded to fully utilize the
remaining funds available for award.

CALTRANS STAFF RECOMMENDATION CONSIDERATIONS
CALTRANS staff has taken the following steps to provide a sound recommendation of projects:

1. Review of project eligibility based on comments from evaluators and districts

2. Review of SRTS projects for NI element to fill the minimum SRTS-Ni requirement

3. Review of project evaluations and applications to identify those projects that have an actual benefit to
disadvantaged communities :

4. PPR mistakes such as programming same phase in multiple year (funds for one phase were all placed into one
program year)

5. Additional review of projects comparing PPR with estimates with funds requested information

6. Multi-layered review of projects for duplicates or omissions
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CALTRANS ATP PROJECT SELECTION AND METHOD
CYCLE1

ELIGIBILITY/NUMERQUS INELIGIBLE ITEMS

All projects were reviewed for eligibility by CALTRANS staff as well as the external evaluators through the evaluation process. CTC
requested that the eligibility not be determined solely by CALTRANS. Evaluations were performed on all applications prior to making
a final eligibility determination.

FUNDING POTS
Safe Routes to School {SRTS)/Safe Routes to School-Non infrastructure (SRTS-NI)
CALTRANS and CTC agreed to program a minimum of $24M in SRTS projects in 14/15.

CTC requested that CALTRANS fund all eligible SRTS-NI projects in order to meet the minimum requirement. Therefore, the
recommended list includes all SRTS-NI only projects with a score of 70.00 or greater {the lowest score for SRT-N! is a 72.00 as the
next best score was under a 70.00). CALTRANS staff did not feel that projects that scored lower than a 70.00 should be
recommended for funding.

Some NI projects requesting funds in 15/16 were programmed in 14/15 to meet the $10.8M minimum requirement for 14/15.
CALTRANS could not meet the SRTS-NI in Cycle 1 in 15/16 with the submitted projects, however, Cycle 2 will produced more NI
projects that may be programmed in the 15/16, if there is capacity {possible delays of 15/16 projects).

Recreation Trail Program (RTP)

RTP project goals could not be met by solely funding best scored projects. Therefore, Trout Creek Trail-Phase2 from the Town of
Truckee was moved ahead of other higher scoring, non-RTP projects in order to meet the minimum funding requirement.

Plans
Plans have a 5% maximum funding restriction and no minimums. No projects were moved in order to meet this restriction.

Disadvantaged Communities (DAC)
There were sufficient projects to meet this requirement. No projects were moved in order to meet this requirement

ATP TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE RESOURCE CENTER (TARC}

CALTRANS is requesting $1,875,000 for the ATP Technical Assistance Resource Center ($625,000 in 14/15 and $1,250,000 in 15/16).
These funds will be allocated by the CTC to CALTRANS. CALTRANS is currently developing a plan for a TARC that addresses health,
planning, non-infrastructure and infrastructure elements.

An existing agreement with the University of California, San Francisco provides technical assistance for Safe Routes to School non-
infrastructure projects. This agreement has been extended to June 30, 2015.

RECOMMENDATION FOR FUNDING PROJECTS WITH STATE FUNDS ONLY
Caltrans is not making a recommendation at this time as to which projects will be funded with state funds only. Caltrans intends to
include a request in the award letter asking the successful applicants to send in requests for state funds only with a justification.

PROJECTS WITH SCORES OVER THE CUTOFF BUT NOT FUNDED
The two projects below were ranked within the cutoff for funding but were not included in the recommended list of projects as both
projects requested funds in only 16/17 which is outside of the programming cycle of 14/15 thru 15/16:

1. City of Perris-Murieta Road Pedestrian Improvements

2. City of Perris-Perris Valley Storm Drain Channei Trail

CALTRANS recommends that the applicant apply for the Cycle 2 call for projects which will be for program years 15/16 thru 18/19



CALTRANS ATP PROJECT SELECTION AND METHOD
CYCLE 1

SMALL URBAN AND RURAL PROGRAM

TOTAL PROGRAM
AVAILABLE FUNDS =36,810,000 35,910,000 + 900,000 (loan repayment 14/15)]
RECOMMENDED= =36,810,000
FUNDING AMIOUNT REQUIREMENT/ #OF

PROJECT TYPE REQUIREMENT/LIMIT* RECOMMENDED* LIMIT MET? PROJECTS
SMALL URBAN AND RURAL PROGRAM TOTAL 36,810 36,810 YES 16
Disadvantaged Community {min) 25% 83.9% YES 11
*In 1000s

CALTRANS is recommending that all projects with an average score of 73.33 and above be funded.

One project is being recommended for partiai award. The Tahoe Transportation District- Lake Tahoe Bike and Ped Active
Transportation requested a total of $7,893,000 for the project; however, since it was the last project funded, it is recommended that
the applicant be awarded a portion of their request, $5,457,000 in order to stay within the funding constraints of the program.
CALTRANS contacted the applicant and confirmed that this would be acceptabie.

CALTRANS STAFF RECOMMENDATION CONSIDERATIONS
CALTRANS staff has taken the following steps to provide a sound recommendation of projects:

1. Review of project eligibility base on comments from evaluators and districts

2. Review of project evaluations and applications to identify those projects that have an actual benefit to disadvantaged
communities

3. PPR mistakes such as programming same phase in multiple year {funds for one phase were all placed into one program
year)

4. Additional review of projects comparing PPR with estimates with funds requested information.

5. Multi-layered review of projects for duplicates or omissions

PROJECT EVALUATION

The California Transportation Commission {CTC) created eight evaluation teams that CALTRANS staff facilitated. It was the intention
for each project to be reviewed by three evaluators, however, due to some unforeseen circumstances, some external reviewers
were not able complete their reviews. Due to the very short time allowed to complete this cycle and recommend a list of projects, it
was not possible for CALTRANS to reissue all of the unevaluated applications. Therefore, each project was evaluated by one
CALTRANS evaluation and one or two external evaluators. The evaluator scores were averaged to begin the project ranking.

Each application evaluation took approximately 1-3 hours, depending on evaluator. Evaluators scored projects based on a scoring
rubrics created by CALTRANS. A debriefing with the application evaluators resulted in some suggestions for next cycle. The
evaluators all agreed that they were able to score the best projects highly based on the scoring rubrics provided by CALTRANS.

PROJECT SELECTION

CALTRANS is recommending funding for the projects with only the highest scores remaining after the statewide selection and within
the Small Urban and Rural areas not included in the nine large MPOs.

93



CALTRANS ATP PROJECT SELECTION AND METHOD
CYCLE1

DISTRICT RECOMMENDATIONS
All applications were reviewed by the district and given a recommendation: “Recommend”, “Highly Recommend”, “Do Not

Recommend”. Projects that were in the top scoring and received a “Do Not Recommend” were further researched by CALTRANS
staff for justification.

NO PROJECT WAS REMOVED SOLEY ON A DISTRICT RECOMMENDATION.

GEOGRAPHIC DISTRIBUTION
See attached map '

ON-SITE PROJECT SCOPING FOR PROJECTS>S5M
To ensure the ATP requirements were being met, projects requesting ATP funds exceeding $5M with average evaluation scores of
80.00 and above were identified for project scoping. Projects in the Smali Urban and Rural list were not initially identified for

scoping as their scores were under 80.00 and were identified for funding just before the recommended list of projects was due to
CTC.

ELIGIBILITY/NUMEROUS INELIGIBLE ITEMS

All projects were reviewed for eligibility by CALTRANS staff as well as the external evaluators through the evaluation process. CTC
requested that the eligibility not be determined solely by CALTRANS. Evaluations were performed on ali applications prior to making
a final eligibility determination.

EUNDING POTS

SRTS/ SRTS-NI
No requirement for the Small Urban and Rural Program.

RTP
No requirement for the Small Urban and Rurai Program.

Plans

Plans have a 5% maximum funding restriction and no minimums. No projects were moved in order to meet this restriction,

Disadvantaged Communities (DAC)
There were sufficient projects to meet this requirement. No projects were moved in order to meet this requirement

RECOMMENDATION FOR FUND PROJECTS WITH STATE FUNDS ONLY
Caltrans is not making a recommendation at this time as to which projects will be funded with state funds only. Caltrans intends to
include a request in the award letter asking the successful applicants to send in requests for state funds only with a justification.

PROJECTS WITH SCORES OVER THE CUTOFF BUT NOT FUNDED

City of Hollister-Activating and Safe and Equitable Connections was deemed ineligible by CALTRANS as staff could not determine
location/quantities where the ATP elements would be combleted, engineering plans did not match work described, and unrelated
cost estimates were included with multiple ineligible items.
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STATEWIDE - ATP Non-SAFE ROUTES PROJECTS-CYCLE 1-CALTRANS RECOMIMMENDATIONS JULY 31, 2014

$184,050 Available-Total Program (SRTS and Non-SRTS lists)

1000s

_,/ 1 City of Redding-1 Placer Street improvement City of Redding
. . Beverly Boulevard Active Transportation
g 5 f Los A les-23
A 2~ City of Los Angeles 92 91 95 92.67 Improvements 7 LA City of Los Angeles 1,374 992 992 992
P
. County of LA Department of PW- . . o
/ E del B
4 3~ 2 84 97 97 92.67 astside Lightrail Bike Interface 7 LA LA County 1,861 1,305 1,305 1,305
'4 4 i CoofLos Angeles DPW-3 87 98 92 92.33 Vermont Ave Bikelane 7 LA LA County 1,317 676 676 676
> - City of Glendale-1 96 91 88 91.67 Citywide Ped Plan 7 LA City of Glendale 500 500 500 500 500
,// Pomona Downtown Bike and Ped
6 City of Pomona-1 88 97 88 91.00 Improvments 7 LA City of Pomona 2,270 2,270 228 2,042 2,270
Expo Line Bundy Station-First/Last Mile
7 7" City of Los Angeles-24 - 89 92 90.50 Improvements 7 LA City of Los Angeles 3,450 3,053 287 2,766
-
Y 8~ City of Bell-1 89 89 93 90.33 Florence Ave Ped improvements 7 LA City of Bell 2,405 1,924 1,924 1,924
& F Street P inade Street Master Pl
1 City of Chula Vista-2 80 91 100 90.33 reet Frominade Streetscape Mastervian |+ 14 LA City of Chula Vista 518 491 491 491 491
v 10 2 City of Los Angeles-14 80 97 94 90.33 Eastside Active Transportation Linkages 7 LA City of Los Angeles 3,651 2,237 382 1,855 2,237
i -12 Holl d Western Ped | t
v u- City of Los Angeles-1 94 - 86 90.00 oflywood Western Fed Improvements 7 LA City of Los Angeles 3,923 2,288 322 1,966 2,288
international Blvd Ped Lighting and Sidewalk
City of Oakland-1 .
I 12 ity of Oaklan 94 88 88 90.00 Repair 4 ALA City of Oakland 6,475 2,481 279 2,202 2,481
o . Quarry Clasp Peck Road to Peck Park Bike
C ty of LA DPW-5
13 ountyo 94 86 89 89.67 Project 7 LA Los Angeles County 2,574 1,546 1,546 1,546
Florence Metro Blu Line Station Bikeway
o7 ) Los Angeles Co DPW-4
1 1a 0s Angeles o 86 95 88 89.67 Access Improvements 7 LA Los Angeles County 1,624 1,188 1,188 1,188
1T City of Colton-1 94 86 88 89.33 Active transportation plan 8 SBD City of Colton 265 265 265 0 265 265
/ Citv of Duarte-1 Duarte Gold Line Station Ped and Bicycle
167 ¥ 93 85 89 89.00 imrpovements 7 LA City of Duarte 1,646 1,303 147 1,156 1,303
vl 17 ¥ City of Palmdale-2 92 87 88 89.00 Active Transportation Program Plan 7 LA City of Palmdale _ 595 595 595 0 595 595
18 ¢ City of East Palo Alto-1 89 89 88 88.67 Hwy 101 Ped/Byiccle Overcrossing 1 SM City of East Palo Alto 9,400 8,800 200 8,600 8,800
- R Downtown and Adjoining Areas Bicycle and
Ci f Ri ide PWD-1 ; :
“1 19° 'ty of Riverside PWD 85 93.. | 86 | 88.00 - Ped improvement 8 RIV City of Riverside 997 877 877 877
-t 20 ~ “La Jolla Band of Luisno Indians-1 88 ) 88 88.00 La Jolla Active Transportation Project 1 D La Jolla Band of Luisno Indians 4,855 4,855 1,235 3620 4,855
_,/ LA River Revitalization Corp-1 N. Atwater Non-Motorized Muitimodal
. i .
21 — P 2 91 80 92 87.67 Bridge 7 LA LARRC 9,038 3,660 3,660 3,660 3,660
/ 22 City of Anaheim-2 v-"q‘ 83 87 93 87.67 South St Sidwalk Gap Closure 12 ORA City of Anaheim 796 796 367 429 796 15
e
Wilmington Ave Safe Streets Ped/Bicycle
// City of Compton-1 & Imbrovements /Bicy
1 23 81 89 93 87.67 provem 7 LA City of Compton’ 995 995 46 949 995
LAMMPS/Laurel, Mills, Maxwell Park and
// City of Oakland-4 Semina l(ctive Trnas ortjtion Corame(a:tion
24 95 91 77 87.67 v P 4 ALA City of Oakland 4,066 3,596 693 2,903 3,596
<« 25 SANBAG-2 a0 - 85 87.50 Points of Interest Pedestrian Plan 3 SB SANBAG 400 400 400 400 400
- . Napa Co Transp & Planning . .
s N Vine Trail Phase 2- Gap Cl
. 2 Agency-1 - 88 87 87.50 apa Vine Trali Fhase 2= bap Llosure 4 NAP NCTPA 7,600 3,600 3,600 3,600
w27 City of Stockton-5 85 88 89 87.33 Bicycle Master Plan Update 10 SJ City of Stockton 550 550 550 0 550 550
X CV Link Coachella Valley Association of
1 28 Coachella Valley AOG-1 85 88 88 87.00 8 RIV Governments 99,359 7,000 7,000 0 7,000
A o297 City of Los Angeles-15 87 78 95 86.67 Yale St Ped Linkages - Phase 1 7 LA City of Los Angeles 690 690 110 580 690
1 i - Newhope-Civic Ctr-Grand Class 11 Bike L
4 30 City of Santa Ana-11 71 92 96 86.33 ewhope-Livic Lirbrand Liass 1L Bike Lanest 4, ORAC City of Santa Ana 272 272 272 272




STATEWIDE - ATP Non-SAFE ROUTES PROJECTS-CYCLE 1-CALTRANS RECOMMENDATIONS JULY 31, 2014

$184,050 Available-Total Program (SRTS and Non-SRTS lists)

- CT Abpﬁtét:mfﬂb' - 1 - "‘:“v{a‘mam‘r Scores . 1: Averaéé"Sc or e::{ - . . bejéctiitlé 5 ; - - ffoSt: - Ca ] - . T;i‘ta!:x;gg@st‘ | To Uﬁ‘xa%soﬂeq sted D AC . :: NI - : Pl gn “ ‘ ’ ‘RTP" .
V' 31 & San Bernardino Assoc Gov'ts-1 89 87 82 86.00 Metrolink Station Accessiblity imrprovement 8 SBD SANBAG 4,679 4,679 576 4,103 4,679
(/ 32 Omnitrans-1 88 88 81 85.67 West Valley Connector Corridor 7&8 VAR Omnitrans 25,125 3,500 525 2,975 3,500
< 33 o1 City of Carson-1 82 86 87 85.00 City of Carson Active Transportation Project 7 LA City of Carson 1,481 1481 1481 1,481 500
. Lower Laguna Creek Open Space Preserve
A 34 - City of Elk Grove-3 84 85 86 85.00 Trail 3 SAC City of Elk Grove 1,778 1,573 266 1,307 1,573
«t 35 City of Los Angeles-13 96 82 77 85.00 Cesar E Chavez Connections 7 LA City of Los Angeles 1,957 1,565 1,565 1,565
ot 36 . City of Los Angeles-19 91 82 81 84.67 Little Tokyo Ped Safety 7 LA City of Los Angeles 4,439 3,316 663 2,653 3,316
/ 37 City of National City-1 80 78 96 84.67 18th St Bicycle and Ped Enhancements 11 SD City of National City 1,225 1,225 200 1,025 1,225
-t 387 City of Stockton-2 82 79 91 84.00 San Joaquin Trail 10 SJ City of Stockton 1,479 1,394 1,394 1,394
=t 39 . City of National City-5 82 81 89 84.00 El Toyon - Las Palmas Bicycle Corridor 11 SD City of National City 1,865 300 300 300
, SCAG Active Transportation Safety &
/ SoCalAoG1 .
40 86 95 71 84.00 Encouragement Campaign 7 VAR SCAG 2,333 2,333 2,333 2,333
// 41 CSU, Fresno-1 71 g5 84 83.33 Barstow Ave Bikeways 6 FRE CSU Fresno 2,075 872 872 872
” SGV Regional Active Transportation Planning
=1 a2 ~| sanGabriel Valley Council-2 91 77 82 83.33 Initative 7 LA San Gabriel Valley COG" 643 643 485 158 643 158 485
-] 43 City of Tehachapi-4 74 93 82 83.00 Extend bike path 9 KER City of Tehachapi 1,292 1,292 136 1,156 1,292 1,292
=t 44 City of Bell Gardens-1 - 71 95 83.00 City Wide Safety Enhancement Project 7 LA City of Bell Gardens 997 802 802 802
A 45,,:‘ City of West Sacramento-3 80 ( 77 ) o1 82.67 Sycamore Trail Phase 3 Bicycle and Ped Trail 3 YOL City of West Sacramento 695 605 148 547 695
~1" 46 City of Vista-4 86 93 87 82.67 Ped Master Plan 11 SD City of Vista 150 150 150 150 150
47 City of Merced-2 85 88 75 82.67 State Highway 59 Sidewalk 10 MER City of Merced 945 945 945 945
- 48 City of Los Angeles-18 85 i 80 82.50 Expo Line Ped Improv, Crenshaw-City Lim. 5 LA City of Los Angeles 2.890 2311 178 2133 2311
“—1 49 . City of Escondido-1 79 78 90 82.33 Escondido Bike Path Missing Link 11 SD City of Escondido 1,092 1,092 172 920 1,092 1,092
» . Unincorporated LA County Ped Plans and
“1 50 | WACoDeptofPublicHealth-1 |, 92 68 82.33 Programs 7 LA Los Angeles County 1,445 1,445 1,445 1,445 462 982
st 51~ City of Santa Ana-2 75 - 89 82.00 Complete Streets 12 ORA City of Santa Ana 300 300 300 300 300
et 52 % City of Coalinga-1 93 - 71 82.00 City Active Transportation Plan 6 FRE City of Coalinga 240 240 240 240 240
“T 53 City of Santa Monica-1 92 - 72 82.00 4th Street Bike/Ped Upgrades 7 LA City of Santa Monica 750 600 600 600
A Harrison Street/27th St/24th St
54 City of Oakland-9 91 69 86 82.00 Improvements 4 ALA City of Oakland 850 850 179 671 850
AUrban Corp of San Diego County- . Urban Corp of San Diego
T s 1 91 68 87 82.00 Chollas Creek, Oak Park Branch Trai 11 sD County 1,049 964 70 894 964 964
1 56 Town of Truckee-1 78 78 84 80.00 Trout Creek Trail, Ph 2** 3 NEV Town of Truckee 2,300 1,520 1,520 1,520
** Moved up to meet RTP minimum TOTAL FUNDS 242,543 97.587 34,117 63,470 90,681 5,852 4,958 6,144
(1) Cannot authorize funds at this time due to audit concerns % OF FUNDS AVAILABLE 34.96% 65.04% 92.92% 6.00% 6.30%
MINIMUMS 25.00% 5,700
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STATEWIDE - ATP-SAFE ROUTES TO SCHOOL-CYCLE 1-CALTRANS RECOMMENDATIONS JULY 31, 2014
$184,050 Available-Total Program (SRTS and Non-SRTS lists)

| smrs-

 Clapplicationo | 7  AverageScore |  ProjectTitle | & | | Tomproacost o L oa
0 TARC (Allocation to CT) NA NA TARC all TARC 1,875 1,875
Y City of inglewood-1 - 91 99 95.00 Active Transportation Plan and SRTS 7 LA City of Inglewood 486 486 486 486 332 100 54 154
// 2 Riverside Co DPH-1 99 99 86 94.67 SRTS City of Jurupa Valley 8 RIV Riverside Co DPH 500 500 500 500 500 0 500
,/ 3 Co of Los Angeles DPW-6 - 99 90 94.50 Florence-Firestone Community SRTS program 7 LA Los Angeles County 1,092 960 105 855 960 105 855 960
v/ a ™ Co of Los Angeles DPW-7 97 95 93 91.67 East Los Angeles Community SRTS Program 7 LA Los Angeles County 925 810 810 810 190 620 810
l// 5 City of Jurupa-1 - 85 98 91.50 SRTS/Troth St 8 RIV City of Jurupa Valley 689 627 125 502 627 627 627
,// 6 LA DOT-5 80 98 95 91.00 SRTS Sheridan St ES/Breed St ES 7 LA Los Angeles County 5,092 5,092 1,018 4,074 5,092 5,092 5,092
,// 7 - Alameda County TC-1 90 92 90 90.67 East Bay Greenway 4 ALA Alameda County 3,000 2,656 2,656 2,656 2,656 2,656
i Health, Injury Prevention
V/ g8 Services -2 99 75 97 90.33 SRTS City of indio 8 RIV Riverside County DPH 500 500 500 500 500 0 500
,_,/ 9 City of Anaheim-3 96 30 84 90.00 Western Ave Ped Signal 12 ORA City of Anaheim 400 400 81 319 400 8 392 400
Cacigue and Solidad Ped/Bike Bridge and
\// 10 ~ City of Santa Barbara-1 97 76 95 89.33 Corridor improvements 5 SB City of Santa Barbara 2,703 2,703 550 2,153 2,703 2,703 2,703
;"/ Develop, design, and construct Bishop-Pacific-
Ve 11 - City of Santa Ana-1 86 92 89 89.00 Shelton Bike Boulevards 12 ORA City of Santa Ana 950 950 70 880 950 950 950
- Paim Ave Elementary Schoot Ped
4 12° City of Wasco-4 87 86 93 88.67 Infrastructure Improvements 6 KER City of Wasco 458 458 48 410 458 458 458
« 13 City of Albany-1 85 90 90 88.33 Complete Streets for San Pablo Ave and 4 ALA City of Albany 3,500 634 335 299 634 634 634
Mendocino Co Health and
A 14 Human Services-1 94 84 87 88.33 SRTS 1 MEN Mendocino Co HSSA 871 871 871 871 871 871
~T 15~ LA DOT-4 88 90 87 88.33 SRTS Delores Huerta ES/Quincy Jones ES 7 LA Los Angeles County 4,292 4,292 858 3,434 4,292 4,292 4,292
Mendocino Council of
T~ 16 Governments-1 - 92 84 88.00 Covelo SR 162-Multi Purpose Trial Phase 1 1 MEN MCOG 904 847 663 184 847 233 614 847
- 17 Cit y of LA Dept of Transp-1 92 88 84 88.00 SRTS Education and Enforcement Prog 7 LA City of Los Angeles 2,829 2,829 2,829 0 2,829 2,829 0 2,829
4, | |
18 -, City of Lompoc-1 88 92 83 87.67 Sidewalk Infill and Curb Ramp Project ) SB City of Lompoc 442 442 39 403 442 442 442
(19/\ City of Anaheim-2  T)\WN 83 87 93 87.67 South St sidewalk gap closure 12 ORA City of Anaheim 796 796 367 429 796 15 781 796
-t 20 7 Sac DOT-1 76 98 88 87.33 Howe Ave sidewalk and Infill and bikelane 3 SAC Sacramento County 1,853 1,853 320 1,533 1,853 1,853 1,853
" 21 City of Santa Ana-4 83 82 97 87.33 SRTS Enhancements for Heninger Elementary 12 ORA City of Santa Ana 480 480 35 445 480 15 465 480
A 2 City of Anaheim-1 71 92 96 86.33 Cerritos Ave Sidewalk Gap Closure 12 ORA City of Anaheim 1,209 1,209 320 889 1,209 8 1,201 1,209
s o Lafayette Elementary School Safe Routes
“ 23~ Humboldt Co PW-3 91 87 80 86.00 improv. 1 HUM Humboldt Co 800 800 75 725 800 75 725 800
A 24 .. City of Lancaster-2 93 93 70 85.33 Sth Street East Corridor Imrpovements 7 LA City of Lancaster 1,438 1,438 85 1,353 1,438 30 1,408 1,438
\ Durfee-Thompson Elementary Emerald
~ 25 El Monte City School 76 89 90 85.00 Necklace Walking School Bus 7 LA El Monte City School District 605 605 605 605 605 0 605
" 26 City of Stockton-7 96 70 89 85.00 Fremont Square Sidewalk Reconstruction 10 SJ City of Stockton 728 728 79 649 728 728 728
Safe Routes to Schoo! Active Transportation-
. Bon View, Corona, Euclid and Vineyard
// 27 City of Ontario-1 72 95 88 85.00 Elementary Schools 8 SBD City of Ontario 1,167 1,167 1,167 1,167 8 1,159 1,167
// 28 City of Marysville-1 84 92)) 79 85.00 SRTS 3 YUB City of Marysville 489 489 489 489 116 373 489
// 29 ° City of Palmdale-1 86 90 78 84.67 Ave R Complete Streets and Safe Routes 7 LA City of Paimdale 6,669 5,332 810 4,522 5,332 5,332 5,332
Cudahy Citywide SRTS Imrporvement (Ped .
-~ 30 City of Cudahy-1 95 93 66 84.67 Crosswalks) 7 LA City of Cudahy1 1,270 1,270 96 1,174 1,270 1,270 1,270
& 31 LA BDOT-6 95 71 88 84.67 SRTS Menlo Ave ES/West Vernon ES 7 LA Los Angeles County 4,742 4,742 948 3,794 4,742 4,742 4,742
Andrew Jackson Elementary Ped
// 32 City of Indio-1 80 94 80 84.67 Improvements 8 RIV City of indio 2,580 2,580 207 2,373 2,580 2,580 2,580




STATEWIDE - ATP-SAFE ROUTES TO SCHOOL-CYCLE 1-CALTRANS RECOMMENDATIONS JULY 31, 2014
$184,050 Available-Total Program (SRTS and Non-SRTS lists)

¢

LU VAN SR W Y WA\ Y \

LW

ALY

LAV A A

N\

1000s
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__ CT Applicationib FS - | Averape Score . ProjectTitle |  Dist Co . Agency - Total Project Cost | Total Funds Requested!  14-15 | 15-16 DAC | Plan | SRTS-NI | smrsd | R -
33 Kern Co Roads Dept-2 - 74 95 84.50 Horace Mann Ped Imrpovements 6 KER Kern County 372 310 310 310 310 310
34 Town of Paradise-1 - 89 80 84.50 Pearson Rd ST2S Connectivity Project 3 BUT City of Paradise 1,387 226 45 181 226 226 226
é 35 City of Moreno Valley-1 82 96 75 84.33 Citywide SRTS Ped Facility Imrpovements 8 RIV City of Moreno Valley 1,640 1,640 125 1,515 1,640 60 1,580 1,640
) SRTS Enhancements for Washington
A 36 City of Santa Ana-10 90 82 81 84.33 Elementary 12 ORA City of Santa Ana 780 780 57 723 15 765 780
- 37 7 ‘ Kern Co Roads Dept-3 85 74 91 83.33 Highland Elementary Ped Improvements 6 KER Kern County 330 275 275 275 275 275
L~
38 . Humboldt Co PW-2 72 84 94 83.33 Redwood Mobility Education Program 1 HUM Humboldt County 600 600 600 600 600 0 600
» } Safe Routes to Calimesa and Wildwood
39 ¥ City of Yucaipa-1 87 80 83 83.33 Elementary Schools 8 SBD City of Yucaipa 1,027 872 872 872 872 872
a0 - Town of Apple Valley-1 85 83 81 83.00 Apple Valley SRTS 8 SBD City of Apple Valley 2,190 1,095 1,095 1,095 1,095 1,095
v LA DOT-3 93 93 63 83.00 Hollywood HS & Selma Ave ES, SRTS 7 LA Los Angeles County 3,412 3,412 661 2,751 3,412 3,412 3,412
A 42 City of Glendale-4 80 82 87 83.00 SRTS Improvements 7 LA City of Glendale 1,642 1,642 126 1,516 1,642 1,642 1,642
-t 43 City of Santa Ana-9 80 - 86 83.00 SRTS Enhancements for King Elementary 12 ORA City of Santa Ana 500 500 36 464 500 15 485 500
Foster Road Side Panel SRTS improvement
" a4 City of Norwalk-1 79 86 83 82.67 Project 7 LA City of Norwalk 2,208 2,208 100 2,108 2,208 30 2,178 2,208
- 45 7 City of Stockton-6 76 80 92 82.67 Sidewalks to School instaitation 10 SJ City of Stockton 1,368 1,368 203 1,165 1,368 1,368 1,368
- 46 City of Santa Ana-8 85 82 81 82.67 Bikeways Master plan update 12 ORA City of Santa Ana 500 500 500 500 500 500
é 47 = City of Vista-1 56 99 92 82.33 Maryland Elementary Ped Mobility improv 11 SD City of Vista 792 712 85 627 712 712 712
L~ 48" City of El Grove-1 90 70§ 87 82.33 Laguna Creek Trail and Brucevile Rd SRTS 3 SAC City of El Grove 2,283 2,021 325 1,696 2,021 2,021 2,021
49 - SF DPW-1 83 84 80 82.33 Redding SRTS 4 SF SF DPW 3,419 784 784 784 784 784
- 50 City of Santa Clarita-1 75 79 93 82.33 Sierra Hwy Bike Bridge and Street 7 LA City of Santa Clarita 3,229 1,402 1,402 1,402 1,402 1,402
s City of Galt-1 78 88 81 82.33 South Galt SRTS 3 SAC City of Galt 2,150 1,800 1,800 1,800 1,800 1,800
52 .7 Town of Paradise-2 78 85 83 82.00 Maxwell Drive SR2S Project 3 BUT Town of Paradise 968 131 33 98 131 131 131
.~ 53 . City of San Jacinto-1 79 80 87 82.00 Safe & Active San Jacinto Safe Routes to 8 RIV City of San Jacinto 989 989 989 989 150 839 989
L 54 City of Biggs-1 - 70 94 82.00 SRTS Project 3 BUT City of Biggs 860 860 40 820 860 860 860
55 City of Napa-1 70 79 ¢ 96 81.66 = SR 29 Bike and Ped Undercrossing 4 NAP City of Napa 579 482 482 482 482 482
" 56 Contra Costa Transp Auth-2 77 86 81.50 Riverside Ave Ped Crossing 4 cC Contra Costa Transportation Auth 2,000 2,000 2,000 2,000 2,000 2,000
L~ 57 - City of Oakland-6 71 80 93 81.33 Park Bivd improvement SRTS 4 ALA City of Oakland 1,147 1,147 241 906 1,147 1,147
-~ 58 City of Escondido-2 82 92 69 81.00 Juniper Elementary Safe Routes To School 11 SD City of Escondido 1,359 1,359 22 1,337 1,359 22 1,337 1,359
61 t' City of Baldwin Park-1*** 92 70 81 81.00 Maine Avenue Corridor Complete Streets 7 LA City of Baldwin Park 2,201 1,110 95 1,015 1,110 1,110 1,359
“ 59 Health, Injury Prevention 79 82 78 79.67 Program, Perris* 12 RIV Riverside County DPH 350 350 350 350 0 350
-~ 60 -|'Chula Vista Elem School Dist-1* 45 90 100 78.33 School District* 11 SD Chula Vista Elemetary School 590 590 590 590 0 590
" 62 . City of Davis-1* 67 74 91 77.33 SRTS Program* 3 YOL City of Davis 562 562 562 562 542 20 562
- 63 City of San Diego-3* 70 73 77 76.67 Linda Vista SRTS* 11 SD City of San Diego 500 500 500 0 500 500 0 500
- 6a City of Vista-3* 57 87 86 76.67 Vista SRTS Master Plan* 11 SD City of Vista 120 120 120 120 0 0
San Juan Unified School District-
P
65 1* - 90 62 76.00 SRTS* 3 SAC SIUSD 250 250 250 250 0 250
66 - City of Rialto-1* 90 91 47 76.00 SRTS Plan* 8 SBD City of Rialto 1,450 1,450 1,450 1,450 1,450 0 1,450
67 City of Coronado-1* 51 84 90 75.00 SRTS Education* 11 SD City of Coronado 42 35 35 0 35 0 35
68 Del Norte Loc Trans Comm-2* 80 73 70 74.33 Encouragement* 1 DN Del Norte LTC 134 60 60 60 60 0 60
San Mateo County Office of
69 Education-1* 59 {76 \ 85 73.33 County SRTS* 4 SM San Mateo County Office of Education 4,036 900 900 900 900 0 900
*Moved up to try to meet SRTS-Ni minimum (per CTC} u TOTAL 104,300 86,463 30,157 56,305 83,191 452 15,952 70,0589 86,260
***Partially funded with remainder of program funds-OK per agency. Original request was $2,201 % OF TOTAL FUNDS REQUESTED 34.88%| 65.12% 96.22% 0.52%] 18.45% 81.03%; 99.77%
{1) Cannot authorize funds at this time due to audit concerns MINIMUMS 72,000 25.00% 21,509
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$36,810 Available

ATP-SMALL URBAN AND RURAL-CYCLE ONE-CALTRANS RECOMMENDATIONS JULY 31, 2014

1000s
CT Application ID Evaluator Scores |\ - ee score Project Title Dist Co Agency Total Project | TotalFunds |,/ o | 1516 | DAC NI Plan | SRTS-NI | SRTS-I RTP
Cost Requested
1 2 CT
Regents of UC Santa Cruz Trans & Great Meadow Bike Path Safety
R 86 69 87 80.67 K 5 SCR Regents of UC Santa Cruz
1 Parking Svces-1 Improvements Project 433 383 71 312
City of Fort Bragg-1 76 | 77 | 89 80.67 Chestnut Street Multi-Use Facility and 1 MEN City of Fort Bragg 13 246
2 SRTS Program 1051 259 13 246 259
3 County of Monterey RMADPW-1 | - 86 >9 94 79.67 Castroville Bike/Ped Path and RR Crossing 5 MON Monterey County 8,931 913 913 913
4 El Dorado County-1 90 70 79 79.67 Sawmill Bike Trail Safe Access 3 ED (TMPO) EDCTC 2,694 750 750 750
5 County of Humboldt-4 83 72 82 79.00 Samoa Trail 1 HUM Humboldt County 2,022 1,618 102 1,516 1,618 1,618
City of Monterey-1 83 80 79 North Fremont Bike and Ped Access and
6 78.33 Safety Imrpovements 5 MON City of Monterey 7,318 6,480 735 5,745 6,480
City of Arcata-1 i 76 79 Humboldt Trail: Arcata Rail with Trail
7 77.50 Project 1 HUM City of Arcata 5,236 3,100 3,100 3,100
74 81 74 Radar Speed Feedback Signs and Flashing
8 Santa Cruz County-1 76.33 Beacons 5 SCR Santa Cruz County 829 829 829 829
9 City of Santa Barbara-3 65 - 86 75.50 Las Positas Rd Multiuse Path 5 SB City of Santa Barbara 10,387 1,372 354 1,018 1,372
10 City of Goleta-1 82 69 74 75.00 Hollister Class 1 Bike 5 SB City of Goleta 1,780 1,644 1,644 1,644
11 City of Santa Barbara-4 72 89 62 74.33 Lower Milpas Ped Improv. 5 SB City of Santa Barbara 1,097 1,097 125 972 1,097 1,097
12 City of Goleta-2 68 - 80 74.00 Fowler Rd & Ekwill St Extension 5 SB City of Goleta 23,871 2,010 2,010
13 City of Eureka-1 69 69 83 73.66 Eureka Waterfront Trail 1 HUM City of Eureka 4,382 4,272 150 4,122 4,272
14 City of Merced-1 70 62 88 73.33 Childs Ave ATP Project 10 MER City of Merced 2,721 2,721 2,721 2,721 20 2,701
15 City San Luis Obispo-2 B e 73.33 Railroad Safety Trail to Pepper Segment 5 SLO City of San Luis Obispo 4,925 3,895 3,895| 3,895
Tahoe Transportation District- Lake Tahoe Bike and Ped Active
16 1Hxx (LS I e 73.33 Transportation Project*** 3 ED/PLA | Tahoe Transportation District 45,314 5467| 2,150 3317|5313
TOTAL 122,991 36,810 10,023 26,787 30,877 0 0 33 7,430 1,618
***Partially funded with remainder of program funds-OK per agency. Original request was $7,893 % OF FUNDS SRTS MIN POT 27.23% 72.77% 83.88% 0.00% 0.00% 0.09% 20.18% 4.40%
MINIMUMS 36,810 25.00%
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CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
Caltrans ATP Cycle 1 - Statewide

DEL CALTRANS DISTRICTS AND REGIONS
G SISKIYOU % Headquarters
MODOC
D Caltrans North Region
DISTRICT 2 D Caltrans Central Region
SHASTA
UMBOLD! TRINITY LASSEN
North Region ATP AWARDS
TEHAMA i i
RLONRS North Region: 23 projects
DISTRICT 1
stewn [ 2T SERRA District 4: 12 projects
ENDOGING DISTRICT 3 - 12 proj
YUBANEVADA . .
LAKE JEOLUSA SR Central Region: 23 projects
SUTTER
N EL DORADO South Region: 82 projects
ONOMA™ NAPA % Sacramento
BACRAMENTO,
DISTRICT 4 3 ank i
ANARIN v
CONTR
COSTA MONO
SAN FRANCISCQ
'ALAMEDA
STANISLAUS
SAN MAREO!  gaANTA
CLARA MERCED MADERA
SANTASR
DISTRICT 9
SAN FRESNO
8N Central Region YO
MONTEREY P
. KINGS
District 1: DISTRICT5 DISTRICT 6
Applications: 25
Awarded: 9
SANLUIS
District 2: s 7%
Applications: 15 SAN BERNARDING
Awarded: 1 SANTA
o o R DISTRICT 7 DISTRICT 8
District 3: District 8: VENTURA
Applications: 69 Applications: 67 LOSIENCELES .
Awarded: 14 Awarded: 16 South Region
District 4: District 9: DISTRICT 12 RIVERSIDE
Applications: 122 Applications: 16 ORANGE
Awarded: 12 Awarded: 1
District 5: District 10: IMPERIAL
Applications: 54 Applications: 52 > DET%TRICT 11
Awarded: 11 Awarded: 6
District 6: District 11:
Applications: 91 Applications: 65
Awarded: 5 Awarded: 14
District 7: District 12:
Applications: 132 Applications: 63
Awarded: 40 Awarded: 12
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CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
Caltrans ATP Cycle 1 - Small Urban & Rural

DEL CALTRANS DISTRICTS AND REGIONS
G SISKIYOU ® Headquarters

MODOC
D Caltrans North Region

DISTRICT 2 D Caltrans Central Region
SHASTA
HUMBOLD! LASSEN
North Region ATP AWARDS

TEHAMA

PLUMAS

DISKRICT 1 North Region: 6 projects

ENDOCINQ

Central Region: 10 projects

EL DORADO
ONOMA™ NAPA % Sacramento e
CRAME ADOR
CA AS

) DISTRICT S
SAN FRESNO
District 1 8N Central Region YO
Applications: 25
TULARE

Awarded: 4 MONTEREY s D['
DISTRICT5 ISTRICT 6

District 2; ‘

Applications: 15
Awarded: 0

SANLUIS

OBISPO KERN

District 3: SAN BERNARDINO
e SANTA

Applications: 12 BARBARK
Awarded: 2 I—D\BTRICT 7 DISTRICT 8

VENTURA

LOS ANGELES

District 5: So
Applications: 54
Awarded: 9 RIS

ORANGE

District 6:
Applications: 4

th Region
ICT 12

RIVERSIDE

IMPERIAL

ICT 11

Awarded: 0 SAN DIEGO

DIST

District 9:
Applications: 16
Awarded: 0

District 10:
Applications: 15 x

Awarded: 1 W®E
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Agenda Item 8.B
August 27, 2014

DATE: August 15, 2014

TO: STATAC

FROM: Anthony Adams, Project Assistant

RE: 2014 Solano County Annual Pothole Report & 2013 MTC DRAFT Regional

Pavement Condition Summary

Background:
STA began to develop Solano County’s first annual Pothole report in 2011. While STA

originally intended to complete the report deliverables by July 2012, this depended on the
readiness of local agency Streetsaver users to use the budget scenario functions of Streetsaver.
Between summer 2012 and March 2013, STA staff coordinated closely with MTC Streetsaver
staff and local agency Streetsaver users to overcome this barrier by giving STA staff access to
budget scenario development through a Streetsaver work order. Staff turnover at STA also
contributed to the protracted timetable for the completion of the report.

The 2014 Solano County Annual Pothole Report was approved by the STA Board to be released
for a 30-day public comment at their July 9" meeting. Since then, MTC notified STA that their
2013 Pavement Conditions Index (PCI) Report was going to be released in September 2014. The
PCI Report summarizes 3-year average road conditions for each city and county jurisdiction and
will feed into MTC's Annual Pothole Report. MTC is on track to publish their Annual Pothole
Report by December 2014.

Discussion:

The 2014 Solano Pothole Report, now in its 3" year of production, has been utilizing 2013
“current budget” data for each jurisdiction to project future PCI scores, including projected 2013
PCI scores. In anticipation of MTC's 2013 PCI Report, STA staff compared the projected 2013
PCI scores and MTC's draft 2013 PCI scores and found subtle differences. If the Solano Pothole
Report is to be current, it needs to be updated with MTC's draft PCI scores. However, to
incorporate this information, 2014 budget data is needed for continuity and to update the produce
future PCI scenarios for each jurisdiction. Updating this information will have impacts to other
sections of the report as indicated in Attachment A.

STA staff have already informed the PDWG members. The City of Suisun City was the first to
respond and has already supplied their data. Other PDWG members are being encouraged to
discuss what is required and supply the information as soon as possible to STA staff. STA staff
is pushing to complete the Solano Pothole Report in advance of MTC's Pothole Report scheduled
to be released in December. With this schedule in mind, STA is attempting to bring an updated
version of the 2014 Solano Pothole Report for TAC approval at the upcoming September 24™
meeting, and bring the 2014 Solano Pothole Report to the STA Board for final approval in
October 2014. With assistance from member agencies and no major disruptions this schedule
can be achieved.
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Recommendation:
Informational

Attachment:
A. DRAFT MTC Regional Pavement Condition Summary
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ATTACHMENT A

Updating The 2014 Solano Pothole Report

Section in Need of Updating

What Needs Updating

Tables

Table 1: 3 Year Moving
Average

Remake to add 2013 PCI data

Table 2: Solano County PCI
2001 - 2012

Remake to add 2013 PCI data

Individual City Summaries (8 jurisdictions total)

Local Jurisdiction Pavement
Condition Summaries

Remake the tables with 2013 data
and Re-write the summary

Current Pavement Condition
Index (PCl) Map

Remake the map with 2013 PCl score
data

Future and Pavement and
Revenue Needs

Rewrite the summary, remake the PCl
score graph and 15 year outlook
graphs with updated data

Where Do We Go From Here?

Update summary with most current
budget data

PCI Maps (2014, 2019, 2024,
and 2029)

Remake with most current PCI scores

5 Year Local Streets and
Roads Budget Info

Update with 2013 budget data

Current Budget PCI Analysis

Update to run from 2014-2029

Scenario PCl 60 Analysis

Update budget info, run from 2014-
2029

Scenario PCl 75 Analysis

Update budget info, run from 2014-
2029

Final Editing & Formatting

Update TOC & other formatting
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Agenda Item 8.C
August 27, 2014

DATE: August 14, 2014

TO: STATAC

FROM: Robert Guerrero, Project Manager

RE: Regional Transportation Impact Fee (RTIF) Program Update

Background:
On December 3", The County Board of Supervisors unanimously approved the Public Facility

Fee (PFF) Update with $1,500 per dwelling unit equivalent allocated toward the STA's Regional
Transportation Impact Fee (RTIF).

This action was in response to a request from the STA Board to the County Board of Supervisors
making this request. The County began collecting the RTIF on February 3, 2014. Based on the
RTIF Expenditure Plan developed by the STA, a total of 5% of the total RTIF revenue was
decided by the STA Board to be dedicated towards transit projects under Package 6- Express Bus
Transit Centers and Train Stations and 5% was dedicated to Unincorporated County Roads under
Package 7. The remaining balance of the RTIF (90%) will be returned to each RTIF District
from which it was generated.

On July 9, 2014, the STA Board approved a prioritized list of RTIF Projects and associated
funding amounts. In addition, the STA RTIF Policy Committee approved a sub-committee of
policy makers, city managers, and TAC members to develop implementation policies.

For the 3rd quarter of Fiscal Year (FY) 2013-14, STA staff reported the RTIF produced $91,503,
predominately from the Fairfield and Vacaville building permits.

Discussion:
STA staff is planning to have the RTIF Policy Subcommittee meet in September to discuss
implementation policies. The participants are:

STA Board Representatives:

1. Mayor Jack Batchelor, City of Dixon

2. Mayor Harry Price, City of Fairfield

3. Mayor Norman Richardson, City of Rio Vista
County CEO and City Manager Representatives:

4. County Administrator Birgitta Corsello, County of Solano

5. City Manager Laura Kuhn, City of Vacaville

6. City Manager Daniel Keen, City of Vallejo
STA TAC Representatives:

7. Joe Leach, City of Dixon

8. George Hicks, City of Fairfield

STA staff will present policy scenarios for discussion and will tentatively bring back a
recommendation to the TAC in September followed by the STA Board in October.
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Fiscal Impact:
No impact to the STA Budget at this time.

Recommendation:
Informational.
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Agenda Item 8.D
August 27, 2014

DATE: August 13, 2013

TO: STATAC

FROM: Robert Macaulay, Director of Planning

RE: MTC Guidelines for County Transportation Plans

Background:
The Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) adopted guidelines for Congestion

Management Agencies (CMAS) such as STA to use in developing Countywide (aka
Comprehensive Transportation Plans (CTPs)). The CTP Guidelines were last updated in 2005.
The state statute that authorizes MTC to adopt CTP guidelines states that guidelines are
voluntary, rather than mandatory.

In May of 2014, MTC began the process of updating the CTP guidelines. The updates include
deleting references to outdated federal transportation legislation (such as TEA-21 and ICE-TEA),
and including references to new state legislation such as SB 375, and the newly-adopted
Regional Transportation Plan, Plan Bay Area. MTC held public meetings in June and July with
interested members of the public, public agencies and the CMAs; a summary of the comments
from those meetings is provided as Attachment A. MTC subsequently, and released draft
updated guidelines on July 16 (Attachment B).

Discussion:

MTC will hold hearings on the draft guidelines before the Planning Committee on September
12" and before the full Commission on September 24" Adoption of the new guidelines is
anticipated at the September 24™ meeting.

STA and the other 8 Bay Area CMAs have sent a letter to MTC identifying concerns with the
draft guidelines that are common to all 9 agencies (Attachment C). The CMAs in general, and
STA in particular, will attend the September hearings, and anticipate speaking in favor of
adoption of the new guidelines once the comments are addressed.

Fiscal Impact:
None to the STA General Fund.

Recommendation:
Informational.

Attachments:
A. Summary of Public Comments on CTP Guidelines
B. Draft MTC CTP Guidelines, dated July 16, 2014.
C. CMA Letter MTC re: draft MTC CTP Guidelines

109



This page intentionally left blank.

110



111

ATTACHMENTA


jmasiclat
Typewritten Text
ATTACHMENT A


112



113



114



ATTACHMENIB

DRAFT

July 16, 2014

Guidelines for Countywide
Transportation Plans

Metropolitan Transportation Commission
July 2014

115


jmasiclat
Typewritten Text
ATTACHMENT B


TABLE OF CONTENTS

[ BACKGROUND 8L PURPOSE .......ooiuiieeimeeeieeisseeieeisseessessse s essse s sssesssssssse s s s s s ssses e ssssssssassnas 1
AL BACKGIOUNG ..ottt baen 1
B. PUIPOSE & OPPOITUNITIES......ceieriecireeieieeiieeeeie et esse st sssssssss st ssss s ss st esnees 1
II. CTPs & THE REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN (RTP)...svcururiruerimerieerirenieerisesseerssesssecssesssesssessnes 2
A. Outreach & Regional CoOrdiNAtioN ... esissssssses e sssssss s s ssssesssssssesanes 2
B. CTPs as the Primary Basis fOr the RTP.........ciierisssisssssesiss s s sssssss s sssssesses 2
C. RTP Elements Which Should be Considered in CTPS .......ccourieeineecereeieessesiecsssessessinens 3
III. CTP CONTENT ..ottt sssse bbb bbb bt 4
A, PerformManCe QL TArgEES ... . ssiesssssese st et sss s ss st ss s s s sas e ssse s ss e sssesssesaes 4
B. Demographic 8 Land USE ProjeCtiONS.........ccoweeriimeiiseeseeesesisssssessesesesssessessssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssnnees 5
C. INVESTMENTS &L PIOJECT LISTS ..ottt sttt 5
D. Revenue Forecasts & Financial ConSIAerations...........cuvniinecneeneescinecnesneeseeeessesesesssesesssenes 6
E. EQUILY ANIYSIS. oottt bbb 6
F. Other Plan EI@MENTS. ...ttt 6
IV, CTP UPDATES ..o ettt ettt bbb bbb 7
ATTACHMENT A. State Code 66531: County Transportation PIans ...........necnecneeneeneines 9
ATTACHMENT B: Additional Links @and RESOUICES ..........cccweeemriemriirecireiiseieeieeiseceseeisesseisecsse s caenes 11

116



L BACKGROUND & PURPOSE

A. Background

In 1988, the State legislature passed Assembly Bill 3705 (Eastin), authorizing Bay Area counties,
along with the cities and transit operators, to develop Countywide Transportation Plans (CTPs) on
a voluntary basis. The provisions in AB 3705 are codified in Section 66531 (see ATTACHMENT A)
of the California Government Code, and were modified by the passage of AB 1619 (Lee) (Statutes
of 1994, Chapter 25). Among other things, the law suggests content to be included in the CTPs,
and, if a county chooses to prepare one, the relationships between the CTP and the Regional
Transportation Plan (RTP), and between the CTP and Congestion Management Programs (CMPs).

The law states that CTPs should be developed with participation from the cities and transit
operators within the county. State law calls for CTPs to be the “primary basis” for the RTP, and
states that the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) shall add proposals and policies
of regional significance to the RTP. The law also states that CTPs should consider the most recent
RTP, and that MTC may use the RTP to resolve inconsistencies between different counties’ CTPs.

In addition, the law directs MTC to "develop guidelines to be used in the preparation of county
transportation plans.” MTC produced an original set of guidelines (“Guidelines”) for CTPs in 1989,
after AB 3705 was passed. MTC revised the CTP Guidelines in 1995 and in 2000.

This update of the Guidelines reflects the passage of new legislation at both the State and Federal
levels; specifically, the Sustainable Communities and Climate Protection Act (Sustainable
Communities Act, SB 375, Chapter 728, Statutes of 2008), and the Moving Ahead for Progress in
the 21st Century Act (MAP-21), (see ATTACHMENT B).
The intent of the CTP Guidelines is to:

o Affirm the relationship between CTPs and the RTP while recognizing local needs and

priorities;
e Promote implementation of SB 375 and MAP-21; and,
o Identify appropriate content to include in the development of CTPs.

B. Purpose & Opportunities

These Guidelines are intended to create a framework for CTP development, and allow a county to
expand upon them based on local needs and priorities. CTPs are intended to establish a county’s
long-range transportation vision, goals, and priorities. This long-range transportation planning
context is increasingly important given the complexity of the transportation system in the Bay
Area. CTPs serve as critical input to MTC's RTP, which explicitly addresses regional priorities and
funding constraints.

CTPs can be particularly effective if they:
e Establish a transportation policy context;

e Provide a focal point for integrating city, county, and regional level transportation plans;
and,

e Prioritize transportation investments for consideration in the RTP development process.
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II.  CTPs & THE REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN (RTP)

State law created an inter-dependent relationship between CTPs and the RTP. Any CTP adopted
must consider the most recently adopted RTP. In turn, adopted CTPs form the “primary basis” for
the next RTP. Thus, the CTP Guidelines must be “consistent with the Commission’s preparation of
the RTP.” These requirements ensure that any CTPs and the RTP employ a common planning
framework, even though the plans differ in scope, and even though the CTPs are tailored to the
specific needs of each county and to the region as a whole. The following sections outline the
coordinated development process, and RTP elements which should be considered in CTPs.

A. Outreach & Regional Coordination
State Statute(s):

“Each county within the jurisdiction of the commission, together with the cities and transit operators
within the county, may, every two years, develop and update a transportation plan for the county
and the cities within the county.” (66531(a))

Engaging the public, in addition to the agencies noted above, early and often in the decision-
making process is critical to the success of transportation plans. As such, MTC recommends that
CTP outreach and regional coordination should:

¢ Include a broad and open public participation process that includes:
o Under-represented interests and communities, including Native American tribes; and,
o Economic (business) and environmental interests and communities.

e Document the local public input process, emphasizing how the needs of minority, low-
income, and other disadvantaged communities have been considered.

e Engage regional agencies while developing and adopting CTPs. Accordingly, MTC will
make available, to the extent possible, its planning and analytical resources.

e Consult the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's (BAAQMD) Clean Air Plan and its
respective Transportation Control Measures (TCMs), (see ATTACHMENT B).

B. CTPs as the Primary Basis for the RTP
State Statute(s):

“The county transportation plans shall be the primary basis for the commission’s regional
transportation plan and shall be considered in the preparation of the regional transportation
improvement program. To provide regional consistency, the county transportation plans shall
consider the most recent regional transportation plan adopted by the commission.” (66531(f))

CTPs can best inform the RTP if both plans use a common set of planning assumptions. As such,
MTC recommends that CTPs should include:

e Demographic projections and transportation modeling methodologies that are consistent
with those used in the RTP/SCS, (see Section IIL.B).

e Costs for maintenance and operations of the existing system, including the following
categories, (see Section IIL.C):
o Transit operations and capital rehabilitation;
o Local streets and roads (pavement and non-pavement);
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o Local bridges; and,
o Bicycle and pedestrian facilities.

e Revenue forecasts for State (e.g., STIP) and Federal (e.g., STP & CMAQ) revenue that are
consistent with those used in the RTP, (see Section IIL.D).

C. RTP Elements Which Should be Considered in CTPs

State and federal laws govern the development and content of MTC's RTP. California law relating
to the development of the RTP is contained in Government Code Section 65080, and discussed in
detail in the California Transportation Commission’s (CTC) 2010 California Regional Transportation
Plan Guidelines. Federal Code 23CFR, Part 450.322 governs the development and content of the
Metropolitan Transportation Plan [RTP], (see ATTACHMENT B).

The CTC's RTP Guidelines identify three elements for the RTP: Policy; Action; and, Financial. These
three elements, along with a brief description, are identified below, and additional information is
available within the CTC's RTP guidelines. CTPs should address these same elements in an
appropriate way.

Policy Element
e Describes the transportation issues in the region;

e Identifies and quantifies regional needs expressed within both short and long-range
planning horizons (Government Code Section 65080 (b) (1));

e Maintains internal consistency with the Financial Element and fund estimates; and,
e The Policy Element should clearly convey transportation policies, including:

o Describes how these policies were developed;

o Identifies any significant changes in policies from previous plans; and,

o Provides the reason(s) for any changes in policies from previous plans.

Action Element

e Consists of short-, mid-, and long-term projects and programs that address transportation
issues and needs;

e Includes all transportation modes;
¢ Identifies investment strategies, alternatives and project priorities beyond what is already
programmed; and,

e The Action element is divided into two sections:
o Discussion of preparatory activities such as identification of existing needs,
assumptions, and forecasting and potential alternative actions; and,
o Discussion of data and conclusions.

Financial Element

¢ Identifies current and anticipated revenue sources and financing techniques available to
fund the investments described in the Action Element;

e Defines realistic financing constraints and opportunities; and,
e The Financial Element is composed of six major components;
1. Summary of costs to operate and maintain the current transportation system;

2. Estimate of costs and revenues to implement the projects identified in the Action
Element;
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Inventory of existing and potential transportation funding sources;

List of candidate projects if funding becomes available;

Potential funding shortfalls; and,

6. Identification of alternative policy directions that affect the funding of projects.

vk w

In addition to state guidelines, the RTP is also developed in accordance with federal metropolitan
law, which provides for the following considerations, (see ATTACHMENT B):

e Engage in a “continuing, cooperative, and comprehensive” multimodal transportation
planning process;

e Provide for the establishment and use of a performance-driven, outcome-based approach
to planning and transportation decision-making; and,

e Provide for consideration and implementation of projects and programs that address the
eight planning factors: (66531(b))

1. Support the economic vitality of the metropolitan area, especially by enabling global
competitiveness, productivity, and efficiency;

2. Increase the safety of the transportation system for motorized and non-motorized
users;

3. Increase the security of the transportation system for motorized and non-motorized
users;

4. Increase accessibility and mobility of people and freight;

5. Protect and enhance the environment, promote energy conservation, improve the
quality of life, and promote consistency between transportation improvements and
State and local planned growth and economic development patterns;

6. Enhance the integration and connectivity of the transportation system, across and
between modes, for people and freight;

7. Promote efficient system management and operation; and
8. Emphasize the preservation of the existing transportation system.

CTPs should also account for these federal considerations.

I. CTP CONTENT

In general, CTPs should consider,

“...achieving a coordinated and balanced regional transportation system, including, but not limited
to, mass transportation, highway, railroad, maritime, bicycle, pedestrian, goods movement, and
aviation facilities and services. The plan shall [should] be action-oriented and pragmatic,
considering both the short-term and long-term future, and shall [should] present clear, concise policy
guidance...” 65080(a) (see ATTACHMENT B)

State Statute 66531(c) identifies elements for consideration in CTPs, and MTC provides
recommendations of additional elements below.

A. Performance & Targets

Federal guidance, as noted above, calls for the establishment and use of a performance-driven,
outcome-based approach to planning and transportation decision-making.
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A performance framework helps to ensure that investment decisions align with established goals
and targets. As such, CTP's should consider a performance-driven, outcome-based approach to
transportation decision making (as resources permit) emphasizing the Economy, Environment,
and Equity. MTC recommends that the CTP performance framework should:

e Consider regional goals and targets, but also reflect local priorities.

e Consider both project and/or investment and land use scenario analysis. MTC's land use
and travel model will be available for scenario planning analysis, if desired.

e Provide a long-range vision for the CMP (Section 66531(b)).

B. Demographic & Land Use Projections
State Statute(s):

“Consideration of transportation impacts associated with land use designations embodied in the
general plans of the county and cities within the county and projections of economic and population
growth available from the Association of Bay Area Governments.” (Section 66531(c)(3))

CTPs can best inform the RTP if both plans use a common set of planning assumptions, including
demographic and land use projections. MTC recommends that CTPs should evaluate
transportation system performance using the most recent Association of Bay Area Governments
(ABAG) demographic and land use projections, to provide consistency with the RTP/SCS.
Alternative land use scenarios may be of interest to local policy makers, and are encouraged for
analysis.

C. Investments & Project Lists
State Statute(s):

“Recommendations for investments necessary to sustain the effectiveness and efficiency of the
county portion of the metropolitan transportation system, as defined cooperatively by the
commission and the agency designated pursuant to Section 65089 [CMPs].” (Section 66531(c)(1))

“The county transportation plan shall include recommended transportation improvements for the
succeeding 10- and 20-year periods.” (Section 66531(e))

CTPs provide a basis for transportation investments considered in the RTP. As such, MTC
recommends that CTP investment and project lists assess and consider all modes including, but
not limited to, mass transportation, street, highway, railroad, maritime, bicycle, pedestrian, goods
movement, and aviation facilities and services, and should include:

e Description of all proposed, near-, mid-, and long-term, improvements and programs,
including descriptions of MTC's regional programs and studies relevant in the county.
Details for MTC's regional programs and studies are available from MTC.

e Both a financially constrained list and a vision project list. Project lists should:
o Include cost estimates in year-of-expenditure dollars using inflation factors from the
RTP;
o Indicate how local, regional, state, and federal revenues are assigned for each project,
whenever feasible;
o Demonstrate differences from RTP assumptions; and,
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o MTC's RTP project database will be available to the counties, and they are encouraged
to use it.

e Transportation investments that, when integrated with the RTP/SCS's forecasted land use,
support the region’s adopted SCS (65080(b)(2)(B)(vii)), apart from exemptions noted in
state law (65080(b)(2)(K), (see ATTACHMENT B).

e Remaining needs for maintaining and operating the transportation system, including:
o Transit operations and capital rehabilitation;
o Local streets and roads (pavement and non-pavement);
o Local bridges; and,
o Bicycle and pedestrian facilities.

e (Caltrans, transit agencies, and other regional agencies’ planning processes also provide a
basis for transportation investments considered in the RTP.

D. Revenue Forecasts & Financial Considerations
State Statute(s):

“Consideration of expected transportation revenues as estimated by the commission, the impact of
these estimated revenues on investment recommendations, and options for enhanced transportation
revenues.” (66531(c)(5))

Revenue forecasts are important to defining realistic funding opportunities to implement the CTP.
As such, CTPs can best inform the RTP if both plans use a common set of assumptions. MTC
recommends that CTPs revenue forecasts and financial considerations should:

e Consider the most recent MTC forecasts for future regional, state, and federal revenues,
and include forecasts of local revenues, such as those from existing sales tax expenditure
programs and/or local fee programs. Revenue projections should:

o Include revenue projections in year-of-expenditure dollars using inflation factors from
the RTP;

o Indicate how local, regional, state, and federal revenues are assigned for each project,
whenever feasible; and,

o Demonstrate differences from RTP assumptions.

e Include discussion of any new revenue source and/or strategy to fund projects and
programs within the county, including the source, amount of revenue, and the strategy to
ensure its availability.

E. Equity Analysis

MTC recommends that counties conduct an equity analysis with input from the public, tailored to
the specific character of the county, and with a focus on minority, low-income, and other
underserved communities. As such, MTC will make available MTC's RTP equity analysis and U.S.
Census Bureau data as a resource to the county, and will be available for technical assistance,
and/or to provide models of equity analyses (e.g., RTP investment analysis).

F. Other Plan Elements

Counties are involved in and are leading a wide range of planning initiatives. MTC recommends
that CTPs should reference and include a discussion of:
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e Countywide planning initiatives, including:

Local/modal studies conducted by the county(s) or transit agency(s);
Corridor studies and relevant recommendations;

Community Based Transportation Plans (CBTPs);

Priority Development Area (PDA) Investment and Growth Strategies;
Active Transportation Plans and/or Complete Streets efforts; and,
Regional and/or sub-regional transportation studies.

o O O O O O

e Transportation infrastructure’s risk and/or vulnerability to climate change (e.g., sea level
rise).

e Types of potential environmental mitigation activities and potential areas to carry out
these activities. The discussion may focus on policies, programs, or strategies, rather than
at the project level.

Iv. CTP UPDATES

State Statute(s):

“Each county within the jurisdiction of the commission, together with the cities and transit operators
within the county, may, every two years, develop and update a transportation plan for the county
and the cities within the county.” (Section 66531(a))

“The commission, in consultation with local agencies, shall develop guidelines to be used in the
preparation of county transportation plans. These guidelines shall be consistent with the
commission's preparation of the regional transportation plan pursuant to Section 65081.” (Section
66531(c))

In order to promote the iterative relationship between CTPs and the RTP, MTC recommends that
CTPs be regularly updated and adopted within 18-30 months (before or after) of adoption of the
RTP/SCS. As such, MTC recommends that the CTP Guidelines should be updated following
RTP/SCS adoption.
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ATTACHMENT A. State Code 66531: County Transportation Plans

(@) Each county within the jurisdiction of the commission, together with the cities and transit
operators within the county, may, every two years, develop and update a transportation plan
for the county and the cities within the county. The county transportation plan shall be
submitted to the commission by the agency that has been designated as the agency
responsible for developing, adopting and updating the county's congestion management
program pursuant to Section 65089 [CMPs], unless, not later than January 1, 1995, another
public agency is designated by resolutions adopted by the county board of supervisors and
the city councils of a majority of the cities representing a majority of the population in the
incorporated area of the county. Nothing in this section requires additional action by the
cities and county, if a joint powers agreement delegates the responsibility for the county
transportation plan to the agency responsible for developing, adopting, and updating the
county's congestion management program pursuant to Section 65089 [CMPs].

(b) The county transportation plans shall be consistent with, and provide a long-range vision
for, the congestion management programs in the San Francisco Bay area prepared pursuant
to Section 65089 [CMPs]. The county transportation plans shall also be responsive to the
planning factors included in Section 134 of the federal Intermodal Surface Transportation
Efficiency Act of 1991 (Public Law 102-240).

() The commission, in consultation with local agencies, shall develop guidelines to be used in
the preparation of county transportation plans. These guidelines shall be consistent with
the commission's preparation of the regional transportation plan pursuant to Section 65081.
These plans shall include recommendations for investment necessary to mitigate the impact
of congestion caused by an airport that is owned by the county, or city and county, and
located in another county. The plans may include, but are not limited to, the following:

(1) Recommendations for investments necessary to sustain the effectiveness and
efficiency of the county portion of the metropolitan transportation system, as defined
cooperatively by the commission and the agency designated pursuant to Section
65089 [CMPs].

(2) Consideration of transportation system and demand management strategies which
reinforce the requirements contained in Section 65089 [CMPs].

(3) Consideration of transportation impacts associated with land use designations
embodied in the general plans of the county and cities within the county and
projections of economic and population growth available from the Association of Bay
Area Governments.

(4) Consideration of strategies that conserve existing transportation system capacity, such
as pricing policies or long-term land use and transportation integration policies jointly
developed by the commission and the agencies designated pursuant to Section 65089
[CMPs].

(5) Consideration of expected transportation revenues as estimated by the commission,
the impact of these estimated revenues on investment recommendations, and options
for enhanced transportation revenues.

(d) The commission shall adopt revised guidelines not later than January 1, 1995.
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(e) The county transportation plan shall include recommended transportation improvements
for the succeeding 10- and 20-year periods.

(f)  The county transportation plans shall be the primary basis for the commission's regional
transportation plan and shall be considered in the preparation of the regional transportation
improvement program. To provide regional consistency, the county transportation plans
shall consider the most recent regional transportation plan adopted by the commission.
Where the counties' transportation plans conflict, the commission may resolve the
differences as part of the regional transportation plan. The commission shall add proposals
and policies of regional significance to the regional transportation plan.

(g) With the consent of the commission, a county may have the commission prepare its county
transportation plan.

(h)  The counties, together with the commission, shall jointly develop a funding strategy for the
preparation of each county's transportation plan.
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ATTACHMENT B: Additional Links and Resources

I. Regional

A. Plan Bay Area (RTP/SCS)
e http://onebayarea.org/plan-bay-area/final-plan-bay-area.html

B. Clean Air Plan
e http://www.baagmd.gov/Divisions/Planning-and-Research/Plans/Clean-Air-Plans.aspx
e http://www.baagmd.gov/Divisions/Planning-and-Research/Plans/Clean-Air-Plan-Update.aspx

II. State

A. State Code 66531: County Transportation Plans

e http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?lawCode=GOV&sectionNum=6
6531

B. State Code 65089: Congestion Management

e http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?lawCode=GOV&sectionNum=6
5089

C. Senate Bill 375: Sustainable Communities Strategy
e http://www.leginfo.ca.gov/pub/07-08/bill/sen/sb_0351-0400/sb_375_bill_20080930_chaptered.pdf

D. California Regional Transportation Plan Guidelines
e http://www.dot.ca.gov/hg/tpp/offices/orip/rtp/

III. Federal

A. MAP-21
e http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/map21/

B. 23CFR, Part 450

e http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/legsregs/directives/cfr23toc.htm
o 450.300: Purpose
o 450.306: Scope of the Metropolitan Transportation Planning Process
o 450.316: Interested Parties, Participation, and Consultation
o 450.322: Development and Content of the Metropolitan Transportation Plan
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SCTA

sonoma county transportation authority

ATTACHMENIC

August 12, 2014

Jim Spering, Chairman

Metropolitan Transportation Commission Planning Committee
101 Eighth Street

Oakland CA 94607-4700

RE: CMA Comments on the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP)
Dear Mr. Spering,

The nine Bay Area Congestion Management Agencies (CMAS) appreciate the
work that MTC is doing to update its CMAs countywide transportation plan
(CTP) Guidelines. Because the CMAs are charged with preparing and
implementing these CTPs, the preparation Guidelines are of great interest to
us.

First of all, we wish to thank MTC for conducting an inclusive, open, and timely
process. The schedule, from initiation to anticipated completion of the
Guidelines update, is less than six months. During that time, MTC has held
public meetings with the Partnership Technical Advisory Committee, the
Regional Advisory Working Group, the MTC Policy Advisory Committee, and
this Committee. In addition, MTC has met with those responsible for
developing and implementing CTPs - the Planning staffs of the CMAs. This
process has allowed MTC to hear a wide variety of perspectives to inform the
new Guidelines.

The CMA's wish to bring the following points to the Committee's attention
regarding modifications to those guidelines. These points are based on the
draft Guidelines released by MTC on July 16, 2014.

The discussion over the CTP guidelines should be premised
on them truly providing guidance for counties rather than
mandatory requirements. While MTC has indicated it cannot
require CMAs to adhere to guidelines and has emphasized the
importance of local discretion in each county’s CTP, the CMAs are still
concerned that the Guidelines may eventually be a condition for
regional funding. Currently, CTPs are a voluntary undertaking. The
final Guidelines should contain a statement that CMA receipt of funding
from MTC is not conditioned upon CMA adherence to the Guidelines.

CTPs are serving both local and regional needs and even a
“minor update” represents a significant investment of staff
and financial resources to be done well. We do not doubt that the
CMAs will try to adhere to the Guidelines in spirit — and many of the
CTPs already do. However, the level of effort to prepare CTPs, staff and
resource constraints, and local priorities will affect the timing,
frequency and focus of CTP updates. For instance, the Guidelines
recommend that CTPs are regularly updated and adopted within
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CMA Letter (dated August 12, 2014) to MTC Commissioner Jim Spering
RE: CMA Comments on the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP)

18-30 months (before or after) adoption of the RTP/SCS. We appreciate the benefits of
this update schedule, but recognize that local considerations and constraints (such as
staff and resource limitations or the local decision to target a particular election cycle for
a new revenue measure) may drive the schedule for CTP updates. The timing of CTP
updates must therefore be flexible to address local policies and resource constraints. It
should also be recognized that the preparation and update of CTPs are often tied to local
sales tax or other revenue measures which are subject to their own local requirements,
goals, and priorities. Finally, we request MTC work with county CMA's in identifying
revenues to conduct this planning effort, including making regional funding available.

With respect to data collection and performance targets, CMASs recognize
the importance of addressing the three E’s (Economy, Equity, and
Environment), however the CTPs should not be required to provide
analysis beyond that of the RTP. In some cases the Guidelines recommend that
the CTPs go beyond the level of detail provided in Plan Bay Area. For instance, the
proposed Guidelines suggest the CTPs should also include information on environmental
mitigation activities, account for sea level rise, and provide detailed funding plans by
source for each project, none of which was included in Plan Bay Area. The Guidelines
should make it clear that these are suggested areas for consideration. This doesn’t
preclude the CMAs from including additional information, including information on
areas of special concern to each CMA. It also acknowledges that for some areas (such as
sea level rise) the CMAs and the region as a whole are still establishing a baseline of
information and there may not be much information that is readily available for
incorporation into a CTP in a meaningful way or the staff resources to fully address the
issue.

We suggest that MTC allow CMAs to use alternate revenue forecasts and
inflation factors as long as the revised assumptions are explained. MTC
forecasts for future regional, state, and federal funding are a great resource and
appropriate for CTPs to consider. Allowing a CMA to adopt an alternate set of
assumptions would help temper the uncertainty inherent in these forecasts, allowing the
CMA to update them to reflect changes in local and national economic trends and
changes to funding programs such as the anticipation of new local revenue measures.

CTPs that are initiated before October 1, 2014 should be grandfathered into
the current guidelines until after the next RTP is adopted. Although the
guidelines are by nature optional, there is still an expectation regarding structure and
content built into their adoption. Many current CTPs are being updated, but were
initially created under the existing guidelines. The October 1 date is impractical because
reopening the planning process for the CTPs currently near completion would be too
cumbersome without additional financial resources and may extend the deadline for CTP
approval, which may not be compatible with local priorities established for that update
(e.g. targeting approval to inform a potential ballot measure).
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We look forward to working with you as the July 16 draft Guidelines and revisions are brought
to this Committee for consideration before going to the full Commission for adoption. We also
look forward to continuing our on-going partnership with MTC for developing and
implementing transportation projects and programs that improve the lives of people throughout
the Bay Area.

Sincerely,

/O (y

Art Dao, Executive Director
Alameda County Transportation Commission

Randell Iwasaki, Executive Director
Contra Costa Transportation Authority

Dianne Steinhauser, Executive Director
Transportation Authority of Marin

Kate Miller, Executive Director
Napa County Transportation Planning Agency

Tilly Chang, Executive Director
San Francisco County Transportation Authority

Sandy Wong, Executive Director
San Mateo City-County Association of Governments

John Ristow, Chief CMA Officer
Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority

Daryl Halls, Executive Director
Solano Transportation Authority (STA)
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Suzanne Smith, Executive Director
Sonoma County Transportation Authority

Cc: Bay Area CMA Executive Directors
Steve Heminger, MTC Executive Director
Ezra Rapport, ABAG Executive Director
Ken Kirkey, MTC Planning Director
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Agenda Item 8.E
August 27, 2014

DATE: August 15, 2014

TO: STATAC

FROM: Sofia Recalde, Associate Planner

RE: Solano Napa Travel Demand Model Update

Background:
The Solano Transportation Authority (STA) developed the Solano-Napa Travel Demand

Model in 2005 to support system-wide, corridor, and local transportation planning and policy
analysis and decision-making throughout the County. The model covered the entire Bay
Area and accounted for trip generation and demand in the Sacramento and San Joaquin
County regions. The STA developed the Solano-Napa Model in partnership with the seven
cities and County of Solano staff, Napa County Transportation and Planning Agency
(NCTPA), the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC), and Caltrans. The Solano-
Napa Travel Demand Model was designed to provide traffic forecasts for major roadways in
Solano and Napa Counties.

The Solano-Napa Model was updated in 2010 for the STA’s Regional Transportation Impact
Fee (RTIF) study. The update addressed land use and network changes from the 2008
version of the model to reflect 2010 traffic conditions and projected 2035 traffic conditions.
The Model was updated again in time for the 2011 Congestion Management Program (CMP)
and projected to year 2040 traffic conditions for consistency with MTC’s Regional
Transportation Plan. The 2011 update included more detailed TAZs and networks in Napa,
and Truck trip analysis, which separated truck trips from other trips on the network to allow
for more detailed analysis of truck trips on major arterials in the County.

In December 2013, Cambridge Systematics (CS) initiated work on the development of the
Solano Napa Activity Based Model (SNABM). The model update intends to merge the
existing STA model to an activity based model platform. It will also update the model to be
consistent with Plan By Area land use projections. MTC currently uses an activity based
model, Travel Model One, to conduct forecasting, and the SNABM model will align with
Travel Model One. This will enable SNABM to inherit all models from Travel Model One,
including transit and truck forecasting models.

Discussion:
As of April 2014, the following had been completed:

e Setup MTC ABM 2010 and 2040 models
e Incorporated zonal and network details in Napa and Solano counties into MTC ABM

e Developed procedures to map employment data from the SIC-based categories, which
is used in the current SNTDM, to the NAICS-based categories for the new SNABM
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e Developed procedure to map link attributes from the current SNTDM to the MTC
ABM link attributes

In late May, CS prepared draft 2040 land use files for review by the 8 member agencies (the
County and 7 cities). Each agency received a spreadsheet with 2040 data, TAZ maps and
TAZ shapefiles. It was requested that they provide feedback on the proposed population,
housing, and employment estimates. Several agencies did not respond in a timely manner,
creating a 2 month setback in the project schedule.

A Model TAC meeting was held on July 28, 2014 to provide the jurisdictions an update on
the SNABM process and to discuss next steps. Based on the feedback received from the
2040 land use data review, CS has prepared a revised spreadsheet for review and comment.
Comments on the revised land use data are due August 15". A follow-up Model TAC
meeting will be held during the week of September 8" to present the final 2040 land use
estimates. Once the 2040 land use estimates are agreed upon, CS will complete the SNABM
2040 model.

The next step will be to validate the SNABM 2010 model, as well as the truck and transit
models. CS will check with SNABM 2010 model outputs against the same targets used for
the current STA model validation and make adjustments as needed. CS will validate the
truck trip tables and truck volumes on freeways and state routes based on existing data (e.g.,
Caltrans truck count and Caltrans Statewide Freight Forecasting Model). To validate the
transit model, CS will review the 2012 SolanoExpress Ridership Study and will obtain
existing transit routes, fare, parking and boarding information from the local transit
operators.

Schedule

August 1-15 2040 Land Use Estimates: Jurisdiction review

August - September 2010 Model Validation

Week of September 8 | Model TAC meeting

September 24 STATAC

September - October | Send to MTC for review
Peer Review

December 10 STA Board

Recommendation:
Informational.
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Agenda Item 8.F
August 27, 2014

DATE: August 20, 2014

TO: STATAC

FROM: Jayne Bauer, Marketing and Legislative Program Manager
RE: Legislative Update

Background:
Each year, STA staff monitors state and federal legislation that pertains to transportation issues. On

February 12, 2014, the STA Board approved its 2014 Legislative Priorities and Platform to provide
policy guidance on transportation legislation and the STA’s legislative activities during 2014. A
Legislative Bill Matrix listing state bills of interest is available at http://tiny.cc/staleg.

Discussion:

On a unanimous, bipartisan vote Monday, August 18, the State Senate sent the Governor
legislation by Senator Lois Wolk to enable the modernization and expansion of the SolTrans
Curtola Park and Ride Hub in Vallejo, a vital transportation hub in Solano County. Senate Bill
(SB) 1368, co-sponsored by STA and SolTrans, if signed by the Governor, will authorize the
project’s right of way to be transferred by Caltrans to Soltrans, a Joint Powers Authority (JPA).
This will enable SolTrans to provide local commuters with greater access to public transportation,
carpools, and other modes of transit that are both affordable and help California reach its
greenhouse gas emissions reduction goals by incorporating various public private partnership (P3)
components into the project as identified by STA’s recently completed P3 Feasibility Study.
Thanks to the teamwork between all partners involved, including STA’s lobbying firm,
Shaw/Yoder/Antwih, STA will send a letter requesting the Governor sign SB 1368.

Senator Hernandez introduced Senate Bill (SB) 983 (Attachment A and B) on behalf of Los
Angeles Metro, which would authorize the California Transportation Commission (CTC) to review
and approve applications for new HOT lane projects around the state. This authority expired at the
end of 2012 and was the process used by the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) to
receive authority for the Bay Area’s Express Lanes network that includes 1-80 and 1-680 in Solano
County.

With the current language of this bill, Caltrans, MTC, and others would have had the authority to
request from the CTC the ability to develop and operate HOT lanes and expand the authority
beyond the limitation of 4 HOT lanes networks statewide. Under one version of the bill, STA and
other Bay Area Congestion Management Agencies could have been an applicant to operate HOT
lanes. SB 983 garnered a lot of interest and discussion. This bill was held in the Assembly
Appropriations Committee and is essentially dead for the year. It will most likely come back in
the 2014-15 legislative year.

Senate Bill (SB) 1077 (Attachment C and D) introduced by Senator DeSaulnier would establish a
mileage-based fee (MBF) Task Force (within the California Transportation Commission) to study
MBF alternatives to the gas tax and recommend a pilot program. The bill has worked its way
through the Assembly with amendments, and now is headed to the Assembly floor. If it passes, it
will go on to the Senate to see if they concur with the Assembly amendments. Next stop after that
is the Governor’s desk.
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Fiscal Impact:
None.

Recommendation:
Informational.

Attachments:
A. SB 983, Amended August 4, 2014
B. SB 983 Assembly Transportation Committee Analysis July 10, 2014
C. SB 1077 Amended August 4, 2014
D. SB 1077 Assembly Floor Analysis August 18, 2014
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AMENDED IN ASSEMBLY AUGUST 4, 2014
AMENDED IN ASSEMBLY JUNE 30, 2014
AMENDED IN ASSEMBLY JUNE 15, 2014

AMENDED IN SENATE MAY 21, 2014

SENATE BILL No. 983

Introduced by Senator Hernandez

February 11, 2014

An act to amend Section 149.7 of, and to add Section 149.2 to, the
Streets and Highways Code, relating to transportation.

LEGISLATIVE COUNSEL’S DIGEST

SB 983, as amended, Hernandez. High-occupancy toll lanes.

Existing law provides that the Department of Transportation has full
possession and control of the state highway system. Existing law
authorizes the department to construct exclusive or preferential lanes
for buses only or for buses and other high-occupancy vehicles.

Existing law authorizes aregional transportation agency, as defined,
in cooperation with the department to apply to the California
Transportation Commission to develop and operate high-occupancy
toll (HOT) lanes, including administration and operation of a
value-pricing program and exclusive or preferential lane facilities for
public transit consistent with established standards, requirements, and
limitations that apply to specified facilities. Existing law limits the
number of approved facilitiesto not morethan 4, 2 in northern California
and 2 in southern California, and provides that no applications may be
approved on or after January 1, 2012.

This bill would delete the requirement that the above-described
facilities be consistent with the established standards, requirements,
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and limitationsthat apply to specified facilities and would instead require
the commission to establish guidelines for the development and
operation of the facilities approved by the commission on or after
January 1, 2015, subject to specified minimum requirements. The bill
would provide that these provisions do not authorize the conversion of
any existing nontoll or nonuser-fee lanes into tolled or user-fee lanes,
except that a high-occupancy vehicle lane may be converted into a
high-occupancy toll lane pursuant to its provisions. The bill would
authorize a regional transportation agency to issue bonds, refunding
bonds, or bond anticipation notes backed by revenues generated from
the facilities. The bill would additionally authorize-specified-toecal
transpertation—autherities-and the Santa Clara Valley Transportation
Authority to apply to the commission for purposes of the
above-described provisions. The bill would remove the limitations on
the number of approved facilitiesand would del ete the January 1, 2012,
deadline for HOT lane applications. The bill would provide that each
application is subject to the review and approval of the commission and
would require a regiona transportation agency that applies to the
commission to reimburse the commission for al of the commission’s
cost and expense incurred in processing the application.

Thisbill would additionally authorize the department to apply to the
commission to develop and operate HOT lanes and associated facilities.
The bill would also authorize the department to issue bonds, refunding
bonds, or bond anticipation notes backed by revenues generated from
the facilities.

Vote: majority. Appropriation: no. Fiscal committee: yes.
State-mandated local program: no.

The people of the Sate of California do enact as follows:

SECTION 1. Section 149.2 is added to the Streets and
Highways Code, to read:

149.2. (a) The department may apply to the commission to
develop and operate high-occupancy toll lanes, including the
administration and operation of a value pricing program and
exclusive or preferential lane facilities for public transit.

(b) Each application for the development and operation of the
facilities described in subdivision (a) shall be subject to review
and approval by the commission pursuant to digibility criteria
established by the commission. For each eligible application, the

CQOWWO~NOOUIRWNE
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commission shall conduct at least one public hearing in northern
Californiaand onein southern California

(c) The commission shall establish guidelines for the
development and operation of facilities described in subdivision
(a) and approved by the commission pursuant to this section,
subject to the following minimum requirements:

(1) The department shall develop and operate the facilities in
cooperation with regional transportation agencies, as applicable,
and with the active participation of the Department of the California
Highway Patrol.

(2) The department shall be responsible for establishing,
collecting, and administering tolls.

(3) The department shall be responsible for paying for the
maintenance of the facilities from net toll revenue.

(4) The revenue generated from the operation of the facilities
shall be available to the department for the direct expenses related
to the maintenance, administration, and operation, including
collection and enforcement, of the facilities.

(5) All remaining revenue generated by the facilities shall be
used in the corridor from which the revenue was generated pursuant
to an expenditure plan devel oped by the department and approved
by the commission.

(6) This section shall not prevent any regional transportation
agency or local agency from constructing facilities that compete
with thefacilities approved by the commission and the department
shall not be entitled to compensation for the adverse effects on toll
revenue due to those competing facilities.

e

(d) The department shall provide any information or data
reguested by the commission or the Legislative Analyst relating
to afacility that the department develops or operates pursuant to
this section. The commission, in cooperation with the Legidative
Analyst, shall annually prepare a report on the progress of the
development and operation of a facility authorized under this
section. The commission may submit thisreport asasectioninits
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annual report to the Legis ature required pursuant to Section 14535
of the Government Code.

(e) (1) The department may issue bonds, refunding bonds, or
bond anticipation notes, at any time, to finance construction of,
and construction-related expenditures for, facilities approved
pursuant to this section, and construction and construction-related
expenditures that are included in the expenditure plan adopted
pursuant to paragraph (5) of subdivision (c), payable from the
revenues generated from the respective facilities.

(2) Any bond issued pursuant to this subdivision shall contain
on its face a statement to the following effect:

“Neither the full faith and credit nor the taxing power of the
Sate of California is pledged to the payment of principal of, or
the interest on, this bond”

() Nothing in this section shall authorize the conversion of any
existing nontoll or nonuser-fee lanesinto tolled or user-fee lanes,
except that a high-occupancy vehicle lane may be converted into
a high-occupancy toll lane.

SEC. 2. Section 149.7 of the Streets and Highways Code is
amended to read:

149.7. (@) A regiona transportation agency, as defined in
subdivision{f}; (g), in cooperation with the department, may apply
to the commission to develop and operate high-occupancy toll
lanes, including the administration and operation of avalue pricing
program and exclusive or preferential lane facilities for public
trangit.

(b) Each application for the development and operation of the
facilities described in subdivision (a) shall be subject to review
and approval by the commission pursuant to eigibility criteria
established by the commission. For each eligible application, the
commission shall conduct at least one public hearing in northern
Californiaand one in southern California.

(c) A regiona transportation agency that applies to the
commission to develop and operate facilities described in
subdivision (a) shal reimburse the commission for all of the
commission's cost and expense incurred in processing the
application.
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(d) The commission shal establish guidelines for the
development and operation of facilities described in subdivision
(a) and approved by the commission on or after January 1, 2015,
pursuant to this section, subject to the following minimum
requirements:

(1) Theregional transportation agency shall develop and operate
the facilities in cooperation with the department, and the active
participation of the Department of the California Highway Patrol,
pursuant to an agreement that addresses all matters related to
design, construction, maintenance, and operation of state highway
system facilities in connection with the facilities.

(2) Theregiona transportation agency shall be responsible for
establishing, collecting, and administering tolls.

(3) Theregional transportation agency shall be responsible for
paying for the maintenance of the facilities from net toll revenue,
pursuant to an agreement between the department and theregional
transportation agency.

(4) The revenue generated from the operation of the facilities
shall be available to the regional transportation agency for the
direct expenses related to the maintenance, administration, and
operation, including collection and enforcement, of the facilities.

(5) All remaining revenue generated by the facilities shall be
used in the corridor from which the revenue was generated pursuant
to an expenditure plan adopted by the regional transportation
agency.

(6) This section shall not prevent the department or any local
agency from constructing facilitiesthat compete with thefacilities
approved by the commission and the regional transportation agency
shall not be entitled to compensation for the adverse effectson toll
revenue due to those competing facilities.

(e) A regional transportation agency that develops or operates
afacility, or facilities, described in subdivision (a) shall provide
any information or data requested by the commission or the
Legidative Analyst. The commission, in cooperation with the
LegidativeAnalyst, shall annually prepare areport on the progress
of the development and operation of a facility authorized under
this section. The commission may submit this report as a section
initsannual report to the L egislature required pursuant to Section
14535 of the Government Code.

95

141



SB 983 —6—

(M (1) A regional transportation agency may issue bonds,
refunding bonds, or bond anticipation notes, at any time, to finance
construction of, and construction-related expendituresfor, facilities
approved pursuant to this section, and construction and
construction-related expenditures that are included in the
expenditure plan adopted pursuant to paragraph (5) of subdivision
(d), payable solely fromthe revenues generated fromthe respective
facilities.

(2) Any bond issued pursuant to this subdivision shall contain
on its face a statement to the following effect:

“Neither the full faith and credit nor the taxing power of the
Sate of California is pledged to the payment of principal of, or
the interest on, this bond”

)
(g) Notwithstanding Section 143, for purposes of this section,

“regional transportation agency” means any of the following:

(1) A transportation planning agency described in Section 29532
or 29532.1 of the Government Code.

(2) A county transportation commission established under
Section 130050, 130050.1, or 130050.2 of the Public Utilities
Code.

(3) Any other local or regional transportation entity that is
designated by statute as aregional transportation agency.

(4) A joint exercise of powers authority established pursuant to
Chapter 5 (commencing with Section 6500) of Division 7 of Title
1 of the Government Code, with the consent of a transportation
planning agency or a county transportation commission for the
jurisdiction in which the transportation project will be devel oped.

(6

(5) The SantaClaraValley Transportation Authority established
pursuant to Part 12 (commencing with Section 100000) of Division
10 of the Public Utilities Code.

(h) Nothing in thissection shall authorize the conversion of any
existing nontoll or nonuser-fee lanesinto tolled or user-fee lanes,
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1 except that a high-occupancy vehicle lane may be converted into
2 ahigh-occupancy toll lane.
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ATTACHMENIB

BILL ANALYSIS
SB 983
Page 1

Date of Hearing: June 23, 2014
ASSEMBLY COMMITTEE ON TRANSPORTATION
Bonnie Lowenthal, Chair
SB 983 (Hernandez) - As Amended: June 30, 2014

SENATE VOTE : Not relevant

SUBJECT : California Transportation Commission: high-occupancy

toll lanes

SUMMARY : Extends indefinitely the California Transportation
Commission®"s (CTC"s) authority to approve regional
transportation agencies® applications to develop and operate
high-occupancy toll (HOT) lanes and expands the authority to
include applications submitted by the California Department of
Transportation (Caltrans). Specifically, this bill :

1)Authorizes Caltrans to apply to CTC to develop and operate HOT
lanes using essentially the same process previously used by
regional transportation agencies and reconstituted in this
bill.

2)Extends indefinitely the process whereby CTC reviews and
approves applications from regional transportation agencies to
develop and operate HOT lanes.

3)Deletes the limitation on the number (four) of HOT lane
applications CTC may approve, thereby granting open-ended
authority to approve applications.

4)Directs the applicant (either Caltrans or a regional
transportation agency) to reimburse CTC for its costs and
expenses in reviewing HOT lane applications.

5)Directs CTC to develop guidelines for the development and
operation of HOT lanes, subject to the following minimum
requirements:

a) HOT lane facilities must be developed and operated in
cooperation between Caltrans and regional transportation
agencies and the Department of the California Highway
Patrol;

b) The applicant is responsible for establishing,
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collecting, and administering tolls;

c) The applicant is responsible for paying for the
maintenance of the facilities from net toll revenues;

d) Toll revenue generated will be available to the
applicant for direct expenses;

e) Excess revenue is to be used in the corridor from which
it was generated pursuant to an adopted expenditure plan;
and,

) Development of a HOT lane shall not prevent competing
facilities from being constructed and the applicant shall
not be entitled to compensation for the adverse effects on
toll revenues because of competing facilities.

6)Adds to the definition of "regional transportation agency"
county transportation authorities in the nine-county San
Francisco Bay Area and the Santa Clara Valley Transportation
Authority.

EXISTING LAW :

1)Specifically authorizes HOT lane facilities in Alameda, San
Diego, and Santa Clara counties.

2)Until January 1, 2012, authorized any regional transportation
agency to apply to CTC for authority to develop and operate
HOT lanes.

3)Limited CTC to approving no more than four applications: two
in northern California and two in southern California. CTC
found HOT lane facilities in the San Francisco Bay Area, Los
Angeles County, and Riverside County eligible under this
provision.

FISCAL EFFECT : Unknown

COMMENTS : HOT lanes are increasingly being implemented in
metropolitan areas around the state and the nation. HOT lanes
allow single-occupant or lower-occupancy vehicles to use a
high-occupancy vehicle (HOV) lane for a fee, while maintaining
free or reduced travel to qualifying HOVs. The acknowledged
benefits of HOT lanes include enhanced mobility and travel
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options in congested corridors and better usage of underutilized
HOV lanes.

The San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG) was the first
agency to be granted authority to operate a HOT lane, on
Interstate 15 (AB 713 (Goldsmith), Chapter 962, Statutes of
1993). Subsequently, AB 2032 (Dutra), Chapter 418, Statutes of
2004, authorized HOT lane facilities in Alameda, San Diego, and
Santa Clara counties. With the successful implementation of
these programs, which were all originally authorized as
demonstration programs then later extended indefinitely, the
Legislature delegated responsibility for approving toll
facilities under certain conditions to the CTC (AB 1467 (Nunez),
Chapter 32, Statutes of 2005) until January 1, 2012. This
delegation was limited to no more than four projects.

Although to date only a handful of regional transportation
agencies have authority to operate HOT lanes and only on a
limited number of corridors, it is clear that California is in
the embryonic stage of what promises to be a substantial
build-out of HOT lanes in the very near future. |In fact, last
year as part of the Governor®s proposed budget, the Governor
directed the California State Transportation Agency (CalSTA) to
convene a workgroup consisting of state and local transportation
stakeholders to, among other tasks, explore long-term,
pay-as-you-go funding options. As a result, CalSTA released in
February of this year its vision and interim recommendations in
a report entitled California Transportation Infrastructure
Priorities: Vision and Interim Recommendations, commonly
referred to as CTIP. Two of the recommendations were:

1)Work with the Legislature to expand the Caltrans® use of
pricing and express lanes to better manage congestion and the
operation of the state highway system while generating new
revenues for preservation and other corridor improvements.

2)Support efforts to maintain and expand the availability of
local funds dedicated to transportation improvements.

SB 983 is consistent with this direction. It expands the
potential for HOT lanes in California by granting CTC broad,
indefinite authority to review and approve HOT lane applications
submitted by regional transportation agencies and by Caltrans.

Regional transportation agencies up and down the state, as well
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as Caltrans, struggle with meeting the challenges of increasing
traffic congestion and decreasing transportation revenue.
Although HOT lanes should be primarily a congestion management
tool, they may have the added benefit of generating net revenue
that can be put back into the corridor from which it was
generated for additional improvements or other benefits. Given
the success of multiple HOT lane demonstration programs to date,
it Is appropriate now to provide an administrative process
whereby regional transportation agencies and Caltrans can work
together with CTC to develop and operate HOT lane facilities.

Related legislation: AB 2250 (Daly) requires any revenue
generated in managed lanes to be used in the corridor in which
it was generated. That bill is in the Senate Appropriations
Committee.

SB 1298 (Hernandez) repeals and recasts specific authority for
the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority to
operate a value-pricing and transit development program,
including HOT lanes on State Routes 10 and 110. SB 1298 is in
the Assembly Appropriations Committee.

Previous legislation : AB 1467 (Nunez), Chapter 32, Statutes of
2005, originally granted authority to the CTC to review regional
transportation agencies® applications for HOT lanes, for up to
four projects, until January 1, 2012.

REGISTERED SUPPORT / OPPOSITION :

Support
California Transportation Commission

Opposition

None on file

Analysis Prepared by : Janet Dawson / TRANS. / (916) 319-2093
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AMENDED IN ASSEMBLY AUGUST 4, 2014
AMENDED IN ASSEMBLY JUNE 25, 2014
AMENDED IN ASSEMBLY JUNE 16, 2014

AMENDED IN SENATE APRIL 21, 2014

SENATE BILL No. 1077

Introduced by Senator DeSaulnier
(Coauthor: Assembly Member Lowenthal)

February 19, 2014

An act to add and repeal Chapter 7 (commencing with Section 3090)
of Division 2 of, and to repeal Chapter 7 (commencing with former
Section 3100) of Division 2 of, the Vehicle Code, relating to vehicles.

LEGISLATIVE COUNSEL’S DIGEST

SB 1077, asamended, DeSaulnier. Vehicles: mileage-based fee pilot
program.

Existing law establishes the Transportation Agency, which consists
of the Department of the California Highway Patrol, the California
Transportation Commission, the Department of Motor Vehicles, the
Department of Transportation, the High-Speed Rail Authority, and the
Board of Pilot Commissionersfor the Bays of San Francisco, San Pablo,
and Suisun.

This bill would establish a Mileage-Based Fee (MBF) Task Force
within the California Transportation Commission, as specified. Thebill
would require the task force to study MBF alternatives to the gas tax
and to make recommendationst i
the commission on the design of a pilot program, as specified. The bill
would also authorize the task force to make recommendations on the
criteriato be used to evaluate the pilot program. The bill would require
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the task force to consult with specified entities and to consider certain
factorsin carrying out itsduties. The bill would require the commission
to approve the design of a pilot program by January 1, 2016. The hill
would requwe the Transportatlon Agency, based on the
design approved by
the commission, to |mpI ement api Iot program—by%aHHaFy—l—zeier to
identify and evaluate issues related to the potential implementation of
aan MBF program in California by January 1, 2017. The bill would
require the agency to prepare and submit areport of its findingsto the
task force, the commission, and the appropriate fisca and policy
committees of the Legislature by no later thanJdune-36,-2017 January
1, 2018, as specified. The bill would also require the commission to
include its recommendations regarding the pilot program in its annual
report to the Legislature, as specified. The bill would repeal these
provisions on January 1,-2048 20109.
Vote: majority. Appropriation: no. Fiscal committee: yes.

State-mandated local program: no.

The people of the State of California do enact as follows:

1 SECTION 1. The Legidlature finds and declares all of the

2 following:

3 (&) Ané€fficient transportation systemiscritical for California's

4 economy and quality of life.

5 (b) The revenues currently available for highways and local

6 roads are inadequate to preserve and maintain existing

7 infrastructure and to provide funds for improvements that would

8 reduce congestion and improve service.

9 (c) The gas tax is an ineffective mechanism for meeting
10 Cdlifornia’s long-term revenue needs-fer—al—of—thefeHowing
11 reasens because it will steadily generate less revenue as cars
12 become more fuel efficient and aternative sources of fuel are
13 identified. By 2030, as much as half of the revenuethat could have
14 beencollected will belost to fuel efficiency. Additionally, bundling
15 feesfor roads and highways into the gas tax makesit difficult for
16 users to understand the amount they are paying for roads and
17 highways.

18  (d) Other states have begun to explore the potential for a
19 mileage-based fee to replace traditional gas taxes, including the
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State of Oregon, which established the first permanent road user
fee program in the nation.

(e) A mileage-based fee program has the potential to distribute
the gastax burden across all vehiclesregardless of fuel source and
to minimize the impact of the current regressive gas tax structure.

(f) Experience to date in other states across the nation
demonstrates that mileage-based user fees can be implemented in
away that ensures data security and maximum privacy protection
for drivers.

(g) It is therefore important that the state begin to explore
alternative revenue sources that may beimplemented in lieu of the
antiquated gas tax structure now in place.

(h) Any exploration of alternative revenue sources shall take
tato-acecountthe privacy-tmphieatiens; implications into account,
especially-these-of with regard to location data, which-reed-net
be does not need to be personally identifiable to raise serious
privacy concerns because studies have shown-t that this type of
data is easy to reidentify.

SEC. 2. Chapter 7 (commencing with Section 3090) is added
to Division 2 of the Vehicle Code, to read:

CHAPTER 7. MILEAGE-BASED FEE PiLoT PROGRAM

3090. (d) TheMileage-Based Fee (MBF) Task Forceishereby
established within the California Transportation Commission.

(b) The purpose of the task force is to guide the devel opment
and evaluation of a pilot program to assess the potentia for
mileage-based revenue collection for California's roads and
highways as an alternative to the gas tax system.

(c) Thetask force shall consist of 15 members, as follows:

(1) Two members of the Assembly, appointed by the Speaker
of the Assembly.

(2) Two members of the Senate, appointed by the Senate
Committee on Rules.

(3) Two members of the commission, appointed by the
chairperson of the commission.

(4) Nine members appointed by the Governor. In making these
appointments, the Governor shall consider individuals who are
representative of the telecommunications industry, highway user
groups, the data security and privacy industry, privacy rights
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advocacy organizations, regiona transportation agencies, and
national research and policymaking bodies, including, but not
limited to, the Transportation Research Board and the American
Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials.
(d) Members of the task force are entitled to compensation-and
f tsston of one hundred dollars
($100) per day, if a majority of the commission approves the
compensation by a recorded vote, plus the necessary expenses
incurred by a member in the performance of his or her duties.
Compensation earned by members of the commission while serving
on the task force shall not be subject to the eight hundred dollars
($800) limitation described in Section 14509 of the Government

task-feree:

(e) Pursuant to Section 14512 of the Government Code, thetask
force may request the Department of Transportation to perform
such work as the task force deems necessary to carry out its duties
and responsibilities.

(f) The task force shall study MBF alternatives to the gas tax.
Thetask force shall gather public comment onissuesand concerns
related to the pilot program and shall make recommendations to
the—department—and the commission on the design of a pilot
program to test aternative MBF approaches. The task force may
also make recommendations tothe department-and the commission
on the criteria to be used to evaluate the pilot program. The
commission shall approve the design of a pilot programby January
1, 2016.

(g) In studying alternatives to the current gas tax system and
devel oping recommendations on the design of a pilot program to
test alternative MBF approaches pursuant to subdivision (f), the
task force shall take all of the following into consideration:

(1) The availability, adaptability, reliability, and security of
methods that might be used in recording and reporting highway
use.

(2) The necessity of protecting all personally identifiable
information used in reporting highway use.

(3) Theease and cost of recording and reporting highway use.
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(4) The ease and cost of administering the collection of taxes
and fees as an alternative to the current system of taxing highway
use through motor vehicle fuel taxes.

(5) Effective methods of maintaining compliance.

(6) Theeaseof reidentifying location data, even when personally
identifiable information has been removed from the data.

(7) RisksterIncreased privacy concernswhen location data is
used in conjunction with other technologies, such as automatic
license plate readers.

(8) Publicand private agency access, including law enforcement,
to data collected and stored for purposes of the MBF to ensure
individual privacy rights are protected pursuant to Section 1 of
Article | of the California Constitution.

(h) The task force shall consult with highway users and
transportation stakeholders, including representatives of vehicle
users, vehicle manufacturers, and fuel distributors as part of its
duties pursuant to subdivision (g).

3091. (a) Based on therecommendations-of-the-MBFTask
Feree; design approved by the commission, the Transportation
Agency shal i ; , ;
implement a pilot program to identify and evaluate issues related
to the potential implementation of an MBF program in California
by January 1, 2017.

(b) Ataminimum, the pilot program shall accomplish all of the
following:

(1) Anayze aternative means of collecting road usage data,
including at least one aternative that does not rely on electronic
vehicle location data.

(2) Collect aminimum amount of personal information including
location tracking information, necessary to implement the MBF
program.

(3) Ensure that processes for collecting, managing, storing,
transmitting, and destroying dataarein placeto protect the integrity
of the data and safeguard the privacy of drivers.

(c) The agency shall not disclose, distribute, make available,
sell, access, or otherwise provide for another purpose, personal
information or data collected through the MBF program to any
private entity or individual unless authorized by a court order, as
part of acivil case, by a subpoenaissued on behalf of a defendant
inacriminal case, by a search warrant, or in aggregate form with
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all personal information removed for the purposes of academic
research.

3092. (a) TheTransportation Agency shall prepare and submit
areport of itsfindings based on the results of the pilot program to
the MBF Task Force, the California Transportation Commission,
and the appropriate policy and fiscal committees of the Legislature
by no later than3dure-36,-20%# January 1, 2018. The report-saat;
shall include, but not be limited to, a discussion of all of the
following issues:

(1) Cost.

(2) Privacy, including recommendations regarding public and
private access, including law enforcement, to data collected and
stored for purposes of the MBF to ensure individual privacy rights
are protected pursuant to Section 1 of Article | of the California
Constitution.

(3) Jurisdictional issues.

(4) Feasihility.

(5 Complexity.

(6) Acceptance.

(7) Useof revenues.

(8) Security and compliance, including adiscussion of processes
and security measures necessary to minimize fraud and tax evasion
rates.

(9) Data collection technology, including a discussion of the
advantages and disadvantages of various types of data collection
equipment and the privacy implications and considerations of the
equipment.

(10) Potential for additional driver services.

(11) Implementation issues.

(b) The CaliforniaTransportation Commission shall includeits
recommendations regarding the pilot program in its annual report
to the Legidature as specified in Sections 14535 and 14536 of the
Government Code.

3093. This chapter shall remain in effect only until January 1,
2018; 2019, and as of that date is repealed, unless a later enacted
statute, that is enacted before January 1,-2018; 2019, deletes or
extends that date.
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1 SEC. 3. Chapter 7 (commencing with former Section 3100) of
2 Division 2 of the Vehicle Code is repealed.
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AT TACHMEN I
BILL ANALYSIS
SB 1077
Page 1
SENATE THIRD READING
SB 1077 (DeSaulnier)
As Amended August 4, 2014
Majority vote
SENATE VOTE :23-11
TRANSPORTATION 10-4 APPROPRIATIONS 12-5
|Ayes: |Lowenthal, Achadjian, |Ayes: |Gatto, Bocanegra,

|Ammiano, Bloom, Bonta,
|Buchanan, Daly, Gatto,
|]Holden, Nazarian

|Bradford,

| 1an Calderon, Campos,
| Eggman, Gomez, Holden,
|Pan, Quirk,
|[Ridley-Thomas, Weber

I

_____ - __
Nays:|Bigelow, Donnelly, Jones,
|[Linder, Wagner

|
|
|
| |
| |
| |
|-——-- +

|[Nays: |Linder, Patterson,
| |Quirk-Silva, Waldron

——— o ——————

SUMMARY : Creates a Mileage-Based Fee (MBF) Task Force (task
force) to guide development and implementation of a pilot
program to study the potential for an MBF as an alternative to
the gas tax. Specifically, this bill :

1)Makes legislative findings and declarations regarding the
inadequacy of the gas tax to meet California®s long-term
revenue needs for transportation and the need to explore an
MBF program as an alternative to the antiquated gas tax system
now in place.

2)Creates a 15-member task force within the California
Transportation Commission (CTC).

3)Directs the task force to study MBF alternatives to the gas
tax and to guide development and evaluation of a pilot program
to test MBF approaches.

4)Directs the California State Transportation Agency (CalSTA) to
implement, by January 1, 2017, a pilot program, based on
guidance from the task force, to identify and evaluate issues
related to potential implementation of an MBF program.
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Page 2

5)Requires CalSTA to submit a report on the pilot program to the
task force, CTC, and the Legislature, by January 1, 2018.

6)Sunsets and is repealed on January 1, 2018.

FISCAL EFFECT : According to the Assembly Appropriations
Committee:

1)One-time costs to support the task force would be about
$350,000 for two positions. Additional costs to compensate
task force members and to hold some task force meetings
throughout the state would depend on the number of meetings,
but could total in the low hundreds of thousands of dollars.

2)One-time costs for the pilot project would depend in part on
the number of vehicles and locations involved. The California
Department of Transportation (Caltrans) estimates a cost of
anywhere from $1 million to $20 million. Given the significant
impact that changing to a MBF system would have on the state,
it is assumed the study should be as representative as
possible, which implies a cost at the higher end of Caltans*®
range.

COMMENTS : Since 1923, California, and the rest of the nation,
has relied heavily on gas taxes to support its local streets and
roads and state highway system. Gas taxes have the benefit of
being fairly inexpensive to administer. Furthermore, until
recently, they have been a reasonably equitable means of
distributing the tax burden amongst drivers in rough proportion
to their use of the roadway system. The gas tax is no longer a
viable, sustainable revenue source, however. According to the
Institute on Taxation and Economic Policy, two important
developments have combined to greatly reduce the functionality
of the gas tax:

1)The purchasing power of gas tax revenues has declined
significantly due to inflation. |If current tax rates, set in
1994, remain unchanged through 2035, real gas tax revenue will
have declined by over 40%; and,

2) Improvements in vehicle fuel efficiency have cut directly into

gas tax revenues by allowing drivers to travel farther
distances while buying less gasoline. From an environmental
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and energy policy standpoint, this is undeniably desirable.

Decreased fuel consumption reduces greenhouse gasses and our
dependence on foreign oil. But with vehicle fuel efficiency
set to nearly double In the next 20 years, gas tax revenues

will be cut nearly in half.

In the face of rapidly declining gas tax revenues, many have
implored state legislatures and Congress to raise state and
federal gas tax rates. However, raising the gas tax rate is not
a long-term viable funding solution nor does it support the
state"s policies goals. An alternative to the gas tax must be
found. The alternative most often cited across the nation is
MBFs.

This bill provides for a rigorous, independent review of a
potential MBF system. Although the task force and pilot program
will likely consume substantial resources, the significance of
this effort should not be underestimated. Billions of dollars
of lost gas tax revenue are at stake. For more than a decade
CTC has raised concerns with respect to the decline and
instability of gas tax revenues. It has urged that the
Legislature and the Administration to consider implementation of
an MBF system to address California®s transportation needs. This
bill will finally begin to answer that call.

Please see the policy committee analysis for a full discussion
of this bill.

Analysis Prepared by : Janet Dawson / TRANS. / (916) 319-2093

FN: 0004726
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Agenda Item 8.G
August 27, 2014

DATE: August 19, 2014

TO: STATAC

FROM: Robert Guerrero, Project Manager

RE: Compressed Natural Gas (CNG) Feasibility Study Update

Background:
The STA Board approved a 50% match to partner with Solano County Transit (SolTrans), and

the cities of Benicia and Dixon to conduct Compressed Natural Gas (CNG) Feasibility Studies.
Each of the studies begun on different dates; however, Benicia and Soltrans agreed to retain the
same consultant, Clean Energy, to complete their separate studies with the same scope of work.

Discussion:

The STA and its partners are nearing the completion of the Soltrans and Benicia CNG Feasibility
Studies and anticipate it to be ready for TAC review in September and the STA Board in
October.

In summary, Soltrans CNG Feasibility Study points out that it is a viable candidate for CNG in
terms of usage and cost savings. The separate Facility Assessment provides design details to
convert their maintenance facility to accommodate CNG vehicles with preliminary cost
estimates. In the past, this was the largest hurdle for most agencies. With new technologies and
lessons learned, maintenance facility conversion is much more affordable to accommodate
CNG. SolTrans is already incorporating the Study’s findings into their facility.

Benicia's CNG Feasibility Study results points out there is lack of adequate fleet capacity to
support and justify the cost of installing a CNG fueling facility at this time. It also notes that
with Soltrans providing bus services further reducing the city's fleet capacity. In addition,
Benicia's maintenance facility would be difficult to retrofit the maintenance facility and to
accommodate a fueling facility. The recommendation is to not install a CNG facility until further
surveys and partnerships are formed with private fleets and vendors to increase the demand for
CNG within Benicia. The Benicia CNG study is being further refined to address comments
received from Benicia city staff.

Finally, Dixon's CNG Feasibility Study has been delayed. The City of Dixon is currently re-
evaluating the scope of work and budget given the initial findings of Benicia's CNG report. The
City of Dixon has similar challenges with the City of Benicia in that the city fleet is too small to
justify the cost for installing CNG equipment. The scope of work is being revised to had
additional tasks that involves partnering with other agencies for cost savings related to vehicle
maintenance and fleet capacity.

Fiscal Impact:
None.

Recommendation:
Informational.
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Agenda Item 8.H
August 27, 2014

DATE: August 13, 2014

TO: STATAC

FROM: Sofia Recalde, Associate Planner
RE: STA Bay Trail Vine Trail Update

Background:
Within the City of Vallejo, two regional trail systems, the San Francisco Bay Trail and the Napa

Valley Vine Trail, share some common planned and built alignments that connect Napa and
Solano Counties. On behalf of the City of Vallejo, the Solano Transportation Authority (STA) is
leading collaboration with the Bay Trail and Vine Trail to develop a feasibility study and
preliminary engineering to deliver both the Bay Trail and Vine Trail segments within City of
Vallejo. The feasibility study will determine the scope of the gap closure project and costs
involved with constructing a bicycle and pedestrian path that is consistent with the Bay Trail and
Vine Trail alignments.

The Bay Trail and the Vine Trail have each provided $50,000 grants to support the pursuit of the
document through a cooperative agreement. Together, a total of $100,000 is available to
complete the document. STA selected a consultant team led by Alta Planning + Associates and
kicked off the study in April 2014.

A Bay Trail Vine Trail Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) was established to provide input
and feedback as elements of the Feasibility Study are developed. The TAC consists of Planning
and Public Works staff from the cities of Vallejo and American Canyon, Napa County
Transportation and Planning Agency, San Francisco Bay Trail, Napa Valley Vine Trail, and
Caltrans.

Discussion:

With the assistance of Alta Planning + Associates, STA has hosted 2 outreach events for the Bay
Trail Vine Trail Feasibility Study. The first workshop, held on May 12", introduced Vallejo
residents and Bay/Vine Trail enthusiasts to the study purpose, scope and objectives, and gave
attendees a virtual tour of the study area and potential trail alignments. Feedback received provided
insight on certain key areas and helped to rule out some alternative trail alignments and set the stage
for the second outreach event (Attachment A).

On June 28" the STA hosted a walking and cycling tour of the study areas to review the alternate
routes and discuss opportunities and challenges to implementing a trail or other pedestrian and
bicycle facilities. Fifteen (15) Vallejo residents participated in the walking/biking tour, as well as
agency representatives from the City of Vallejo, STA, San Francisco Bay Trail, Napa Valley Vine
Trail and Napa County Transportation and Planning Agency. The tour included 9 stops in the
northern area between the American Canyon-Vallejo border and the White Slough Path, and 6 stops
in the southern area between the White Slough Path and the bicycle and pedestrian facilities on
Wilson Ave. Each stop included a description of the potential alignment and treatments, as well as a
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discussion about the challenges associated with constructing bicycle and pedestrian facilities through
that location. Such challenges include: environmental constraints (climate change, wetlands); right
of way challenges with property owners, Union Pacific Railroad, and Caltrans; difficult
intersections; driveways; traversing the State Route (SR)37/29 intersection; and connections to
existing facilities. See Attachment B for a summary of comments received from the June 28 Tour.

Alta Planning + Associates is currently developing draft alignment and design recommendations for
the study areas, which are to be vetted by the Bay Trail Vine Trail TAC on August 27.

Schedule
August 27 TAC meeting to review draft alignment and design
recommendations
Week of September 15 Public workshop #3
September — October Feasibility and Preliminary Engineering
November 6 BAC
November 19 STATAC
December 10 STA Board
January 2015 City of Vallejo City Council

On August 20, 2014, the California Transportation Commission (CTC) approved $3.6 million in
Active Transportation Program (ATP) infrastructure funds for the construction of a large segment of
the Vine Trail in Napa County. This would appear to indicate that the Vallejo segment of the Vine
Trail will be a highly competitive candidate for ATP funds when it is ready for construction.

Recommendation:
Informational.

Attachments:
A. Notes from the May 12" Public Workshop
B. Notes from the June 28" Walking/Cycling Tour
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ATTACHMENTA

STA Bay-Vine Trail Study

Public Workshop #1
May 12, 2014
6:00 p.m. - 8:00 p.m.
City of Vallejo Conference Center on Mare Island - 375 G Street

Meeting Notes

Approximately 25 members of the public attended the first
Public Workshop for the STA Bay-Vine Trail Study. The
workshop began with a presentation on the study purpose, scope
and objectives; a “virtual tour” of key study segments and
potential trail alignment alternatives; and an overview of the
project schedule and upcoming tours and meetings. Attendees
then worked in small groups to discuss and record their ideas on
the maps provided. The study area was broken up into four sub
areas and participants rotated between tables to provide
comments. At the close of the meeting, consultants provided a
summary of the next steps and upcoming opportunities for
public engagement.

Table 1 presents the notes from the question and answer period
that followed the presentation and Break Out Session. Table 2
presents the notes from the Break Out Session. Photos of the

marked-up maps are presented as an appendix to these notes. Public Workshop #1 included a presentation,
a question and answer period (top photo),

and break out session (bottom photo).

Table 1: Question and Answer Period Notes

Q: Are all trails going to be 12" wide? Paved? A: The trail width and surfacing are to be determined. Width
depends partly on anticipated user groups and use levels. Paving is recommended to better facilitate bicycle
access and all-weather use.

Need to resolve time for 6/28 tour. The flier and powerpoint state different times.

Q: Would the trail be separated from vehicular travel lanes? Maybe with a barrier? A: Likely a physical space,
curb, and/or landscaping would be provided as a buffer.

I am concerned about putting trail behind homes on Catalina, especially about the potential for crime. Dogs
may also be a problem. I support the trail, but move it further from the back of fence.

Q: What would the trail surface be? What would it be in nature areas? A: It may be a boardwalk or crushed
granite. This is to be determined. Is there a community preference?

Alta Planning + Design | 1
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STA Bay-Vine Trail Study Public Workshop #1

Q: There is the potential for conflict between pedestrians and cyclists on the trail. Are the ways to minimize
this conflict? A: It may be possible to separate users.

Q: Will trail accommodate horses? A: That is unknown at this time. The team understands there is little
demand for equestrian trails in this area.

Q: What are the top 5 challenges for this project? A: Potential challenges include: addressing community
concerns, technical issues (e.g., crossing the highway ramps), crossing the railroad, pinch points, and finding
an alignment that works.

Q: How will you make intersections safer to cross? A: First, we need to define the alignment. The team will
introduce a toolbox of options later on in project.

Safety is a key consideration.

There are lots of stops and starts riding through Vallejo. Make the route direct with as few stops as possible.
Include a scenic loop.

This project is a potential tourism draw.

Debris along Highway 29 is a hazard. This route is also used by many trucks.

Q: Is funding subject to renewal? A: Potential funding sources will depend on the chosen alignment and
facility type(s).

Q: Are bicycle tunnels / bridges prohibitively expensive? A: Bridges/tunnels will be considered.

I want all ideas to get due consideration.

Table 2: Break Out Session Notes

General Comments

Location Notes

General Check police records — personal safety
General Howmany bikes - pedestrians using now?
General Any conflicts with existing users?

General Hwy 37 is too noisy and dangerous.
General Volunteer time available

I believe the strongest location to place the trail to the benefit of the
community is along the marsh and wetlands. Although there are issues of
camping litter and general impact, I believe having the trail along the marsh

General will provide a diverse benefit covering everything from environmental
education to basic connection to nature that is so crucial to our youth
today.

Map 1 (Western portion of Study Area 1)

Location Notes
Catalina Cir. Add a trail loop around Catalina Cir.
Catalina Way/Cir Trail around Catalina Cir (outside of creek).

2 | Alta Planning + Design
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Map 1 (Western portion of Study Area 1) (cont.)

Location Notes

Egen space N. of Dutch Flat Make use of open land north of the homes - more visible!
Meadows Dr from AzaleaCtto  Safety challenges community

Catalina Wy

Bay Trail alignment would cause parking problems where it transitions
from behind homes to along Catalina Wy. Instead, route the trail further

Catalina Wy from the homes and toward the Catalina Wy/Meadows Dr intersection. In
favor 1009% but move further away from houses. Parking should be at
Meadows Dr and Catalina Wy.

Meadows Dr from Belvedere Safety issue - cars jump curb due to unsafe speed and do “burnouts” in

Ct to Catalina Way roadway. Lots of birdwatchers come here and park.

E/I.Gadows Dr around Obrien Kids run into road, play in street. Heavy traffic. 35 mph. Parked cars.

ir
South of Meadows Dr A tough neighborhood

Map 2 (Northeastern portion of Study Area 1)

Location Notes

It looks like the trail would be on the west side of Broadway. Can it be
Meadows Plaza moved to the east side, between Broadway and the railroad tracks?
Alternative street route on Not good for recreation
Elliot Dr
Lincoln Hwy/Mini Dr Critical spot - separate (south of intersection, to avoid multiple crossings)

intersection to Broadway

Broadway Current potential for Class IT
Broadway Class I for commuters

Along wetlands Class I for recreational use
Meadows Dr Not preferred

Lewis Brown Dr to Lincoln

Hwy connection, under Hwy Focus area. Good for transport.
37

Broadwayv and Lewis Brown Dr  Can this intersection be improved? Maybe remove the slip lane?

Map 3 (Southeastern portion of Study Area 1)

Location Notes
General Extend map 3 to the south to include the connection to the existing path
General - west alignment of Anticipate that this area will be under water in 20 years; high flood waters.
Bay Trail Identify the edge of tidal marsh.
General - west alignment of Concern over theft
Bay Trail behind homes

) Go under or over the freeway (tunnel or bridge) northeast of Palm Drive to
Enterprise St and Hwy 37 avoid crossing interstate on and off ramps at-grade
South of Hwy 37/29 Tunnel/bridge across 37 - avoid ramps
interchange

Alta Planning + Design | 3
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Map 3 (Southeastern portion of Study Area 1) (cont.)

Location Notes
Hwy 37 and Hwy 29 When traveling southbound along Highway 29, the Highway 37 eastbound
interchange on ramp is problematic to cross

Lewis Brown Dr/Hwy 29/Hwy Challenging intersection
37 eastbound offramp

Bay Trail, west of Jack London Consider building a levee and putting the trail on top. This would be a long-
Dr and south of Sonora Pass Rd  term project. Could also help with flood control.

Bay Trail alignment, southeast o
of Sonora Pass Rdunder Hwy ~ his isagood cut through.

37 onram
Trail aligrljment along Sonoma Good folr recreation (go on west side of Hwy 37). Route the trail around the
Blvd then west behind homes ~ restoration area.

Consider routing trail users along Jack London Dr to a Class I trail south of
New alignment option Sonora Pass Rd.
Meadows Dr Opportunity to remove parking on Meadows Dr?

g/llegdows Dr, west of Sonoma  ide, busy (esp. PM rush hour), not scenic
Vv

Speeding is common. The roadway doesn’t feel safe. Can the look of the
Broad way corridor be improved?

Could the project include a connection between Sonoma Blvd and
Broadway and Meadows Plaza Broadway, through the old Walmart parking lot? I like this idea.

Bay Trail alignment along How can this be design to be more pleasant to use?

Sonoma Blvd

Bay Trail alignment along Sonoma Blvd has higher traffic than Broadway

Sonoma Blvd

Sonoma Blvd and Hwy 37 on Crossing the onramp is a hazard

ramp

Sonoma Blvd and Hwy 37 on Restoration project to west

ramp

White Slouch A path on the northwest side of the highway would be ideal.
Map 4 (Study Area 2)

Location Notes

General I recommend one alignment for both trails through this area.
General Look for onstreet bike lanes where congested.

Vine Trail route along Hwy 37 Traffic
Sacramento St and SF Bay Trail Provide a gate w/padlock at the terminus of the existing path?

The potential Bay Trail alignment is more scenic than the potential Vine
Wilson Ave north of Hwy 37 Trail alignment.

Wilson Ave and Daniels Ave High pedestrian activity, not enough room for bikes

Wilson Ave and Daniels Ave Bring path around/behind the business instead of along Wilson?

Built with sidewalks — don’t want more bikes due to heavy other use (e.g,,
Wilson Ave and Daniels Ave dog walking)

4 | Alta Planning + Design
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Map 4 (Study Area 2) (cont.)

Wilson Ave at Hwy 37 Old path; railing on top of bridge
undercrossing
East of Wilson Ave Park? Open space?
Wilson Ave north of 37 View is great
Wilson Ave north of 37 Lots of votes
Wilson Ave north of 37 Ideal Class I on west side
Fortune Dr This route may be OK, but commuters may not like.
Wilson Ave Slow traffic on Wilson Ave - speeding!
Expansion project — can we remove medians to accommodate a Class I
Wilson Ave

path?
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STA Bay-Vine Trail Study

Public Workshop #2 - Bicycling and Bus Tour
June 28, 2014
10:00 a.m. - 4:00 p.m.

Meeting Notes

Approximately 15 members of the public
attended the second Public Workshop for the STA
Bay-Vine Trail Study. The workshop consisted of
two simultaneous tours - a bicycling tour and a
bus tour - and northern and southern tour routes
(see Figure 1).

The tours began with a brief overview of the
study and tour objectives (i.e., to review bicycling
and walking conditions in the field and discuss
potential improvements). At the close of the tour,
consultants provided a summary of the next steps
and announced the third public workshop, which
is scheduled for Wednesday, August 6t from 6:00
to 8:00pm at the JFK Library in Vallejo. The
objective of the third workshop is to present and
gain feedback on the trail alignment
recommendations.

Table 1 presents the notes from the northern
bicycling and bus tours. Table 2 presents the

notes from the southern bicycling and bus tours. Figure 1: Northern and Southern Tour
Routes

Public Workshop #2
included simultaneous
bicycling and bus tours,
during which participants
traveled and/or viewed
potential trail routes and
discussed opportunities,
constraints, and their

preferences.
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Table 1: Bicycle and Bus Tour Notes — Northern Tour

Tour Stop 1.1: Broadway Street and Mini Drive

Project Team Tour Stop Introduction: Challenges associated with this crossing include closely spaced
intersections that jog and include the rail crossing. The ROW is narrow along Mini Drive and there is not
room for a Class I bike path. Do you have suggestions on how you would like to cross the street and
which side the trail should be located on?

e Thisisa UPRR line. It runs once a day at

TP
e [stherail active? 10 mph.

o The ROW width varies. This Study will

. . . ”
* Whatis the width of the rail ROW? include review of available ROW.

e The general setback from rail lines is 25 feet. In past experience, UPRR has not been very
supportive of giving away their ROW.

e What about buying the lot (SW corner of intersection) from the Mini Family?

o I[fthe route is adopted as part of a plan,
the trail would be developed as the
properties redevelop.

e What are the options for developing a
trail along the west side of Broadway?

o Yes; the preferred trail design would be

e  Would the trail be di-directional for .
allow for two-way pedestrian and

bicyclists? .
1Cyclists bicycle travel.
e (Can the travel lanes be narrowed to e The project team will review travel lane
make more room for a trail? widths to see if they can be narrowed.

e Itwould be great if this contingent would instruct the Vallejo General Plan Committee to
improve bike/ped access on Broadway.

e Wil the study review collision data? e Yes.

e The SR 29 Corridor Study includes bike lanes.

e The American Canyon segment is on the west side.

Tour Stop 1.2: Catalina Way

Project Team Tour Stop Introduction: The City of American Canyon is working on a potential trail
alignment behind the homes along Catalina Way. The City of Vallejo is also interested in this connection.
The distance between the homes and trail is to be determined.

e Past floods: 1986 and 2003

¢ A boardwalk may be appropriate here. The
e Would the path be built at-grade? trail elevation and materials should account
for flooding and tides.
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o [s it possible to bump out the riprap behind
the homes and construct a trail on top?

¢ The City of American Canyon is looking into
this.

¢ Consider the possible parking impact to the neighborhood and plan for staging areas with

parking.

e There are many dead-end streets in this part of Vallejo, which are conducive to trail access.

e Could the sidewalk be widened?

o If a wider sidewalk is pursued, there needs to
be a transition to the American Canyon
segment via an “out-board” segment.

o If the sidewalk becomes the route, consider
trimming vegetation to allow views to the
wetlands.

o [s there potential to use the PG&E easement?

e The easement is narrow, runs through
wetlands, and does not connect to the streets
to the northeast. In past experience, PG&E
has not been conducive to use of their
easements for a trail.

¢ Gaining the approvals and permits needed to build in wetlands is often prohibitively restrictive.

o The Class I bike path along SR 12 in Suisun could be a good precedent for this project.

Tour Stop 1.3: Meadows Drive [Note: the tour was extended to include Catalina Circle.]

Project Team Tour Stop Introduction: Environmental hurdles associated with construction in the
wetlands present a potential challenge. Meadows Drive is wide with fronting homes on one side only,
such that parking is not heavily utilized. The project team anticipates traffic flows could be handled with
two lanes. Wide roadways tend to encourage speeding and Meadows Drive is used for donuts. Reducing
the number of travel lanes could slow cars, deter use of the roadway for donuts, and create room for a

trail outside the wetlands.

¢ Could the route include Catalina Circle? How
about widening the Catalina Circle outside
sidewalk? A trail here would be a community
resource.

e The sidewalk not heavily used, but some
residents currently use it for dog walking and
recreation.

e There is not enough space in the public ROW
to include separate facilities. This is a low
traffic street. Consider an on-street facility.

¢ On-street parking is important here.
¢ Consider wider sidewalk.

e The Homeowners Association along Catalina
Circle maintains the sidewalks. Need to
consider their needs.

e What kind and frequency of maintenance
would be needed for a dirt path along
Catalina Circle in the wetlands and beyond
the trees? What is the flood level here?

¢ The risk of flooding is every 3 to 5 years.

¢ Consider sea level rise. The area is expected
to be under water in 25 years.

e ABAG is currently planning a Bay Trail
segment with the assumption it will be
occasionally flooded.
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e What is the potential for a floating path?

¢ This type of construction is very expensive
and typically used only for short, very-
constrained trail segments.

o This is a good area for watching fireworks.

¢ Consider potential trailhead.

o What are the typical mitigation requirements

when building in wetlands?

¢ Typically public agencies try to avoid
wetlands. If construction in the wetlands is
allowed, the trail would like be a boardwalk.

o It is safer and more practical to build at the
top of bank.

o A shared facility would not accommodate fast

bicyclists.

e Noted.

o Support for a 12 to 14-foot wide path, where feasible.

Tour Stop 1.4: Meadows Drive and Azalea Court

Project Team Tour Stop Introduction: See introduction for Tour Stop 1.3.

e If a road diet is proposed, should travel lanes

be reduced from 4 lanes to 3 lanes? From 4
lanes to 2 lanes? Should there be a center
turn lane? Should it include landscaped
medians or a linear park on the Bay side?

e Most participants are open to a road diet
from 4 lanes to 2 lanes.

¢ Support for a linear park and shared path.

e Support for more trees for shade and to block
wind.

e Support for roundabouts at
intersections.

e Would there be a barrier between the trail
and roadway? What type?

e Caltrans guidelines call for a 5-foot wide
horizontal separation. This area could be
planted with landscaping and trees.

e Support for a dry creek look to any
landscaping (along trail and in any medians),
including boulders.

e Can the asphalt be colored for a more
beautiful /natural look? Support to avoid
surfacing that is too light or dark.

e Colored concrete is an option.

o Support for aligning the trail on the outside of homes.

Tour Stop 1.5: Sonora Pass Road

Project Team Tour Stop Introduction: Potential alignments include a Class I bike path south of the
residences and an on-street route. Any trail through the wetlands would be a longer-term objective. Also

consider shorter-term routes.
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¢ Note regulatory issues with “super
wetlands.”

e The sewer easement presents an opportunity
for trail construction; however, it appears to
end at Tobin Drive. The Vallejo Sanitation
Flood Control District would have additional
information on the sewer line.

o Support for a trail behind the homes.

¢ Look for opportunities for connecting a trail
through the wetlands with the neighborhood.
Support for boardwalks.

Tour Stop 1.6: Meadows Drive and Sonoma Boulevard

Project Team Tour Stop Introduction: Meadows Drive directly west of Sonoma Boulevard is constrained.
This area experiences heavy weekend traffic.

¢ Consider the potential for a road diet on Meadows Drive.

¢ Good intersection design is important at the Meadows Drive/Sonoma Boulevard intersection.

¢ Consider a lead pedestrian interval, high visibility crosswalks and green bike lane markings at
the Meadows Drive/Sonoma Boulevard Intersection.

e Most participants would like to access Broadway and avoid Sonoma at SR 37. However some
supported facilities on both.

¢ Plans should be consistent with SR 29 plans.

e Potential future retail development may include parking lot reconfiguration with pathway and
signal on Broadway.

Tour Stop 1.7: Broadway Street

Project Team Tour Stop Introduction: Broadway is the Vine Trail Coalitions preferred route for the Vine
Trail. Large retail may be interested in moving into the old Walmart site. When this property
redevelops, a signal would be installed at the driveway off Broadway. Potential for trail construction and
a trail crossing when the property redevelops. To minimize potential conflicts at the Mini Drive crossing,
a trail alignment on the east side of Broadway between Mini Drive and the new traffic signal then on the
west side from the new traffic signal to Lewis Brown Drive may be most appropriate.

e Opportunity to repurpose the sidewalk, which is not heavily used.

¢ Preference to put path on west side, which would allow trail users to access the shopping center.
There are more driveways on the west side, creating a potential conflict for trail users. The Vine
Trail prefers alignment on the east side of Broadway.

o There appears to be excess room between the edge of pavement and the eastern property line.
Consider shifting the roadway to the east to create room for a trail on the west side.

¢ Consider the industrial needs on the east side of Broadway. Large trucks use these driveways.

o Support for keeping the trail on one side or crossing the trail at a signalized crossing. Support for
a trail meeting Class I bike path standards, or as close as possible.

e Alta’s “Rails with Trails: Lessons Leaned” study is a good resource for planning trails along
railroad lines. Each rail line owner has a different setback from the rail line.
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Tour Stop 1.8: Broadway Street and Lewis Brown Drive

Project Team Tour Stop Introduction: This is a high volume, skewed intersection with slip lanes, which
is challenging to cross. A potential alignment option would be a Class I bike path on the west side of
Broadway and roadway shift to the east; and tightening up the right turn onto Lewis Brown Drive to
slow southbound cars turning right and reduce the crossing distance. A trail could potentially be
constructed on the north or south side of Lewis Brown Drive.

¢ Consider routing bikes/peds along the City roads south of Lewis Brown Drive. Consider an
alignment along the dirt road south of Lewis Brown Drive as an alternative alignment to Lewis
Brown Drive, which has a higher traffic volume and is a higher speed roadway.

e There is a catch basin on the northwest corner of Broadway and Lewis Brown Drive.

o Lewis Brown Drive is the old SR 37 route and may have excess capacity. Potential for road diet?
[s there potential to shift the roadway south?

o [s there an opportunity for traffic calming?

o A trail along the industrial businesses south of Lewis Brown Drive may not be so suitable for use
by the ages 8 to 80 crowd.

o A trail along the south side of Lewis Brown Drive would align trail with the existing path at
Enterprise.

¢ Look for opportunities to calm the intersection for an improved crossing.

¢ Possible crossing staging area at southwest “pork chop”?

e Need to consider interactions with Caltrans right-of-way.

Tour Stop 1.9: Lewis Brown Drive and Sonoma Boulevard

Project Team Tour Stop Introduction: This is a high volume, skewed intersection with slip lanes, which
is challenging to cross. This intersection includes crosswalks on the east and south legs.

o The Broadway/Lewis Brown Drive intersection has lower traffic volumes. Consider crossing at
Broadway, travel south the west using the roads through the industrial area, then north along
Sonoma Boulevard to the Lewis Brown Drive intersection and crossing the south leg of that
intersection.

e Preference to bypass SR 29 interchange via Broadway.

o Keep existing Class II on Lewis Brown Drive.

¢ [nvestigate opportunities for lane narrowing and road diet on Lewis Brown Drive.

¢ Note existing power lines and business access driveways on south side of Lewis Brown Drive.

e This area likely has a high water table, which

e Preference for tunneling under the highway would be a constraint to tunneling

ramps and connecting with a trail south of

the homes. ¢ Tunnels may need to be seasonal (closed in

the winter).

e Electrical ROW on Sonoma Boulevard?

o [deally, there would be a trail on the north side of SR 37 (avoiding this intersection and allowing
for views of the Baylands).
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e Is a bicycle-exclusive signal phase an option

¢ No, not on a Caltrans off-ramp.
here?

Table 2: Bicycle and Bus Tour Notes - Southern Tour

Tour Stop 2.1: Fortune and Dewey

Project Team Tour Stop Introduction: A potential alignment would be on-street along Fortune to the
break in the soundwall, then southwest between SR 37 and the soundwall. Along Fortune, there is not
enough ROW for a trail between SR 37 and the soundwall. Constraints include limited views (along
Fortune) and engineering challenges (SR 37 ramp and street crossings, retailing walls). This route is
closer to residents and schools that the route along Sacramento Street, but farther from such uses than a
route through the residential area. The portion of the trail south of Fortune would have Bay views across
the highway.

e Consider a path under Sacramento Street, on the east side of SR 37, connecting Fortune to the
existing path.

e The trail along Highway 101 in San Rafael may be a good precedent for this trail.

e Itwould be ideal to combine the Bay and Vine Trail alignments in this area.

e Atrail along the soundwall would likely remove trees, which may be a challenge for the
neighborhood.

Tour Stop 2.2: Sacramento Street

Project Team Tour Stop Introduction: There is not enough room for a Class I bike path along the
Sacramento Street overcrossing. One option would be to construct a separate bike/ped overcrossing.
Constraints with this option include high cost and need for Caltrans approval. Another option is to keep
as is (bike lanes and sidewalks).

e Attendee expressed that the approx. 4-foot wide trail access north of the gate is not wide
enough for bicyclists. Support for removing the gate and installing removable bollards.

e Consider removing part of the fence on the south side of Sacramento Street to allow access
from/to the trail crossing. This is a City fence.

e Support for staging areas at the end of o This area is not available for public
Enterprise and Serra. access.

e Bike lanes and sidewalks do not meet the vision for the Vine Trail.

e This is often more challenging than a
e (Could a trail be suspended off the side of separate bike/ped bridge as the existing
the existing overcrossing? bridge may not have been designed to
accommodate the additional load.

e (Consider removing one or both bike lanes to make room for a trail.
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e Public Works has proposed to widen Sacramento Street south is this location. If this happens,
it might trigger the need to widen the bridge.

e Support for short-term bike lanes and sidewalk and long-term bike/ped bridge.

e (altrans will want a cost/benefit analysis. A separate bike/ped bridge may not pencil out.

e Support for increasing the height of the railing along the westbound bike lane.

Tour Stop 2.3: Sacramento Street and SR 37 Off-ramps

Project Team Tour Stop Introduction: One option is bike lanes and a sidewalk. Another option is a Class |
bike path on the outside shoulder. If a Class I bike path is pursued, crossing improvements would be
needed at the Sacramento Street/SR 37 off-ramps intersection.

o The existing overcrossing is comfortable

enough.
o The steep climb. over the highway is a e The overcrossing is not ADA-compliant
constraint to this route. (e.g., the slope is too steep) and doesn’t

meet the Vine Trail objective of a
separate facility.

e The Study will have short-term (low cost, minimal permitting and no additional access needs)
and long-term (higher cost, greater permitting and/or access needs) recommendations.

Tour Stop 2.4: Wilson Avenue and Lighthouse Drive

Project Team Tour Stop Introduction: A Class I bike path on the west side (for better view and to avoid
ramp crossings) or bike lanes and sidewalks. Challenges include a constrained area along the south side
commercial businesses and narrow gateway features.

e Keep the existing Class Il for on street cyclists.

e Puta Class I path on the west side; align with the existing sidewalk.

e A wider east side sidewalk would create an improved connection with a trail along SR 37/the
soundwall.

e Make it look nice.

e Support for separate facilities.

e Talk with Caltrans about fixing the other side of SR 37.

Tour Stop 2.5: Wilson Avenue and Sims Avenue

Project Team Tour Stop Introduction: The northern terminus of the existing trail is located on the south
side of Wilson Avenue. The existing, paved trail is 8-feet wide. Constraints include residences located
close to the ROW and the drainage crossing.

e A complete trail is better than segments of a trail. Support for constructing a narrow trail if it
means the trial is constructed sooner rather than later.
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Request for an electronic resource for
this Study.

Some materials are currently posted to
STA’s website. The Study will be posted
there when available.

Would Lighthouse Drive include a trail
crossing if the trail is constructed on the
north/east side of Wilson Avenue? What
about directing trail users to cross at
Sims Avenue, for a more direct

Ideally, the crossing would be signalized.
The crossing at Lighthouse Drive is
signalized, whereas the Sims Avenue
crossing has a beacon.

contention with the existing trail?

e Randy Anderson (Alta Planning +
Design), who worked on that study is
also the Principal on this study. The
project team will build on the
ideas/findings from the previous study.

e Would it be worthwhile to post the 2007
Greenway Study on the project website?

e Community resources/forums for discussion on this Study and bicycle and pedestrian
access/facilities include: nextdoor.com, Propel Vallejo, Facebook (local clubs), and ClickFix
(City of Vallejo’s site for reporting maintenance needs).

e Consider planning for/including
amenities along the trail (e.g., benches,
viewing areas)

e Amenities are included in the Bay Trail
and Vine Trail design guidelines.

Tour Stop 2.6: Daniels Avenue at Federal Terrace Elementary School

Project Team Tour Stop Introduction: Daniels Avenue is a possible signed route for those seeking a
direct route. This route has good neighborhood and school connections.

e Daniels Drive is steep with poor sightlines (due mainly to curves in the roadway).

Overall Comments

e Group wanted to prioritize short-term improvements that will create seamless travel from
American Canyon to the Vallejo Waterfront.

e Consider trail amenities such as lighting, staging areas and parking

e Seek funding
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Agenda Item 8.1
August 27, 2014

DATE: August 19, 2014

TO: STATAC

FROM: Andrew Hart, Associate Planner
RE: Summary of Funding Opportunities
Discussion:

Below is a list of funding opportunities that will be available to STA member agencies during the
next few months, broken up by Federal, State, and Local. Attachment A provides further details
for each program.

AMOUNT

APPLICATION
FUND RCE AVAILABLE
CAPESOEING : DEADLINE
(approximately)

Regional

Carl Moyer Memorial Air Quality Standards Attainment Program (for Approximately $15 Due On First-Come, First
San Francisco Bay Area) million Served Basis

Carl Moyer Off-Road Equipment Replacement Program (for Approximately $10 Due On First-Come, First-
Sacramento Metropolitan Area) million Served Basis

Air Resources Board (ARB) Clean Vehicle Rebate Project (CVRP)

Up to $2,500 rebate per
light-duty vehicle

Due On First-Come, First-
Served Basis (Waitlist)

Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) Hybrid Electric
Vehicle Purchase Vouchers (HVIP) (for fleets)

Approximately $10,000
to $45,000 per qualified
request

Due On First-Come, First-
Served Basis

TDA Article 3 $167,000
State
- Announcement
Highway Safety Improvement Program (HSIP): High Risk Rural Roads* ~$100-150 million Anticipated
federally Spring 2015

Federal

*New funding opportunity

Fiscal Impact:
None.

Recommendation:
Informational.

Attachment:
A. Detailed Funding Opportunities Summary

! Local includes programs administered by the Solano Transportation Authority and regionally in the San Francisco
Bay Area and greater Sacramento.
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Attachment A

The following funding opportunities will be available to the STA member agencies during the next few months. Please distribute this information to
the appropriate departments in your jurisdiction.

Fund Source

Application Contact**

Application

Amount

Program Description

Proposed

Additional Information

Regional Grants

Deadline/Eligibility

Available

Submittal

Carl Moyer Anthony Fournier Ongoing. Application Due Approx. Carl Moyer Memorial Air Quality Standards Attainment N/A Eligible Projects: cleaner on-
Memorial Air Bay Area Air Quality On First-Come, First $15 million | Program provides incentive grants for cleaner-than- road, off-road, marine,
Quality Management District Served Basis required engines, equipment, and other sources of locomotive and stationary
Standards (415) 749-4961 pollution providing early or extra emission reductions. agricultural pump engines
Attainment afournier@baaqmd.gov | Eligible Project Sponsors: http://www.baagmd.gov/Div
Program (for private non-profit isions/Strateqic-
San Francisco organizations, state or Incentives/Funding-
Bay Area) local governmental Sources/Carl-Moyer-
authorities, and operators Program.aspx
of public transportation
services
Carl Moyer Off- Gary A. Bailey Ongoing. Application Due Approx. The Off-Road Equipment Replacement Program (ERP), | N/A Eligible Projects: install
Road Sacramento Metropolitan On First-Come, First- $10 an extension of the Carl Moyer Program, provides grant particulate traps, replace
Equipment Air Quality Management Served Basis million, funds to replace Tier 0, high-polluting off-road older heavy-duty engines with
Replacement District maximum equipment with the cleanest available emission level newer and cleaner engines
Program (for (916) 874-4893 Eligible Project Sponsors: per project equipment. and add a particulate trap,
Sacramento gbailey@airquality.org private non-profit is $4.5 purchase new vehicles or
Metropolitan organizations, state or million equipment, replace heavy-
Area) local governmental duty equipment with electric
authorities, and operators equipment, install electric
of public transportation idling-reduction equipment
services http://www.airquality.org/m
obile/moyererp/index.shtml
Air Resources Graciela Garcia Application Due On First- Up to The Zero-Emission and Plug-In Hybrid Light-Duty N/A Eligible Projects:
Board (ARB) ARB Come, First-Served Basis $5,000 Vehicle (Clean Vehicle) Rebate Project is intended to Purchase or lease of zero-
Clean Vehicle (916) 323-2781 (Currently applicants are rebate per encourage and accelerate zero-emission vehicle emission and plug-in hybrid
Rebate Project ggarcia@arb.ca.gov put on waitlist) light-duty deployment and technology innovation. Rebates for light-duty vehicles
(CVRP)* vehicle clean vehicles are now available through the Clean http://lwww.arb.ca.gov/mspr

Vehicle Rebate Project (CVRP) funded by the Air
Resources Board (ARB) and implemented statewide by
the California Center for Sustainable Energy (CCSE).

og/agip/cvrp.htm

! Regional includes opportunities and programs administered by the Solano Transportation Authority and/or regionally in the San Francisco Bay Area and greater Sacramento
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Fund Source

Application Contact**

Application

Deadline/Eligibility

Amount
Available

Program Description

Proposed
Submittal

Additional Information

Regional Grants

Bay Area Air To learn more about how | Application Due On First- Approx. The California Air Resources Board (ARB) created the N/A Eligible Projects:
Quality to request a voucher, Come, First-Served Basis $10,000 to HVIP to speed the market introduction of low-emitting Purchase of low-emission
Management contact: $45,000 per | hybrid trucks and buses. It does this by reducing the hybrid trucks and buses
District 888-457-HVIP qualified cost of these vehicles for truck and bus fleets that http://www.californiahvip.or
(BAAQMD) info@californiahvip.org request purchase and operate the vehicles in the State of al
Hybrid Electric California. The HVIP voucher is intended to reduce
Vehicle about half the incremental costs of purchasing hybrid
Purchase heavy-duty trucks and buses.
Vouchers
(HVIP)*
Transportation Andrew Hart Due by May 23, 2014 Approx. To fund the implementation of TCMs and MSMs, the N/A Eligible Projects:
Fund for Clean (707) 399-3214 $59,000 State Legislature authorized the Air District to impose a TFCA funded projects have
Air (TFCA) ahart@sta-snci.com $4 surcharge on motor vehicle registration fees paid many benefits, including the
within the nine county Bay Area. following:
e Reducing air pollution,
These revenues are allocated by the Air District through including air toxics such
the Transportation Fund for Clean Air (TFCA). TFCA as benzene and diesel
grants are awarded to public and private entities to particulates
implement eligible projects. e Conserving energy and
helping to reduce
greenhouse gas
emissions
o Improving water quality by
decreasing contaminated
runoff from roadways
e Improving transportation
options
e Reducing traffic
congestion
TDA Article 3 Cheryl Chi No deadline Approx. The Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) N/A
Metropolitan Planning $167,000 administers TDA Article funding for each of the nine Bay
Commission Area counties with assistance from each of the county

(510) 817-5939
cchi@mtc.ca.gov

Congestion Management Agencies (e.g. STA). The STA
works with the Pedestrian Advisory Committee (PAC),
Bicycle Advisory Committee (BAC) and staff from the
seven cities and the County to prioritize projects for
potential TDA Article 3 funding.

*New Funding Opportunity
**STA staff, Drew Hart, can be contacted directly at (707) 399-3214 or ahart@sta-snci.com for assistance with finding more information about any of the funding opportunities listed in this report
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Fund Source

Application Contact**

Application

Deadline/Eligibility

Amount
Available

Program Description

Proposed
Submittal

Additional Information

State Grants

Highway Safety
Improvement

Program (HSIP):

High Risk Rural
Roads*

Slyvia Fung

California Department of
Transportation (Caltrans)
(510) 286-5226
slyvia.fung@dot.ca.gov

Announcement Anticipated
Spring of 2015

Approx.
$100-150 M
nationally

The purpose of this program is to achieve a significant
reduction in traffic fatalities and serious injuries on all
public roads, including non-State-owned public roads
and roads on tribal land.

http://www.dot.ca.qgov/hg/LocalPrograms/hsip.htm

N/A

Eligible Projects:

HSIP funds are eligible for
work on any public road or
publicly owned
bicycle/pedestrian pathway or
trail, or on tribal lands for
general use of tribal members,
that corrects or improves the
safety for its users.
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