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 GENERAL BUSINESS 
1 Roll Call 1.1 Bob Alvarado I C 
2 Approval of Minutes for December 7, 2016 1.2 Bob Alvarado A C 
3 Commissioners’ Meetings for Compensation 1.5 Bob Alvarado A C 
 REPORTS 
4 Commission Executive Director 1.3 Susan Bransen A C 
5 Commissioner Reports 1.4 Bob Alvarado A C 
6 CalSTA Secretary and/or Undersecretary 1.6 Brian Kelly I T 
7 Caltrans Director and/or Deputy Director 1.7 Malcolm Dougherty I D 
8 FHWA California Division Administrator 1.11 Vincent Mammano I F 
9 Regional Agencies Moderator 1.8 Melissa Garza I R 

10 Rural Counties Task Force Chair 1.9 Maura Twomey I R 
11 Self-Help Counties Coalition Chair 1.10 Dianne Steinhauser I R 

 POLICY MATTERS 
12 Innovations in Transportation: 

• Emerging Technology Fund Broadband Presentation 
4.5 Garth Hopkins 

Lloyd Levine 
Sunne Wright McPeak 

I C 

13 State and Federal Legislative Matters 4.1 Eric Thronson A C 
14 Budget and Allocation Capacity 

 
4.2 David Van Dyken 

Clark Paulsen 
I D 

15 2018 STIP Fund Estimate Overview and Schedule Adoption 
Resolution G-17-01 

4.12 Mitch Weiss 
Clark Paulsen 

A D 

16 
Timed 
Item 

2:30pm 

Northern California Workshop – Final Draft Regional  
Transportation Plan Guidelines For MPOs and RTPAs 

4.15 Laura Pennebaker I  C 

17 Adoption of the 2017 Regional Transportation Plan Guidelines 
For MPOs and RTPAs  
Resolution G-17-02 

4.10 Laura Pennebaker A  C 

18 Road Charge Technical Advisory Committee and Pilot 
Program Update 

4.3 Mitch Weiss I  C 

19 Development of California Freight Investment Program  
Guidelines Update 

4.11 Dawn Cheser I  C 

20 Zero Emission Vehicle (ZEV) Action Plan 4.8 Garth Hopkins 
Ellen Greenberg 

I  D 

21 Status Report on the California Air Resources Board 2030 
Scoping Plan Update 

4.9 Garth Hopkins 
Richard Corey 

I C 

22 2017 Active Transportation Program Use of Greenhouse Gas 
Reduction Funds and Extension of the Deadline for Statewide 
Program Applications Update 

4.19 Laurie Waters A C 

23 Local Streets and Roads Needs Assessment. 4.4 Eric Thronson 
Margot Yapp 

I C 

24 State Highway System Management Plan Overview 4.14 Rick Guevel 
Michael Johnson 

I D 

25 Proposition 1B Bond Program Project Benefits  4.6 Dawn Cheser 
Bruce DeTerra 

I D 

26 Caltrans’ Response to Statewide Tree Mortality – Short and 
Long Term Strategies 

4.7 Rick Guevel 
Tony Tavares 

I D 

27 Overview of the Caltrans District Climate Change Vulnerability 
Assessment 

4.16 Garth Hopkins 
Jim Davis 

I D 
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 INFORMATION CALENDAR Stephen Maller 
28 Informational Reports on Allocations Under Delegated 

Authority  
-- Emergency G-11 Allocations (2.5f.(1)):  $8,225,000 for 

seven projects.  
-- SHOPP Safety Sub-Allocations (2.5f.(3)):  $1,495,000 for  

two projects. 
-- Minor G-05-16 Allocations (2.5f.(4)):  $1,791,000 for two 

projects. 

2.5f.    

 Reports on the Status of Projects that have been Allocated but not Awarded: 
29 State Highway Projects, per Resolution G-06-08 3.2a.    
30 Local Assistance STIP Projects, per Resolution G-13-07 3.2b.    
31 Local Assistance ATP Projects, per Resolution G-15-04 3.2c.    
32 Traffic Congestion Relief Program (TCRP) 2016 Annual 

Report 
3.3    

 Quarterly Reports –First Quarter – FY 2016-17 
33 Aeronautics – Acquisition and Development (A&D) and Airport 

Improvement Program (AIP) 
3.5    

34 Proposition 1B  
--Corridor Mobility Improvement Account (3.9a.) 
--Route 99 Corridor Program (3.9b.) 
--Local Bridge Seismic Retrofit Program (3.9c.)  
--State-Local Partnership Program (3.9d.) 
--Traffic Light Synchronization Program (3.9e.) 
--Highway-Railroad Crossing Safety Account (3.9f.) 
--Intercity Rail Improvement Program (3.9g.) 
--Trade Corridors Improvement Fund (3.9h.) 

3.9    

35 Toll Bridge Seismic Retrofit Program – 2016 Third Quarter 
Progress and Financial Update 

3.6    

 BEGIN CONSENT CALENDAR Stephen Maller 
36 STIP Amendment for Approval: 

The city of Elk Grove and the Sacramento Area Council of 
Governments are proposing to program an AB 3090 cash 
reimbursement project (PPNO 1667A) in order to use local 
funds for construction of the ITS Master Plan - Phase 4 
Implementation project (PPNO 1667) in Sacramento County, 
with later reimbursement in FY 2019-20. 
STIP Amendment 16S-02 

2.1a.(3)    
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37 Approval of Projects for Future Consideration of Funding: 
 

01-Lak-20, PM 1.07/46.24,  
01-Lak-29, PM 25.16/48.74  
Lake 20/29 Culvert Rehabilitation Project  
Construct drainage repairs on portions of State Routes 20 and 
29 in Lake County.  (MND) (PPNO 3047B)  (SHOPP) 
Resolution E-17-01 
 

02-Tri-36, PM 26.7/27.1  
Ditch Gulch Curve Improvement Project  
Construct roadway improvements on a portion of State Route 
36 in Trinity County.  (MND) (PPNO 3526)  (SHOPP) 
Resolution E-17-02 
 

04-Ala-680, PM 0.0/21.9  
Freeway Performance Initiative Interstate 680 in Alameda 
County Project  
Install ramp metering systems at on-ramps/connectors along a 
portion of Interstate 680 in Alameda County. 
(MND) (PPNO 0521M)  (SHOPP) 
Resolution E-17-03 
 

10-SJ-99, PM 0.0/0.5,  
10-Sta-99, PM 24.3/24.8                                                  
Ripon Bridge Rehabilitation Project  
Replace an existing bridge on State Route 99 in San Joaquin 
and Stanislaus Counties.   (MND) (PPNO 0321)  (SHOPP) 
Resolution E-17-04 

2.2c.(1)    

38 Approval of Project for Future Consideration of Funding: 
9 – Mono County 
Mammoth Creek Gap Closure Project 
Construct a Class I Multi-use Path (MUP) in Mammoth Lakes. 
(MND) (PPNO 2615) (ATP)  
Resolution E-17-07 
(Related Item under Ref. 2.5w.(1).) 

2.2c (4)    

39 Approval of Project for Future Consideration of Funding: 
5 – Santa Barbara County 
North Campus Open Space Restoration Project 
Construct four wetland crossing structures (i.e., 4 bridges, 
primary and secondary trails). 
(MND) (PPNO 2672) (ATP)  
Resolution E-17-08 
(Related Item under Ref. 2.5w.(1).) 

2.2c (5)    

40 Approval of Project for Future Consideration of Funding: 
4 – Contra Costa County 
San Francisco Bay Trail from Pinole Shores to Bayfront Park 
Project 
Extend a paved, class I non-motorized trail. 
(FEIR) (PPNO 04-2122B) (ATP)  
Resolution E-17-09  
(Related Item under Ref. 2.5w.(1).) 

2.2c (6)    

41 One Route Adoption: 
A Route Adoption as a Freeway at 
--01-Lak-29-PM 23.6/31.6 
On Route 29 from 0.1 mile south of Diener Drive to 0.6 mile 
north of Route 175, in the county of Lake. 
Resolution HRA 17-01 
(Related Item under Ref. 2.2c.(2)) 

2.3a.    
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42 Six Relinquishment Resolutions: 
 

--04-SF-101-PM T4.6/6.7 
Right of way along Route 101 (Van Ness Avenue) between 
Plum Street and Lombard Street, in the city and county of  
San Francisco. 
Resolution R-3970  
 

--05-Mon-101-PM R91.6/98.8 
Right of way along Route 101 between Russell Road and 
Echo Valley Road, in the county of Monterey. 
Resolution R-3976 
 

--08-Riv-215-PM R38.0/R43.5 
Right of way along Route 215 from River Crest Drive to Strong 
Street, in the city of Riverside. 
Resolution R-3977 
 

--10-Mer-140-PM-36.8/37.2 
Right of way along Route 140 on Baker Drive, in the city of 
Merced. 
Resolution R-3978 
 

--10-Sta-219-PM 2.35/4.86 
Right of way along Route 219 from American Avenue to Route 
108, in the county of Stanislaus. 
Resolution R-3979 
 

--10-Mer-140-PM-37.1/37.4 
Right of way along Route 140 on Baker Drive and Santa Fe 
Avenue, in the county of Merced. 
Resolution R-3980 

2.3c.    

43 
8 Ayes 

11 Resolutions of Necessity : 
Resolutions C-21508 through C-21518 

2.4b.    

44 Director’s Deeds: 
Director’s Deeds 1 through 22 
Excess Lands - Return to State: $6,347,500 
  Return to Others: $0 

2.4d.    

45 TIRCP Program: 
Request to amend Resolution TIRCP-1617-04, approved on 
December 7, 2016, to correct the Budget Fund Type from   
302-0042R to 101-3228 for the Bus Rapid Transit Expansion – 
MLK Crosstown project in San Joaquin County.  
(PPNO CP011) 
Resolution TIRCP-1617-07,  
Amending Resolution TIRCP-1617-04 

2.6g.(3)    

46 Technical correction – STIP PPM:  
Under Resolution FP-16-10, approved October 19-20 2016, 
correct the Project ID for Project 4 for San Luis Obispo 
County’s Planning, Programming and Monitoring project. 
(PPNO 0942) 

2.9a.    

 END OF CONSENT CALENDAR 
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 ENVIRONMENTAL MATTERS 
47 Approval of Project for Future Consideration of Funding and 

Route Adoption: 
 

01-Lak-29, PM 23.6/31.6 
Lake 29 Improvement Project 
Construct roadway improvements including lane additions in 
each direction on a portion of State Route 29 in Lake County. 
(FEIR) (PPNO 3099 & 3100)  (SHOPP & STIP) 
Resolution E-17-05  
(Related Item under Ref. 2.3a.) 

2.2c.(2) Jose Oseguera 
Phil Stolarski  

A D 

48 Approval of Project for Future Consideration of Funding: 
 

02-Sis-96, PM 103.00/103.6,  
02-Sis-263, PM 56.7/57.2 
Klamath River Bridge Project  
Replace existing bridge on State Route 263 in Siskiyou County.    
(FEIR) (PPNO 3242)  (SHOPP) 
Resolution E-17-06 

2.2c.(3) Jose Oseguera  
Phil Stolarski  

A D 

 PROGRAM UPDATES 
49 Project Delivery 3.7 Stephen Maller 

Jim Davis 
I D 

 Supplemental Fund Allocations 
50 Request of $685,000 in additional funds for construction capi-

tal to award the contract and $321,000 for construction sup-
port for the SHOPP project to install safety lighting along 
Route 110 in Los Angeles County. This results in an increase 
of 40.3 percent over the current allocation for construction 
capital and 79.3 percent over the programmed amount for 
construction support. (PPNO 4620) 
Resolution FA-16-13 

2.5e.(1) Stephen Maller 
Carrie Bowen 

A D 

51 Request of $618,000 in additional funds to award the 
construction contract for the SHOPP project to construct a 
maintenance station facility on Route 395 in Mono County.  
This results in an increase of 25.7 percent over the current 
allocation.(PPNO 6550) 
Resolution FA-16-14 

2.5e.(2) Stephen Maller 
Brent Green 

A D 

 Capital Outlay Support Programming Adjustment  
52 Request for additional programming in the amount of 

$1,887,000 for the Project Approval and Environmental 
Document phase for the Lagunitas Creek Bridge replacement 
SHOPP project on Route 1 in Marin County. (PPNO 0756K) 
Resolution FA-16-11 

2.5e.(3) Stephen Maller 
Bijan Sartipi 
 

A D 

 RIGHT OF WAY MATTERS  
 Airspace Leases  

53 Request to authorize execution of a long term lease with 
Golden Gate Bridge and Highway Transportation District. 

2.4c.(1) Stephen Maller 
Jennifer S. Lowden 

A D 

54 Request to authorize execution of a long term lease with 
Transbay Joint Powers Authority. 

2.4c.(2) Stephen Maller 
Jennifer S. Lowden 

A D 

55 Request to negotiate a long term lease with Fresno Rescue 
Mission.  

2.4c.(3) Stephen Maller 
Jennifer S. Lowden 

A D 

 PROGRAM UPDATES 
56 Trade Corridors Improvement Fund Program Amendment: 

Add Project 124 – Marin Sonoma Narrows HOV Lanes in 
Marin and Sonoma Counties.  
Resolution TCIF-P-1617-08 

4.18 
 

Dawn Cheser A C 
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57 ATP Amendment for Approval: 
The City of Laguna Hills proposes to amend the Cycle 1, Active 
Transportation Program, La Paz Sidewalk Widening project to 
remove scope.  (PPNO 2170I) 
Resolution ATP-A-16-02 

4.17 Laurie Waters 
Rihui Zhang 

A D 

 State Highway Operation and Protection Program Amendments 
58 Request to:  

--Add 15 new projects into the 2016 SHOPP.  
SHOPP Amendment 16H-010   

2.1a.(1) Rick Guevel 
Bruce De Terra 

A D 

 Traffic Congestion Relief Program Amendment 
59 The Department and Merced County propose to amend TCRP 

Project 106 (Campus Parkway) to revise the project funding 
plan and segment the project.  
Resolution TFP-16-12, Amending Resolution TFP-09-03 
(Related Item under Ref 2.5t.(2c).) 

2.1a.(4) Dawn Cheser 
Bruce De Terra 

A D 

 ALLOCATIONS 
 Minor Program Allocations 

60 Request of $538,000 for East of Route 1 to Theatre Drive Minor 
Program project, in San Luis Obispo County. (EA 1H280)  
Resolution FP-16-18 

2.5a. Rick Guevel 
Bruce De Terra 

A D 

 State Highway Operation and Protection Program Allocations 
61 Request of $46,870,000 for 13 SHOPP projects.  

Resolution FP-16-19 
2.5b.(1) Rick Guevel 

Bruce De Terra 
A D 

 State Transportation Improvement Program Allocations  
62 Request of $105,000 for the locally administered STIP 

Petrified Forest Road Intersection Improvements project, in 
Napa County. (PPNO 2130M)  
Resolution FP-16-20 

2.5c.(2a) Teresa Favila 
Bruce De Terra 

A D 

63 Request of $7,668,000 for seven locally administered STIP 
projects, off the State Highway System. 

2.5c.(3a) --$  240,000 for three STIP projects. 
2.5c.(3b)-- $7,428,000 for four STIP Planning, Programming, 

and Monitoring projects.  
Resolution FP-16-21 

2.5c.(3) Teresa Favila 
Bruce De Terra 

A D 

 Advance - State Transportation Improvement Program Allocation 
64 Request of $3,000,000 for the locally administered STIP SR-1 

Operational Improvements project in Monterey County, 
programmed in FY 2017-18, on the State Highway System. 
(PPNO 0923) 
Resolution FP-16-22 

2.5c.(2b) Teresa Favila 
Bruce De Terra 

A D 

 Lump Sum Allocations 
65 Request to increase the FY 2016-17 Local Assistance Federal 

Funds Lump Sum allocation by $96,838,000, from 
$1,506,000,000 to $1,602,838,000.  
Resolution FM-16-02, Amending Resolution FM-16-01 

2.5h. Teresa Favila 
Rihui Zhang 

A D 

66 Request to increase the FY 2016-17 Local Assistance State 
Funds Lump Sum allocation by $7,700,000, from 
$106,078,000 to $113,778,000.  
Resolution FM-16-03, Amending Resolution FM-15-05. 

2.5i. Teresa Favila 
Rihui Zhang 

A D 

 Traffic Congestion Relief Program Project Allocations 
67 Request of $8,985,000 in Tier 2 TCRP funding for two locally 

administered Rail projects. 
Resolution TFP-16-14 

2.5t.(2b) Dawn Cheser 
Bruce De Terra 

A D 
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68 Request of $200,000 in Tier 2 TCRP funding for the locally 
administered Project 106 – Campus Parkway in Merced 
County, off the State Highway System.  (PPNO 5951)  
Resolution TFP-16-15 
(Related Item under Ref. 2.1a.(4).) 

2.5t.(2c) Dawn Cheser 
Bruce De Terra 

A D 

 Active Transportation Program Project Allocations 
69 Request of $25,664,000 for 21 ATP projects.  

Resolution FATP-1617-08 
(Related Items under Ref. 2.2c.(4), 2.2c.(5) & 2.2c.(6).) 

2.5w.(1) Laurie Waters 
Rihui Zhang 

A D 

 Advancement - Active Transportation Program  Projects  
70 Request of $248,000 for the Northwestern Pacific Rail Trail 

Phase II ATP project, programmed in FY 17-18, in Mendocino 
County. (PPNO 4633) 
Resolution FATP-1617-09 

2.5w.(2) Laurie Waters 
Rihui Zhang 

A D 

 State Transportation Improvement Program Transit Project Allocations  
71 Request of $2,000,000 for the locally administered Monterey-

Salinas Transit Buses STIP Transit project, in Monterey 
County. (PPNO 2573)  
Resolution MFP-16-03 

2.6a.(1) Teresa Favila 
Steven Keck 

A D 

 Advancement – Multi-Funded State Transportation Improvement Program/Proposition 108 Rail Project 
72 Request of $23,000,000 for the multi funded State 

administered Stockton to Escalon Double Track 
STIP/Proposition 108 Rail project, programmed in FY 17-18, 
in San Joaquin County.  (PPNO 2030B)  
Resolution MFP-16-04 
Resolution MBFP-16-01 

2.6a.(2) Teresa Favila 
Steven Keck 

A D 

 Transit & Intercity Rail Capital Program Project Allocations 
73 Request of $10,838,000 for three TIRCP projects.  

Resolution TIRCP-1617-05 
2.6g.(1) Teresa Favila 

Steven Keck 
A D 

 Project Allocation Amendment to Transit & Intercity Rail Capital Program 
74 Rescind $200,000 in TIRCP funds from the Altamont Corridor 

Express (ACE) Wayside Power project (PPNO CP014) in San 
Joaquin County, originally allocated under Resolution  
TIRCP-1516-08.   
Resolution TIRCP-1617-06,  
Amending Resolution TIRCP-1516-08  

2.6g.(2) Teresa Favila 
Steven Keck 

A D 

 TIME EXTENSION REQUESTS 
 Contract Award Time Extensions 

75 Request to extend the period of contract award for one 
STIP project and two SHOPP projects, per STIP 
Guidelines. 
Waiver 17-01 

2.8b.(1) Rick Guevel 
Bruce De Terra 

A D 

76 Request to extend the period of contract award for three ATP 
projects, per ATP Guidelines. 
Waiver 17-03 

2.8b.(2) Laurie Waters 
Rihui Zhang 

A D 

77 Post fact request to extend the period of contract award for 
three ATP projects, per ATP Guidelines. 
Waiver 17-04 

2.8b.(3) Laurie Waters 
Rihui Zhang 

A D 

 Project Completion Time Extension 
78 Request to extend the period of project completion for the 

Proposition 1B Local Bridge Seismic Retrofit Account Ramps 
on East side of Yerba Buena Island Tunnel at SFOBB on/off 
of I-80 project, located in San Francisco County, per LBSRA 
Guidelines.  
Waiver 17-02 

2.8c. Rick Guevel 
Rihui Zhang 

A D 

 OTHER MATTERS / PUBLIC COMMENT 6.    
 ADJOURN 
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Highway Financial Matters 
 
$ 47,408,000 Total SHOPP/Minor Requested for Allocation 
$ 10,773,000 Total STIP Requested for Allocation 
$ 9,185,000 Total TCRP Requested for Allocation 
$ 25,912,000 Total ATP Requested for Allocation 
$ 3,511,000 Total Supplemental Funds Requested for Allocation 
$ 96,789,000 Sub-Total Project Funds Requested for Allocation 
 
$ 11,511,000 Delegated Allocations  
$ 108,300,000 Sub-Total, Highway Project Allocations 
 
   
$   108,300,000  Total Value 
 
                1,944  Total Jobs Created:  (Includes Direct, Indirect, and Induced) 
 

 

 

Mass Transportation Financial Matters 
 
$ 25,000,000 Total STIP Requested for Allocation 
$ 10,838,000 Total TCRP Requested for Allocation 
$ 35,838,000 Total State Allocations 
 
                  645    Total Jobs Created:  (Includes Direct, Indirect, and Induced) 
 
($       200,000)    De-Allocations/Project Savings 
($       200,000)    Total De-Allocation 
 

 
 



District County Route PPNO EA Project Description
Allocation
Amount

List of Projects Going Forward for CTC Allocation
December 2016  CTC Meeting

Proj
No

2.5b.(1) SHOPP Projects Resolution FP-16-15

01 MEN 101 4649 0G380 Near Willits, from 1.6 miles north of Route 20 to 2.3 miles north of Route 20,
at Upp Creek Bridge
No. 10-0070. Remove fish passage barrier by replacing existing concrete box
culvert with new Bridge No.10-0305 and new retaining wall. Also, install rock
weirs and native material to provide an engineered stream-bed for improved
passage of all stages of salmonid.

$5,655,0001

01 MEN 253 4556 0B560 Near Boonville, from 0.9 mile east to 1.3 miles east of Anderson Creek Bridge.
Permanent restoration of slope failure damage caused by heavy storms and
subsequent slides in Spring 2011. Project will construct retaining walls above
and below the roadway, widen shoulders, improve drainage and reconstruct
pavement.

$4,212,0002

04 MRN 1 0312T 1SS58 Near Mill Valley, at 0.2 mile north of Loring Avenue.  Permanent roadway
restoration of storm damage washout by constructing a retaining wall,
installing six drainage inlets and installing 210 feet of guard rail.

$3,158,0003

04 NAP 29 0382E 4A09A Near Calistoga, at Troutdale Creek Bridge No. 21-0004.   Environmental
mitigation project for riparian plant establishment to fulfill the environmental
permit requirement for the completed bridge replacement project (EA 4A091).

$180,0004

04 SCL 101 0086X 4G950 In Santa Clara, San Mateo and San Francisco Counties, on various routes, at
various locations.  Improve highway worker safety at 27 pump house locations
by upgrading fall protection railing and cables, upgrading ladders and fans,
performing stairway repairs, and paving access roads.  Also, remove obsolete
irrigation lines at 3 locations.

$1,540,0005

04 SM 280 0729R 4G592 Near Belmont, at 1.4 miles south of Route 92.   Environmental mitigation for
completed sinkhole repair project EA 4G591. Work will consist of design,
implementation, and monitoring the restoration of three acres for the San
Francisco Garter Snake (SFGS) and California Red-legged Frog (CRLF) habitat.
Work also includes removal of non-native plant species and planting of native
species to enhance habitat for these species.

$410,0006

07 LA 5 3725B 25262 In and near Santa Clarita, from 0.5 miles south of
I-5/SR-14 Separation to 1.7 miles north of Lake Hughes Road Undercrossing.
Rehabilitate pavement to a state of good repair and improve the ride quality
by replacing existing pavement with concrete pavement. Reconstruction work
will consist of Jointed Plain Concrete (JPCP), Jointed Plain Concrete Pavement-
Rapid Strength Concrete (JPCPRSC), precast concrete slabs, and upgrading

$165,138,0007

08 RIV 60 0033R 1C640 In and near the city of Riverside, on Route 60 from Milliken Avenue to Routes
60/91/215 Junction; also on Route 91 from Spruce Street to Routes 60/91/215
Junction.    Upgrade communications system to fiber optic cable and connect
to 24 Transportation Management System (TMS) field elements.

$2,238,0008

08 SBD 38 3004M 1G700 Near Big Bear Lake, from 0.5 mile west of Glass Road to 0.2 mile east of
Seven Oaks Road. Permanent restoration of embankment damaged by the 
Lake Fire of June 2015. The project is to place rock slope protection, repair
damaged drainage systems, and construct headwalls, wingwalls and debris
flow barriers at existing culvert locations.

$3,344,0009

11 SD Var. 1104 41090 In San Diego County, on Route 5, 75, and 905 at various locations. Construct
Maintenance Vehicle Pullouts (MVP's) and pave beyond gore areas. This
project will improve safety and reduce the frequency, duration, and proximity
of highway worker exposure to traffic.

$4,163,00010

$190,038,000Total10 Projects
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2.5c.(1) State Administered STIP Project on the State Highway System Resolution FP-16-16

05 MON 101 0058Y 0161H In and near Salinas, from 0.2 mile north of Boronda Road to 0.7 mile south of
San Juan Road.  Landscape mitigation.

$3,058,0001

06 TUL 99 6423 47150 Near Goshen, on Route 99 at Betty Drive.  Widen interchange and construct
operational improvements.

$5,000,0002

$8,058,000Total2 Projects

2.5c.(3a) Locally Administered STIP Project Off the State Highway System Resolution FP-16-17 

01 HUM 2390 In Blue Lake on Railroad Avenue, from 150 feet north of E Street to G Street.
Road Rehabilitation, upgrade ADA access at intersections. provide striping for
bike lanes and add traffic calming features on Railroad Avenue at F Street.

$190,0001

$190,000Total1 Projects

2.5c.(3b) Local STIP Planning, Programming and Monitoring Projects Resolution FP-16-17

02 LAS 2124 Planning, Programming and Monitoring $111,0001

05 MON 1165 Planning, Programming and Monitoring. $231,0002

11 IMP 7200 21257 Planning, Programming and Monitoring $300,0003

$642,000Total3 Projects

2.5e.(1) Supplemental Funds for Previously Voted Projects Resolution FA-16-10

07 LA 47 0444E 13820 In the cities of Long Beach and Los Angeles from Ocean Boulevard to
transition of Route 103 and Henry Ford Avenue along Route 47. Replace
Schuyler Heim Bridge

$24,900,0001

$24,900,000Total1 Projects

2.5f.(1) Informational Report - Emergency G-11 Allocations Resolution

01 Men 101 4653 0G560 In Ukiah, at East Perkins Street Overcrossing No. 10-0193.   On September 14,
2016, a truck hauling an excavator struck the structure from below, damaging
four of the six concrete girders and compromising the structural integrity. The
overcrossing is partially closed to traffic.  This project will repair girders, and
provide associated traffic control. The work is necessary to restore the
structure to its full capacity and prevent failure. Abatement is being sought

$1,100,0001

03 Yol 84 9057 2H260 Near the city of West Sacramento, from Levee Road (South) to the end of
Route 84.  Numerous years of extreme drought and heavy 2016 winter rains
have created irregular settlement and roadway pavement distress.  On
September 8, 2016,  longitudinal pavement cracks, differential roadway
settlement, and embankment slip-outs were identified. Conditions are
worsening under heavy farming equipment and commercial trucks. Repairs are

$1,230,0002

04 CC 4 1496C 0K870 In Pittsburg, at Railroad Avenue.   The 1/17/14 Governor’s Proclamation of a
State of Emergency due to drought conditions directed State agencies to 
reduce water usage.  The Department's water conservation goal is for a 50%
reduction statewide.  At one location, this project will convert existing potable
water irrigation to reclaimed water and make repairs by installing water pipe,
valves, sprinklers, electrical wire, theft-deterrent pull boxes, crossovers,

$200,0003
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04 SCl 280 1498E 1K520 In San Jose at various locations, the Southwest Expressway pump station (PM
2.9), Bird Avenue pump station (PM 3.8) and Menker Avenue pump station
(PM 4.4); also in San Mateo county, at Ravenswood pump station (PM 28.0).
Recent inspections by the Department revealed pump station elements have
failed due to high groundwater levels from previous winter storms. This 
project will replace/repair the failed components, such as, pumps, electrical

$2,220,0004

04 SM 101 1453M 3K130 In the city of San Mateo, at Route 92/101 Separation No.
35-0252R. On August 8, 2016, a bridge joint seal failed and repairs were made
by Department forces. On August 26, 2016, the repairs failed and the uneven
damaged area is continuously hit by traffic action and expanding the joint seal
damage. The project will replace the bridge joint seal. This work is necessary
to stop damage growth and to avoid lane closure impacts to the traveling 

$500,0005

06 Ker 155 6817 0V690 Near Lake Isabella, in Sequoia National Forest boundaries, 13.4 miles west of
Route 155/178 junction.   On October 30, 2015, a Governor's Proclamation
was issued in response to large tree mortality caused by drought, insect
infestation, and disease.  And on April 14, 2016 California Office of Emergency
Services (OES) issued a mission task order directing the Department to
remove dead and dying vegetation within 100 feet of the highway centerline in

$4,000,0006

07 LA 14 5162 1XA20 In and near Santa Clarita, from Lost Canyon Road Undercrossing to Spring
Canyon Road Undercrossing. Starting on July 22, 2016 the Sand Fire burned
more than 38,000 acres and damaged the highway and slopes. On July 26, 
2017 a Governor's Proclamation was issued in response to the fire damage.
This project will replace guard railing, repair drainage systems, replace
roadside signs, install fencing, clear sediment basins of debris and install

$400,0007

08 SBd 15 3006E 1H371 Near San Bernardino, from Glen Helen Parkway to the Route 15/395 Junction.
On August 16, 2016 the Blue Cut Fire started and a Governor's emergency
proclamation was issued the same day.  The fire damaged 8,000 feet of guard
rail, a truck scale trailer, and side slope vegetation. Previous emergency   G-11
project (EA 1H370) installed temporary k-rail barrier so the route could
reopen.  The project will replace fire damaged guard rail with steel posts, clear

$2,400,0008

10 Mpa 140 3186 1G430 Near the town of Mariposa, on Route 140 at PM 20.0 to 21.5 and PM 22.0 to
51.8; also on Route 49 at PM 0.3 to 9.0.  On October 30, 2015, a Governor's 
Proclamation was issued in response to large tree mortality caused by
drought, insect infestation, and disease. Maintenance crews are unable to
keep up with the need.  In this stretch, approximately 700 trees have been
identified by the district tree maintenance crew as requiring removal.

$3,100,0009

11 SD 15 1249 42910 In the city of San Diego, at 0.3 mile north of Aero Drive.   On October 6, 2016,
the Department was notified of recently developed dips in the roadway.  Field
inspections identified a failed 60-inch metal culvert that is allowing water
infiltration to undermine the roadway. The project will remove and replace
damaged sections of culvert, grout the voids surrounding the culvert, and
repair the roadway section. The work is necessary to prevent further

$1,100,00010

$16,250,000Total10 Projects

2.5f.(3) Informational Report - SHOPP Safety Resolution G-03-10 Delegated Allocations Resolution

03 BUT 32 2110 4F260 In Chico, at Ivy Street on eastbound (W 9th Street) and westbound (W 8th
Street) directions. Improve safety by installing traffic signals for both
intersection directions, upgrade ADA curb ramps, repave intersections, and
upgrade drainage.  This project will reduce the number and severity of 
collisions.

$1,945,0001

03 BUT 191 2705 3F760 Near Paradise, from 1.9 miles north of Clear Creek Bridge to Airport Road.
Improve safety by increasing curve radii, widening shoulders to standard,
correcting the vertical profile, and improving clear recovery zone.
Improvements will reduce the number and severity of collisions.

$23,168,0002

05 SCR 129 2476 1F030 Near Watsonville, from east of Lakeview Road to west of Old Chittenden Road;
also in San Benito County from the Santa Cruz/San Benito County line to
School Road (PM 0.0/0.4).  Place open graded friction course and upgrade
guard railing to current standards to improve safety and reduce the number 
and severity of collisions.

$5,238,0003
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06 KER 155 6636 0P290 In and near Delano, from 0.4 mile west of Browning Road to 0.4 mile east of
Browning Road.  Construct roundabout interchange to improve safety and
reduce the number and severity of broadside collisions.

$3,433,0004

08 RIV 60 0033S 1E650 Near Ontario, from the San Bernardino County line to Valley Way
Undercrossing.  Safety improvements to improve night time visibility. Install a
double luminaire lighting system in the median to reduce the number and
severity of collisions.

$14,768,0005

08 SBD 18 0190N 1E080 In Apple Valley, from Navajo Road to Kiowa Road.   Construct raised median
curb in left-turn lanes to reduce the number and severity of cross median
collisions.

$2,228,0006

09 INY VAR 0652 36610 In Inyo and Mono Counties on various routes at various locations.  Improve
safety by constructing edgeline rumble strips and installing signs to reduce the
number and severity of collisions.

$685,0007

12 ORA 5 2860G 0N280 In Santa Ana, at the northbound connector to westbound Route 22.   Improve
safety by grooving two lanes of roadway, improving drainage, adding lighting,
installing new pavement delineation, repairing damaged pavement and
replacing guard railing to reduce the number and severity of collisions.

$845,0008

$52,310,000Total8 Projects

2.5f.(4) Informational Report - Minor Construction Program - Resolution G-05-05 Delegated Allocations Resolution

02 Sha Var 0H780 Relocate, upgrade, and replace existing gore signs to ensure that Caltrans 
maintenance personnel are working outside of the path of errant vehicles.

$550,0001

10 Tuo 120 0Y450 Install three turnouts and provide pullouts for the eastbound traffic on SR 120. $1,033,0002

$1,583,000Total2 Projects

2.5t. Resolution

08 SBD 1141 In City of Colton. Construct a grade separation for BNSF railroad lines (TCIF
84) (TCRP 55.4).

$6,404,0001

08 SBD T0553 Build grade separations on BNSF and UPRR lines at the following two
locations:  Segment #1 - Yuma rail line at Hunts Lane and Segment #2 -  San
Bernardino RR Lines at State Street/University Parkway (TCRP 55.3)

$2,581,0001

$8,985,000Total2 Projects

2.5t.(2a) State Administered TCRP Projects On the State Highway System Resolution TFP-16-09

04 Ala 680 A0157J 2537A From Route 237 in Milpitas to Stoneridge Drive near Pleasanton - establish
southbound follow-up landscaping (TCRP #4).

$500,0001

$500,000Total1 Projects

2.5t.(2b) Locally Administered TCRP Rail Projects Resolution TFP-16-10

75 CC 2011F RA22TA In Hercules, along San Pablo Bay.  Construct a train station. (TCRP#12.2) $700,0001

75 SD 2073 75-RA77RA Add new second main track for 2 miles from Control Point Carl to Control Point
Farr, through the City of Carlsbad, including a universal cross-over installed at
Control Point Carl. (TCRP #74.10)

$74,0002
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$774,000Total2 Projects

2.5w.(1) Active Transportation Program Projects Resolution FATP-1617-06

01 HUM 2445A Construct a Class I Bike Path within the Right-of-way of State-Route 255
between Dean Avenue and Carlson Drive

$140,0001

01 LAK 3105 This project will install Class II bicycle lanes along Phillips Avenue (residential
collector street) and to rehabilitate middle 22 feet of the street and widen the
existing section by four feet on each side to add Class II bicycle lanes and
install signs, stripping and pavement markings.

$495,0002

01 LAK 3111 Construction of approximately 915 lineal feet of curb, gutter and sidewalk
along the west side of Government Street between Melody Land and First
Street, along the south side of First Street between Government Street and
Clover Valley Road and along Second Street between Main Street and Middle
Creek Road.

$18,0003

03 But 1019 On Almond Street between Pearson Road and Elliott Road. Add sidewalks, 
curbs and gutters; widen Almond Street to incorporate Class II Bicycle Lanes.

$146,0004

03 But 1021 Memorial Trailway in Paradise from Neal Road to Pentz Road.  Widen existing
facility, install dark-sky LED pedestrian/bicycling lighting and enhance all major
crosswalks intersecting motorized vehicle arterials.

$29,0005

03 But 1022 On B Street from 1st Street to 11th Street and on 2nd Street from E Street to
just north of I street. Construct sidewalks and curb ramps.

$30,0006

03 But 1024A Along Pentz Road between Bille Road and 300 feet north of Wagstaff Road.
Add sidewalks, curbs and gutters and add Class II bicycle lanes.

$155,0007

03 But 1025 On Skyway Road between Pearson Road and Elliott Road. Remove and replace
outdated non-ADA compliant sidewalks and driveways in the downtown
Paradise commercial core.

$24,0008

04 SM 1040A City of East Palo Alto, US Highway 101 at Clarke Avenue/Newell Road.  Project
will provide a new Class I pedestrian and bicycle overcrossing of US 101, with
additional on-street improvement- a Class III bikeway; a traffic
signal/crossing; Class II bike lanes and pedestrian enhancements.

$8,600,0009

05 SB 2599 Along Cacique Street from Salinas Street on the east to Alisos Street on the
west and along Soledad Street from Cacique Street in the south to Montecito
Street to the north in the City of Santa Barbara.  Replace one existing wooden
pedestrian bridge at Cacique Street and install one new pedestrian/bike bridge
at Soledad Street  Remove barriers, improve lighting, install ADA compliant 
sidewalks, curb and gutters.

$400,00010

05 SB 2695 Design and construct sidewalk infill for the residential areas of Old Town
Goleta.

$105,00011

06 Fre 6829 Construct 1.6 miles of a 12-foot asphalt concrete trail, including paving,
drainage, landscaping, irrigation, lighting, drinking fountains, benches, trash
receptacles, and signage.

$4,00012

07 LA 4867 This project will create pedestrian and bicycle linkage along several streets
serving Menlo Ave Elementary School and West Vernon Elementary School 
within the City of Los Angles. Improvements will be focused within 1/4 mile of
each school on the following 2010 Bike Plan street designated as "Bicycle
Friendly Streets".

$3,794,00013
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07 LA 4872 This SRTS project will create  neighborhood-friendly pedestrian and bicycle
linkages serving Dolores Huerta Elementary School, 28th Street Elementary
School , and Quincy Jones Elementary School  in the City of Los Angeles.
Improvements will be focused within ¼ mile of each school following the 2010
Bike Plan "Bicycle Friendly Streets ".

$3,434,00014

07 LA 4914A Infrastructure: Installation of a 0.5 mile long Class III bike route on 6th Street
between Arizona Avenue and Woods Avenue and a 1.4 mile long bike
boulevard on Hubbard Street between Woods Avenue to Hay Avenue. Curb
extensions on 6th Street at Clela Avenue and Bradshawe Street, on Hubbard
Street at Atlantic Boulevard and Findlay Street, and  bulb outs and a traffic
circle at 6th Street and Bradshawe Street. 

$550,00015

07 LA 4934 Infrastructure improvements including bike lanes, high visibility crosswalks,
countdown pedestrian signals, and curb ramps; and non infrastructure
education, and enforcement programming for the entire community. The
project is citywide near parks, schools, public transit and employment centers
over three years.

$1,436,00016

07 LA 4935 Road diet and improve asphalt pathway. Replace approximately 4,000 linear
feet of 60 year old uneven, cracked and root buckled side panels, along with
94 large bottle brush trees.

$2,108,00017

07 LA 4959 Infrastructure: The improvements will include curb extensions (bulb outs),
curb cuts and truncated domes for improved wheel chair access, enhanced 
continental style cross walks, and pedestrian countdown and audio signals at
signalized intersections.

$745,00018

07 LA 5114 Bike path improvements, dedicated two-way bike lane and new bike/ped path. $72,00019

07 LA 5125 Improves pedestrian and bicyclist linkages on a 0.2 mile segment of 4th
Street.

$120,00020

07 LA 5128 Installation of safety enhancements for pedestrians and eliminating hazardous
conditions.

$11,00021

07 LA 5130  The project will be installing safety enhancements for peds or eliminate
hazardous conditions.

$172,00022

07 LA 5132 Overhauling the sidewalk system in the project area, traffic striping, signs,
pedestrian signals, and bicycle parking amenities.

$340,00023

07 LA 5135 Installing curb extensions, widening sidewalks, improving pedestrian lighting,
enhancing crosswalks, and provide pedestrian amenities; benches, street
trees, landscaped buffers from traffic and bike racks.

$120,00024

07 LA 5235 Non Infrastructure: Active Transportation Plan, Regional Greenway Network
Plan, Regional Wayfinding Signage, Evaluation, Education and Encouragement.

$643,00025

07 VEN 5152B Non-Infrastructure Component:  Education, Encouragement, Enforcement, and
Evaluation.

$30,00026

08 SBD 1168 Construct curb, gutter, sidewalk, and ADA-compliant curb ramps along eleven
residential streets within the Los Serranos neighborhood of Chino Hills.

$1,613,00027

08 SBD 1182 Install bike lanes, bicycle detection, ADA-compliant pedestrian push buttons,
high visibility crosswalks, rapid rectangular flashing beacons, new sidewalk,
repaint existing crosswalks, and upgrade existing curb ramps along Etiwanda
Avenue, et al.

$8,00028
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08 SBD 1183A Construct sidewalk, curb, gutter, crosswalk striping, street lights, ADA-
accessible curb ramps, and provide educational and encouragement activities
in three locations.

$143,00029

08 SBD 1184 Construct curb, gutter, sidewalk, and ADA-compliant curb ramps on Pueblo
Trail from Hopi Trail to Bennock Avenue.

$5,00030

08 SBD 1192 A plan to create connectivity for non-motorized transportation. $295,00031

08 SBD 1202 Construct a Class I bikeway along the Santa Ana River from Orange Street in
the City of Redlands to Opal Street in the community of Mentone.

$307,00032

09 Ker 6772 Construct curbs, gutters, sidewalks, handicap access ramps, culvert extension
and driveway approaches at an unincorporated community of Mojave and Kern
county.  Project is located on the East side of State Route 14 beginning
approximately 300 feet north of the Oak Creek Road grade separation and
continuing to approximately 800 feet north of the intersection of SR 14 and
Old 58.

$249,00033

10 SJ 3160 Curb, gutter, sidewalk and lighting on Mt. Diablo Avenue/Mt. Oso/C Street.
Construction of sidewalk, curb, gutter, and lighting to provide pedestrian
walking facility to school.

$760,00034

10 SJ 3210 Sidewalk, traffic signal, roadway improvements, landscaping improvements,
lighting, and electrical improvements located at the intersection of River Road
and Fulton Avenue and east on River Road for 1/4 of a mile.

$475,00035

11 SD 1212 Located on 30th Street between D Avenue and 2nd Avenue, on 2nd Avenue
between 30th Street and Sweetwater River Bikeway.  Sweetwater River
Bikeway entrances at 2nd Street and Hoover Avemie. Project will construct
approximately one mile of Class II and Class III bicycle facilities to include
bicycle detector loops and bicycle boxes.  Decrease lane widths for vehicles.

$25,00036

12 ORA 1014 Construction of new 12-foot wide pedestrian and bicycle pathway along
Lincoln Avenue from Park Lane to the Santiago Creek Trail.

$80,00037

12 ORA 2170B Construct 0.6 mile of a 10-foot wide Class I paved bicycle trail and 3,400 linear
feet of decomposed granite pedestrian path along the former Union Pacific
Railroad right of way from State College Boulevard to Birch Street.

$2,484,00038

12 ORA 2172O Install bike boulevard improvements with applicable signage, striping, and
signal improvements including protected left turn phasing.

$260,00039

$30,425,000Total39 Projects

2.5w.(2) Active Transportation Program Projects (ADVANCEMENTS) Resolution FATP-1617-07

50 Various 0774 (Non Infrastructure) Statewide Technical Assistance Resource Center for
Active Transportation Program

$1,190,0001

$1,190,000Total1 Projects

2.6g.(1) Transit and Intercity Rail Capital Program Projects Resolution TIRCP-1617-03

06 Fre CP016 T357GA Modernizing fare payment systems and improved integration with transit and 
rail services as a funding match  to purchase and install 55 ticket vending
machines (TVM) and implement electronic fare media, both of which will
enable the first use of SMART cards, as well as purchase two vehicles used to
repair the TVM machines for Fresno’s Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) on the
Blackstone and Ventura/Kings Canyon Corridors.  These project elements are 

$4,083,0001

$4,083,000Total1 Projects
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2.6g.(2) Allocation Amendment - Transit and Intercity Rail Capital Program Projects Resolution TIRCP-1617-04

10 SJ CP011 T348GA Construction of high-frequency, limited-stop Bus Rapid Transit services in two 
new corridors. Includes the  purchase of 12 new diesel-hybrid electric buses.

($6,841,000)1

($6,841,000)Total1 Projects

2.7a. Aeronautics - Acquisition and Development (A&D) Program Resolution FDOA-2016-03

SBD Rehabilitate Runway 15/33 $499,0001

$499,000Total1 Projects
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NEXT REGULARLY SCHEDULED CTC MEETING (Subject to Change): 
CTC Meeting – January 18-19, 2017 in Sacramento, CA 

MINUTES 
CALIFORNIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION

http://www.catc.ca.gov 
December 7, 2016

Riverside, California

Wednesday, December 7, 2016 

 1:00 PM Commission Meeting 
  Riverside County Administration Building 
 Supervisors' Chambers 
 4080 Lemon Street 
Riverside, California 92501 

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

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

GENERAL BUSINESS 
1 Roll Call 1.1 Bob Alvarado I C 

Chair Bob Alvarado Present Commissioner Carl Guardino Present 
Commissioner Yvonne Burke Absent Commissioner Fran Inman Present 
Commissioner Lucetta Dunn Present Commissioner Kehoe Present 
Commissioner Jim Earp Present Commission Jim Madaffer Present 
Commissioner Jim Ghielmetti Present Commissioner Joe Tavaglione Present 

TOTAL Present:9 
Absent: 1 

Senator Jim Beall, Ex-Officio Present 
Assemblymember Jim Frazier, Ex-Officio Present 

2 Welcome to the Region 1.12 John Tavaglione 
Anne Mayer 
Ray Wolfe 

I R 

Riverside County Transportation Commission 1st Vice Chair John Tavaglione, Executive Director Anne Mayer and 
SANBAG Executive Director Ray Wolfe presented this informational item. 
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3 
8 Ayes 

Resolution of Necessity – Written Appearance 
--06-Ker-99-PM 44.23 
Roscoe Moss Manufacturing Inc., a California Corporation 

2.4a. Rick Guevel 
Jennifer S. Lowden 

A D 

 
  Recommendation: Approval 
  Action Taken: Approved 
Motion: Earp Second: Dunn Recused: None Absent: Burke 

  Vote result: 9-0 
  Ayes: Alvarado, Dunn, Earp, Ghielmetti, Guardino, Inman, Kehoe, Madaffer, Tavaglione 
  Nays: None 
  Abstained: None 
 
Changes to this item were listed on the pink “Changes to CTC Agenda” handout as follows: 
Resolution of Necessity – Written Appearance             YELLOW REPLACEMENT ITEM 
06-KER-99-PM 44.23, Roscoe Moss Manufacturing Inc., a California Corporation (Attachment A only) 
 

4 Approval of Minutes for October 19-20, 2016 1.2 Bob Alvarado A C 
 
  Recommendation: Approval 
  Action Taken: Approved 
Motion: Madaffer Second: Tavaglione Recused: None Absent: Burke 

  Vote result: 9-0 
  Ayes: Alvarado, Dunn, Earp, Ghielmetti, Guardino, Inman, Kehoe, Madaffer, Tavaglione 
  Nays: None 
  Abstained: None 
 

5 Commissioners’ Meetings for Compensation 1.5 Bob Alvarado A C 
 
  Recommendation: Approval 
  Action Taken: Approved 
Motion: Ghielmetti Second: Tavaglione Recused: None Absent: Burke 

  Vote result: 9-0 
  Ayes: Alvarado, Dunn, Earp, Ghielmetti, Guardino, Inman, Kehoe, Madaffer, Tavaglione 
  Nays: None 
  Abstained: None 
 

 REPORTS     
 

6 Executive Director’s Report 1.3 Susan Bransen A C 
 
CTC Executive Director Susan Bransen presented this informational item. 
 

7 Commission Reports 1.4 Bob Alvarado A C 
 
Commissioners Dunn, Kehoe, Inman, Madaffer and Earp presented this informational item 
 

8 CalSTA Secretary and/or Undersecretary 1.6 Brian Kelly I T 
 
California State Transportation Agency Secretary Brian Kelly presented this informational item. 
 

9 Caltrans Director and/or Deputy Director 1.7 Malcolm Dougherty I D 
 
California Department of Transportation Director Malcolm Dougherty presented this informational item. 
 

10 FHWA California Division Administrator 1.11 Vincent Mammano I F 
 
Federal Highways Administrator Vince Mammano presented this informational item. 
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11 Regional Agencies Moderator 1.8 Melissa Garza I R 
 
Regional Agencies Moderator Melissa Garza presented this informational item. 
 

12 Rural Counties Task Force Chair 1.9 Maura Twomey I R 
 
Rural Counties Task Force Chair Maura Twomey presented this informational item. 
 

13 Self-Help Counties Coalition Chair 1.10 Dianne Steinhauser I R 
 
Self Help Counties Coalition’s Sarkes Khachek presented this informational item. 
 

 POLICY MATTERS     
14 Innovations in Transportation:  

   Cubic - Delivering Customer Focused Solutions with New 
 Technologies. 

4.7 Garth Hopkins 
Larry Yermack 

I C 

 
Cubic Strategic Advisor Larry Yermack presented this information item. 
 

15 American Public Transportation Association Update 4.6 Garth Hopkins 
Doran Barnes 

I C 

 
American Public Transportation Association Chair Doran Barnes presented this information item. 
 

16 State and Federal Legislative Matters 4.1 Eric Thronson A C 
 
  Recommendation: Approval of Staff Recommendations 
  Action Taken: Approved 
Motion: Madaffer Second: Dunn Recused: None Absent: Burke 

  Vote result: 9-0 
  Ayes: Alvarado, Dunn, Earp, Ghielmetti, Guardino, Inman, Kehoe, Madaffer, Tavaglione 
  Nays: None 
  Abstained: None 
 
Changes to this item were listed on the pink “Changes to CTC Agenda” handout as follows: 
State and Federal Legislative Matters                                                                                                                                             YELLOW BOOK ITEM 
 

17 Budget and Allocation Capacity 
 

4.2 Eric Thronson 
Steven Keck 

I D 

 
CTC Deputy Director Eric Thronson and Caltrans Chief of Budgets Steven Keck presented this informational item. 
 

18 Road Charge Technical Advisory Committee and Pilot 
Program Update 

4.3 Mitch Weiss I C 
 

 
CTC Assistant Deputy Director Dawn Cheser presented this informational item. 
 

19 Development of California Freight Investment Program  
Guidelines for National Highway Freight Formula Funds and 
Relief Loan Repayment Funds 

4.11 Dawn Cheser I C 

 
CTC Assistant Deputy Director Dawn Cheser presented this informational item. 
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20 Adoption of 2017 Active Transportation Program – Statewide 
and Small Urban & Rural Components  

4.8 Laurie Waters A C 

 
  Recommendation: Approval 
  Action Taken: Approved 
Motion: Ghielmetti Second: Earp Recused: None Absent: Burke, Dunn, Madaffer 

  Vote result: 7-0 
  Ayes: Alvarado, Earp, Ghielmetti, Guardino, Inman, Kehoe, Tavaglione 
  Nays: None 
  Abstained: None 
 
Changes to this item were listed on the pink “Changes to CTC Agenda” handout as follows: 
Adoption of 2017 Active Transportation Program - Statewide and Small Urban & Rural Components YELLOW REPLACEMENT ITEM & 
                                                                                                                                              PINK SUPPLEMENTAL ITEMS (letters) 
Speakers: 
Rosemarie Gaglione – City of Goleta 
Michael Guttierrez – Westside Community Member of Santa Barbara 
Greg Hart – Santa Barbara City Council 
Donn Longstreet - Westside Community Member of Santa Barbara 
Eve Sanford – Santa Barbara Bicycle Coalition 
Mariela Magana – Leadership Counsel for Justice and Accountability 
Marven Norman – Inland Empire Biking Alliance 
Tony Dang – California Walks 
Jeanie Ward–Waller – California Bicycle Coalition 
Bill Sadler – Safe Routes to Schools National Coalition 
Jared Sanchez - California Bicycle Coalition & Los Angeles Bicycle Coalition 
Rob Dayton – City of Santa Barbara 
Todd Amspoker – Micheltorena Neighborhood Association 
Cameron Gray – Community Environmental Council 
Peter Brown – City of Santa Barbara 
Christopher Price - Micheltorena Neighborhood Association 
Stella Kim – California Pan Ethnic Health Network 
Tom Kirk – Coachella Valley Association of Governments 
 

21 
2:00pm 

Southern California Workshop – Final Draft Regional  
Transportation Plan Guidelines For MPOs and RTPAs 

4.16 Garth Hopkins I  C 

 
CTC Deputy Director Garth Hopkins presented this informational item. 
 
Speakers: 
Charles “Muggs” Stoll – San Diego Association of Governments 
Stella Kim – California Pan Ethnic Health Network 
Bill Sadler - Safe Routes to Schools National Partnership 
Bill Higgins – California Association of Councils of Governments  
Hasan Ikhrata – Southern California Association of Governments 
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22 Caltrans’ Interim Guidance for Local Development/  

Intergovernmental Review (LD/IGR)  
4.12 Garth Hopkins 

Kome Ajise 
A  C/D 

 
Caltrans Chief Deputy Director Kome Ajise presented this item. 
 
  Recommendation: Direct CTC staff to prepare a comment letter to this document. 
  Action Taken: Approved 
Motion: Earp Second: Tavaglione Recused: None Absent: Burke 

  Vote result: 9-0 
  Ayes: Alvarado, Dunn, Earp, Ghielmetti, Guardino, Inman, Kehoe, Madaffer, Tavaglione 
  Nays: None 
  Abstained: None 
 
Changes to this item were listed on the pink “Changes to CTC Agenda” handout as follows: 
Caltrans’ Interim Guidance for Local Development/Intergovernmental Review YELLOW REPLACEMENT ITEM & 
                                                                                                                                                   YELLOW SUPPLEMENTAL ITEM 
Speakers: 
Richard Lyon – California Building Industry Alliance 
Andrew Henderson – Construction Industry Air Quality Coalition 
Hasan Ikhrata – Southern California Association of Governments 
 

23 Caltrans’ Response to the Statewide Tree Mortality Issue – 
Short and Long Term Strategies 

4.4 Rick Guevel 
Tony Tavares 

I D 

 
Item 23 was withdrawn at the meeting. 
 

24 2017 State Highway System Management Plan  
 

4.13 Rick Guevel 
Mike Johnson 

I  D 

 
Caltrans Deputy Director for Asset Management Mike Johnson presented this informational item. 
 

25 Proposition 1B Bond Program Project Benefits  4.14 Dawn Cheser 
Bruce DeTerra 

I D 

 
Item 25 was withdrawn at the meeting. 
 

 INFORMATION CALENDAR Rick Guevel 
26 Informational Reports on Allocations Under Delegated 

Authority  
--Emergency G-11 Allocations (2.5f.(1)):  $16,250,000 for ten 

projects 
--SHOPP Safety Sub-Allocations (2.5f.(3)): $43,838,000 for eight 

projects 
--Minor G-05-16 Allocations (2.5f.(4)):  $1,071,000 for two projects 

2.5f.  I D 

 
This item was presented as part of the Information Calendar. 
 

 Reports for Projects that have been Allocated but not Awarded: 
27 State Highway Projects  3.2a.  I D 

 
This item was presented as part of the Information Calendar. 
 
Changes to this item were listed on the pink “Changes to CTC Agenda” handout as follows: 
Reports for Projects Allocated but Not Awarded – State Highway Projects 
--Revise Book Item; correct the second chart on Page 2 of 2 as: “FY 2015-2016 2016-17 Allocations” and “August 2015 2016”. 
--No change to Book Item Attachment. 
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28 Local Assistance STIP Projects  3.2b.  I D 

 
This item was presented as part of the Information Calendar. 
 

29 Local Assistance ATP Projects  3.2c.  I D 
 
This item was presented as part of the Information Calendar. 
 

 Quarterly Report: First Quarter – Fiscal Year 2016-17 
30 Proposition 1A – High Speed Passenger Train Bond Program  3.4  I D 

 
This item was presented as part of the Information Calendar. 
 

31 Caltrans Rail Operations 3.5  I D 
 
This item was presented as part of the Information Calendar. 
 

32 Caltrans Finance Report 3.10  I D 
 
This item was presented as part of the Information Calendar. 
 

 Other Reports 
33 Local Assistance Lump Sum Allocation for the period ending 

September 30, 2016 
3.3  I D 

 
This item was presented as part of the Information Calendar.  
 

34 Balance Report on AB 1012 “Use It or Lose It” Provisions for 
FFY 2014 Unobligated CMAQ and RSTP Funds 

3.6  I D 

 
This item was presented as part of the Information Calendar. 
 

35 Notification of AB 1012 “Use It or Lose It” Provision for FFY 
2015 Unobligated CMAQ and RSTP Funds 

3.7  I D 

 
This item was presented as part of the Information Calendar. 
 

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

3.9  I C 

 
This item was presented as part of the Information Calendar. 
 
 BEGIN CONSENT CALENDAR Rick Guevel  

 
  Recommendation: Approval 
  Action Taken: Approved 
Motion: Madaffer Second:  Inman Recused: None Absent: Burke 

  Vote result: 9-0 
  Ayes: Alvarado, Dunn, Earp, Ghielmetti, Guardino, Inman, Kehoe, Madaffer, Tavaglione 
  Nays: None 
  Abstained: None 
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37 Approval of Projects for Future Consideration of Funding: 
02-Sha-5, PM R3.8/R11.7  
Redding to Anderson 6-Lane Project  
Construct roadway improvements on a portion of Interstate 5 in 
Shasta County.  (ND) (PPNOs 03445A and 03445B) (STIP) 
 

03-Nev-80, PM 18.3/19.3 
Nevada-80 Water Supply Pipeline for Truckee CHP Inspection 
Station 
Install a water supply line to an existing CHP Inspection Station 
on Interstate 80 in Nevada County.   
(ND) (PPNO 4295) (SHOPP) 
 

03-Nev-174, PM 2.7/4.6 
Nevada 174 Highway Realignment Project  
Realign a portion of SR 174 in Nevada County.   
(MND) (PPNO 4451) (SHOPP) 
 

03-Col-20, PM 31.8/32.8  
Colusa Rehabilitation Project  
Construct roadway improvements on a portion of SR 20 in Colusa 
County.  (ND) (PPNO 2950) (SHOPP) 
 

05-Mon-1, PM 72.3/72.9  
State Route 1/Rio Road to Carmel Valley Road Operational 
Improvement Project  
Construct roadway improvements on a portion of SR 1 in 
Monterey County.  (MND) (PPNO 1814) (STIP) 
 

05-SCr-17, PM 0.2/0.5  
Pasatiempo Shoulder Widening  
Widening existing shoulders on a portion of SR 17 in Santa Cruz 
County.  (MND) (PPNO 2422) (SHOPP) 
 

05-SLO-101, PM 16.4  
Pismo Creek Scour Repair Project  
Repair scour damage on an existing bridge on SR 101 in San 
Luis Obispo County.  (MND) (PPNO 2387) (SHOPP) 
 

06-Ker-99, PM 23.6/28.4 
Bakersfield 99 Rehabilitation Project  
Construct roadway improvements on a portion of SR 99 in Kern 
County.  (MND) (PPNO 6661) (SHOPP) 
 

06-Kin-41, PM 34.4/35.0 
Kansas Avenue Intersection Improvement Project  
Construct intersection improvements on SR 41 at Kansas  
Avenue in Kings County.  (ND) (PPNO 6734) (SHOPP) 
 

08-SBd-395, PM 35.5/39.1  
US Highway 395 Widen Median and Shoulder and Install  
Rumble Strips Project  
Construct roadway improvements on a portion of US 395 in San 
Bernardino County.  (MND) (PPNO 0388P) (SHOPP) 

2.2c.(1)  A D 

 
This item was presented and approved as part of the Consent Calendar. 
 
Changes to this item were listed on the pink “Changes to CTC Agenda” handout as follows: 
Approval of Projects for Future Consideration of Funding 
--Revise Agenda Language for 08-SBd-395, PM 35.5/39.1; PPNO should be 0358P not 0388P. 
--Revise Book Item for 08-SBd-395, PM 35.5/39.1; in the bulleted item, the county should be San Bernardino not Riverside and the PPNO should be 0358P   

not 0388P. 
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38 Approval of Project for Future Consideration of Funding: 
10 – San Joaquin County 
River Road Intersection and Sidewalk Improvement Project. 
Construct intersection improvements (i.e., sidewalk, traffic 
signal, landscaping, etc.).  (ND) (PPNO 3210)  (ATP) 
(Related item under Ref. 2.5w.(1)) 

2.2c (2)  A C 

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

39 Approval of Project for Future Consideration of Funding: 
06 – Fresno County 
Fresno Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) Project. Construct a 15.7-mile 
Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) in the City of Fresno. 
(MND) (PPNO CP016) (TCRP) 
(Related Item under Ref. 2.6g.(1)) 

2.2c (3)  A C 

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

40 Five Relinquishment Resolutions -  
 

--04-SCl-101-PM 50.7/51.2 
Right of way along Route 101 on East Bayshore Road, in the 
city of Palo Alto. 
 

--08-SBd-215-PM 5.0/9.5 
Right of way along Route 215 from Auto Center Road to  
Massachusetts Avenue, in the city of San Bernardino. 
 
--11-SD-125-PM-13.5/14.0, 11-SD-94-PM 10.5/10.8 
Right of way along Route 125 on Bowling Green Drive and 
Echo Drive and along Route 94 on Panorama Drive, in the city 
of La Mesa. 
 

--11-Imp-86-PM 8.8/12.3 
Right of way on Route 86 (Imperial Avenue) between the 
south and north city boundaries, in the city of Imperial. 
 
--12-Ora-5-PM 8.3/8.6 
Right of way along Route 5 on Camino Capistrano, in the city 
of San Juan Capistrano. 

2.3c.  A D 

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

41 One Vacation Resolution: 
--07-LA-1-PM 41.1/41.7 
Right of way along Route 1 from 0.4 mile west of Tuna  
Canyon Road to 0.2 mile east of Tuna Canyon Road, in the 
city of Malibu. 

2.3d.  A D 

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

42 
8 Ayes 

11 Resolutions of Necessity 
--Resolutions C-21497 through C-21507 

2.4b.  A D 

 
This item was presented and approved as part of the Consent Calendar. 
 
Changes to this item were listed on the pink “Changes to CTC Agenda” handout as follows: 
11 10 Resolutions of Necessity 
Resolutions C-21497 through C-21507 C-21506 
 Resolution C-21507 (Paul Seng, a single man, 10-Sta-132-PM 32.4, Parcel 16726-1, 2 - EA 0W9009) - Withdrawn prior to the CTC meeting. 
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43 Director’s Deeds 
--Items 1 through 11  
Excess Lands - Return to State:    $5,585,200 

Return to Others:  $0 

2.4d.  A D 

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

44 Request to de-allocate $215,980 in Proposition 1B TFA 
construction from the North Old Stage Road Project in Siskiyou 
County, due to savings at project closeout. (PPNO 2300) 

2.5g.(3)  A D 

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

45 Request to amend Resolution TIRCP-1516-05 to clarify the 
project scope of the San Joaquin Regional Transit District’s 
Bus Rapid Transit Expansion – MLK and Crosstown Miner 
Corridors project, in San Joaquin County.(PPNO CP011) 

2.6g.(2)  A D 

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

46 Rescind $432,000 in Aeronautic – Acquisition & Development 
funding from the Ruth Airport, in Trinity County, originally 
allocated under Resolution FDOA-2014-07. (Tri-7-14-07) 
(Related Item under Ref. 2.7a.) 

2.7c.(1)  A D 

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

47 Rescind $88,000 in supplemental Aeronautic – Acquisition & 
Development funding from the Ruth Airport, in Trinity County, 
originally allocated under Resolution FDOAS-2016-01.  
(Tri-7-14-07) 
(Related Item under Ref. 2.7a.) 

2.7c.(2)  A D 

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

48 Technical Correction – STIP PPM: 
Correct the PPNO under Resolution FP-16-03 for Project 14 – 
MTC’s Planning, Programming and Monitoring project for  
San Mateo County.  

2.9  A D 

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

 END OF CONSENT CALENDAR 
 Environmental Matters  

49 Approval of Projects for Future Consideration of Funding: 
03-Pla-80, PM 1.9/6.1, 03-Pla-65, PM R4.8/R7.3  
I-80/SR 65 Interchange Improvement Project  
Construct interchange and roadway improvements on 
Interstate 80 at SR 65 in Placer County.   
(FEIR) (PPNOs 6913A and 5108)  (SHOPP) 

2.2c.(4) Garth Hopkins  
Katrina Pierce 

A D 

 
  Recommendation: Approval 
  Action Taken: Approved 
Motion: Tavaglione Second: Dunn Recused: None Absent: Burke 

  Vote result: 9-0 
  Ayes: Alvarado, Dunn, Earp, Ghielmetti, Guardino, Inman, Kehoe, Madaffer, Tavaglione 
  Nays: None 
  Abstained: None 
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50 Approval of Project for Future Consideration of Funding: 
04 – Santa Clara/San Francisco Counties 
Peninsula Corridor Electrification Project. Electrify the Caltrain 
Corridor from 4th/King Caltrain Station to the Tamien Caltrain 
Station.  (FEIR) (TIRCP) 

2.2c.(5) Garth Hopkins A C 

 
  Recommendation: Approval 
  Action Taken: Approved 
Motion: Tavaglione Second: Inman Recused: None Absent: Burke 

  Vote result: 9-0 
  Ayes: Alvarado, Dunn, Earp, Ghielmetti, Guardino, Inman, Kehoe, Madaffer, Tavaglione 
  Nays: None 
  Abstained: None 
 

 PROGRAM UPDATES 
51 Amendment to the FY 2016-17 State Transportation 

Improvement Program Policy on Advance Project Allocations. 
4.17 Mitch Weiss A C 

 
  Recommendation: Approval 
  Action Taken: Approved 
Motion: Tavaglione Second: Inman Recused: None Absent: Burke 

  Vote result: 9-0 
  Ayes: Alvarado, Dunn, Earp, Ghielmetti, Guardino, Inman, Kehoe, Madaffer, Tavaglione 
  Nays: None 
  Abstained: None 
 

52 Amendment to the FY 2016-17 Active Transportation Program 
Policy on Project Amendments and Advance Project  
Allocations. 

4.19 Laurie Waters A C 

 
  Recommendation: Approval 
  Action Taken: Approved 
Motion: Earp Second: Dunn Recused: None Absent: Burke 

  Vote result: 9-0 
  Ayes: Alvarado, Dunn, Earp, Ghielmetti, Guardino, Inman, Kehoe, Madaffer, Tavaglione 
  Nays: None 
  Abstained: None 
 

53 ATP Amendment for Approval: 
The Town of Paradise proposes to amend the Cycle 1, Active 
Transportation Program, Person Rd SR2S Connectivity 
project, to revise the project scope. (PPNO 1018) 

4.9 Laurie Waters 
Rihui Zhang 

A D 

 
  Recommendation: Approval 
  Action Taken: Approved 
Motion: Ghielmetti Second: Tavaglione Recused: None Absent: Burke 

  Vote result: 9-0 
  Ayes: Alvarado, Dunn, Earp, Ghielmetti, Guardino, Inman, Kehoe, Madaffer, Tavaglione 
  Nays: None 
  Abstained: None 
 

54 ATP Amendment for Approval: 
The City of Laguna Hills proposes to amend the Cycle 1, 
Active Transportation Program, La Paz Sidewalk Widening 
Project to remove scope from the project. (PPNO 2170I) 

4.10 Laurie Waters 
Rihui Zhang 

A D 

 
 This item was withdrawn prior to the meeting. 
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 Amendment of the 2015 Active Transportation Program MPO Competitive Component for the  
Southern California Association of Governments 

55 The Southern California Association of Governments  
proposes to program an additional $225,000 in Active  
Transportation Program (ATP) funds for the PA&ED phase of 
the Orange County OC Loop Coyote Creek project  
(PPNO 1005) in Orange County. 

4.18 Laurie Waters 
Rihui Zhang 

A C 

 
  Recommendation: Approval 
  Action Taken: Approved 
Motion: Inman Second: Tavaglione Recused: None Absent: Burke 

  Vote result: 9-0 
  Ayes: Alvarado, Dunn, Earp, Ghielmetti, Guardino, Inman, Kehoe, Madaffer, Tavaglione 
  Nays: None 
  Abstained: None 
 

 PROJECT BUSINESS MATTERS     
 SHOPP Program Amendments for Approval: 

56 Request to:  
--Add 21 new projects into the 2016 SHOPP  
--Revise 26 projects currently programmed in the 2016 SHOPP.  

2.1a.(1) Rick Guevel 
Bruce De Terra 

A D 

 
  Recommendation: Approval 
  Action Taken: Approved 
Motion: Earp Second: Dunn Recused: None Absent: Burke 

  Vote result: 9-0 
  Ayes: Alvarado, Dunn, Earp, Ghielmetti, Guardino, Inman, Kehoe, Madaffer, Tavaglione 
  Nays: None 
  Abstained: None 
 
Changes to this item were listed on the pink “Changes to CTC Agenda” handout as follows: 
SHOPP Amendment for Approval to add 21 projects and revise 26 projects in the 2016 SHOPP.                           YELLOW REPLACEMENT ITEM 
 

 STIP Amendment for Notice 
57 The City of Elk Grove and the Sacramento Area Council of 

Governments are proposing to program an AB 3090 cash 
reimbursement project (PPNO 1667A) and use local funds for 
construction of the ITS Master Plan - Phase 4 Implementation 
project (PPNO 1667) in Sacramento County, with later 
reimbursement in FY 2019-20. 

2.1b. Mitch Weiss 
Bruce De Terra 

I D 

 
CTC Assistant Deputy Director Dawn Cheser presented this informational item. 
 

 TCRP Amendments for Action 
58 The Department and the Alameda County Transportation  

Commission propose to amend the Tier 1 - TCRP Project 4.0 
(Sunol Grade HOV Corridor-Southbound project (PPNO 
A0157D) and the Sunol Grade Sabercat Mitigation for 
Southbound HOV (PPNO 0157M) to revise the project funding 
plan and re-allocate previously allocated funds.  

2.1a.(2)/ 
2.5t.(1) 

 

Dawn Cheser 
Bruce De Terra 

A D 

 
  Recommendation: Approval 
  Action Taken: Approved 
Motion: Tavaglione Second: Ghielmetti Recused: None Absent: Burke 

  Vote result: 9-0 
  Ayes: Alvarado, Dunn, Earp, Ghielmetti, Guardino, Inman, Kehoe, Madaffer, Tavaglione 
  Nays: None 
  Abstained: None 
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 Proposition 1B Bond Program Amendment 
59 Trade Corridors Improvement Fund Baseline Amendment: 

Project 15 – San Gabriel Valley Grade Separation Program in 
Los Angeles County. (PPNO TC15)  

2.1c.(5) Dawn Cheser 
Rihui Zhang 

A D 

 
  Recommendation: Approval 
  Action Taken: Approved 
Motion: Earp Second: Inman Recused: None Absent: Burke 

  Vote result: 9-0 
  Ayes: Alvarado, Dunn, Earp, Ghielmetti, Guardino, Inman, Kehoe, Madaffer, Tavaglione 
  Nays: None 
  Abstained: None 
 

 ALLOCATIONS 
 PUC Set-Aside Allocations 

60 Proposed FY 2017-18 Allocation Set-Aside for the PUC  
Railroad Grade Crossing Protection Maintenance Program.  

4.5 Dawn Cheser A C 

 
  Recommendation: Approval 
  Action Taken: Approved 
Motion: Tavaglione Second: Madaffer Recused: None Absent: Burke 

  Vote result: 9-0 
  Ayes: Alvarado, Dunn, Earp, Ghielmetti, Guardino, Inman, Kehoe, Madaffer, Tavaglione 
  Nays: None 
  Abstained: None 
 

 SHOPP Allocations 
61 Request of $190,038,000 for 10 SHOPP projects.  2.5b.(1) Rick Guevel 

Bruce De Terra 
A D 

 
  Recommendation: Approval 
  Action Taken: Approved 
Motion: Madaffer Second: Tavaglione Recused: None Absent: Burke 

  Vote result: 9-0 
  Ayes: Alvarado, Dunn, Earp, Ghielmetti, Guardino, Inman, Kehoe, Madaffer, Tavaglione 
  Nays: None 
  Abstained: None 
 

 STIP Allocations  
62 Request of $8,058,000 for two State administered STIP 

projects, on the State Highway System. 
2.5c.(1) Mitch Weiss 

Bruce De Terra 
A D 

 
CTC Assistant Deputy Director Dawn Cheser presented this action item.  
 
Items 62 and 63 were taken together. 
  
  Recommendation: Approval 
  Action Taken: Approved 
Motion: Tavaglione Second: Dunn Recused: None Absent: Burke 

  Vote result: 9-0 
  Ayes: Alvarado, Dunn, Earp, Ghielmetti, Guardino, Inman, Kehoe, Madaffer, Tavaglione 
  Nays: None 
  Abstained: None 
 
Changes to this item were listed on the pink “Changes to CTC Agenda” handout as follows: 
STIP Allocation Request of $8,058,000 for two State Administered Projects on the SHS. YELLOW REPLACEMENT ITEM 
                                                                                                                                                                 (Attachment only) 
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63 Request of $832,000 for four locally administered STIP 
projects, off the State Highway System. 
2.5c.(3a) -- $190,000 for one STIP projects. 
2.5c.(3b) -- $642,000 for three STIP Planning, Programming, 

and Monitoring projects. 

2.5c.(3) Mitch Weiss 
Bruce De Terra 

A D 

 
CTC Assistant Deputy Director Dawn Cheser presented this action item.  
 
Items 62 and 63 were taken together. 
  
  Recommendation: Approval 
  Action Taken: Approved 
Motion: Tavaglione Second: Dunn Recused: None Absent: Burke 

  Vote result: 9-0 
  Ayes: Alvarado, Dunn, Earp, Ghielmetti, Guardino, Inman, Kehoe, Madaffer, Tavaglione 
  Nays: None 
  Abstained: None 
 

 Supplemental Request - Allocations for Capital Outlay Support  
64 Request of $23,200,000 in additional funds for construction 

support and $1,700,000 for right of way support for the 
Schuyler Heim Bridge Replacement project on Route 47 in 
Los Angeles County.  This results in an increase of 6.4 
percent in construction support and 0.5 percent in right of way 
support, over the current project budget. (PPNO 0444E) 

2.5e.(1) Rick Guevel 
Carrie Bowen 

A D 

 
This item was withdrawn prior to the meeting. 
  

65 Approval of Additional Capital Outlay Support for SHOPP: 
 
1) Request $1,887,000 in additional programming for the 
Project Approval and Environmental Document phase of the 
Lagunitas Creek Bridge replacement SHOPP project  
(PPNO 0756K) on Route 1 in Marin County. (Resolution  
FA-16-11).   
 

2) Request of $2,000,000 in additional programming for the 
Construction Support phase for the San Francisco Oakland 
Bay Bridge Maintenance Complex Warehouse replacement 
SHOPP project (PPNO 0063L) on Route 80 in Alameda 
County. (Resolution FA-16-12) 

2.5e.(2) Rick Guevel 
Bijan Sartipi 

A D 

 
Part 2 of item 65 was withdrawn prior to the meeting.  
 
Part 1 of item 65 will be presented at the January 2017 Commission meeting. 
 
Changes to this item were listed on the pink “Changes to CTC Agenda” handout as follows: 
Supplemental Request – Allocation for Capital Outlay Support for SHOPP projects. YELLOW REPLACEMENT ITEM 
Project 2 (PPNO 04-0063L) San Francisco Oakland Bay Bridge Maintenance Complex.                              Withdrawn prior to the CTC meeting. 
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 Lump Sum - Proposition 1B LBSRA Allocation 
66 Request of $9,793,335 in Proposition 1B Local Bridge Seismic 

Retrofit Program Bond Lump Sum for Federal Fiscal Year 
2016-17. 

2.5g.(4) Rick Guevel 
Rihui Zhang 

A D 

 
  Recommendation: Approval 
  Action Taken: Approved 
Motion: Tavaglione Second: Madaffer Recused: None Absent: Burke, Dunn 

  Vote result: 8-0 
  Ayes: Alvarado, Earp, Ghielmetti, Guardino, Inman, Kehoe, Madaffer, Tavaglione 
  Nays: None 
  Abstained: None 
 

 TCRP Project Allocations for Tier 2 Projects 
67 Request of $500,000 for State administered TCRP Project 4 – 

Sunol Grade HOV Corridor-Southbound, in Alameda County, 
on the State Highway System.  (PPNO A0157J) 

2.5t.(2a) Dawn Cheser 
Bruce De Terra 

A D 

 
  Items 67 and 68 were taken together. 
 
  Recommendation: Approval 
  Action Taken: Approved 
Motion: Madaffer Second: Earp Recused: None Absent: Burke, Dunn 

  Vote result: 8-0 
  Ayes: Alvarado, Earp, Ghielmetti, Guardino, Inman, Kehoe, Madaffer, Tavaglione 
  Nays: None 
  Abstained: None 
 

68 Request of $774,000 for two locally administered TCRP Rail 
projects. 

2.5t.(2b) Dawn Cheser 
Bruce De Terra 

A D 

 
  Items 67 and 68 were taken together. 
 
  Recommendation: Approval 
  Action Taken: Approved 
Motion: Madaffer Second: Earp Recused: None Absent: Burke, Dunn 

  Vote result: 8-0 
  Ayes: Alvarado, Earp, Ghielmetti, Guardino, Inman, Kehoe, Madaffer, Tavaglione 
  Nays: None 
  Abstained: None 
 

 Active Transportation Program (ATP) Project Allocations 
69 Request of $30,425,000 for 39 Active Transportation Program 

projects. 
(Related item under Ref. 2.2c.(2)) 

2.5w.(1) Laurie Waters 
Rihui Zhang 

A D 

   
  Items 69 and 70 were taken together. 
 
  Recommendation: Approval 
  Action Taken: Approved 
Motion: Tavaglione Second: Madaffer Recused: None Absent: Burke, Dunn 

  Vote result: 8-0 
  Ayes: Alvarado, Earp, Ghielmetti, Guardino, Inman, Kehoe, Madaffer, Tavaglione 
  Nays: None 
  Abstained: None 
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Changes to this item were listed on the pink “Changes to CTC Agenda” handout as follows: 
ATP Allocation request of $30,425,000 for 39 projects 
--Revise Attachment as follows: 

--Project 2 (PPNO 01-3105) - Change Right of Way note as follows:  
(Right of Way Certification 1: Pending Right of Way Certification 2: 12/06/2016.) 
--Project 9 (PPNO 04-1040A) - Right of Way Certification date should be 11/18/2016 not 09/12/2016. 

--Project 10 (PPNO 05-2599) - Add the following note:  Time extension for FY 15/16 PS&E expires on April 30, 2017. 
 

 Advance - Active Transportation Program (ATP) Projects 
70 Request of $1,190,000 for the Active Transportation 

Resources Center (ATRC) project, programmed in FY 17-18, 
in various counties. (PPNO 0774) 

2.5w.(2) Laurie Waters 
Rihui Zhang 

A D 

 
  Items 69 and 70 were taken together. 
 
  Recommendation: Approval 
  Action Taken: Approved 
Motion: Tavaglione Second: Madaffer Recused: None Absent: Burke, Dunn 

  Vote result: 8-0 
  Ayes: Alvarado, Earp, Ghielmetti, Guardino, Inman, Kehoe, Madaffer, Tavaglione 
  Nays: None 
  Abstained: None 
 
Changes to this item were listed on the pink “Changes to CTC Agenda” handout as follows: 
Advance ATP allocation for $1,190,000 for the Active Transportation Resource Center (PPNO 0774) 
--Revise Book Item Attachment to correct the Project ID from “5017000034” to “0017000034 
 

 Transit & Intercity Rail Capital Program (TIRCP) 
71 Letter of No Prejudice:   

Transit and Intercity Rail Capital Program - Peninsula Corridor 
Electrification Project. 

2.1c.(10) Mitch Weiss 
Bruce Roberts 

A D 

 
CTC Assistant Deputy Director Dawn Cheser presented this action item. 
 
  Recommendation: Approval 
  Action Taken: Approved 
Motion: Tavaglione Second: Earp Recused: None Absent: Burke, Dunn 

  Vote result: 8-0 
  Ayes: Alvarado, Earp, Ghielmetti, Guardino, Inman, Kehoe, Madaffer, Tavaglione 
  Nays: None 
  Abstained: None 
 

 Transit & Intercity Rail Capital Program (TIRCP) Project Allocations 
72 Request of $4,083,000 for the locally administered Transit and 

Intercity Rail Capital Program Metropolitan Rapid Transit and 
Rail Connectivity Project, in Fresno County.(PPNO CP016) 
(Related Items under Ref. 2.2c.(3)) 

2.6g.(1) Mitch Weiss 
Bruce Roberts 

A D 

 
CTC Associate Deputy Director Laurie Waters presented this action item. 
 
  Recommendation: Approval 
  Action Taken: Approved 
Motion: Madaffer Second: Tavaglione Recused: None Absent: Burke, Dunn 

  Vote result: 8-0 
  Ayes: Alvarado, Earp, Ghielmetti, Guardino, Inman, Kehoe, Madaffer, Tavaglione 
  Nays: None 
  Abstained: None 
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 Aeronautics Project Allocations 
73 Request of $499,000 for the Baker Airport Rehabilitation 

Runway project in San Bernardino County. (SBD-38-16-1) 
(Related Items under Ref. 2.7c.(1) & 2.7c.(2)) 

2.7a. Dawn Cheser 
Gary Cathey 

A D 

 
This item was withdrawn prior to the meeting. 
 

 TIME EXTENSION REQUESTS 
 Contract Award Time Extension 

74 Request to extend the period of contract award for nine locally 
administered ATP projects, per ATP Guidelines. 

2.8b.(1) Laurie Waters 
Rihui Zhang 

A D 

 
  Items 74 through 78 were taken together. 
 
  Recommendation: Approval 
  Action Taken: Approved 
Motion: Kehoe Second: Earp Recused: None Absent: Burke, Dunn 

  Vote result: 8-0 
  Ayes: Alvarado, Earp, Ghielmetti, Guardino, Inman, Kehoe, Madaffer, Tavaglione 
  Nays: None 
  Abstained: None 
 
Changes to this item were listed on the pink “Changes to CTC Agenda” handout as follows: 
Request to extend the period of contract award for nine locally administered ATP projects 
Project 6 (PPNO 06-6751) City of Wasco/Kern County – Teresa Burke Elementary School Bike & Pedestrian Infrastructure Improvement Project. -                             

Withdrawn prior to the CTC meeting.  (Project awarded.) 
 

75 Request to extend the period of contract award for the City of 
Galt’s C Street/Central Galt Complete Streets project in 
Sacramento County, per STIP Guidelines.  (PPNO 6576) 

2.8b.(2) Laurie Waters 
Rihui Zhang 

A D 

 
  Items 74 through 78 were taken together. 
 
  Recommendation: Approval 
  Action Taken: Approved 
Motion: Kehoe Second: Earp Recused: None Absent: Burke, Dunn 

  Vote result: 8-0 
  Ayes: Alvarado, Earp, Ghielmetti, Guardino, Inman, Kehoe, Madaffer, Tavaglione 
  Nays: None 
  Abstained: None 
 

76 Request to extend the period of contract award for three 
SHOPP projects, per STIP Guidelines. 

2.8b.(3) Rick Guevel 
Bruce De Terra 

A D 

 
  Items 74 through 78 were taken together. 
 
  Recommendation: Approval 
  Action Taken: Approved 
Motion: Kehoe Second: Earp Recused: None Absent: Burke, Dunn 

  Vote result: 8-0 
  Ayes: Alvarado, Earp, Ghielmetti, Guardino, Inman, Kehoe, Madaffer, Tavaglione 
  Nays: None 
  Abstained: None 
 
Changes to this item were listed on the pink “Changes to CTC Agenda” handout as follows: 
Request to extend the period of contract award for three SHOPP projects 
 Project 2 (PPNO 03-2360) Santa Barbara County -                                                           Withdrawn prior to the CTC meeting.  (Project awarded.) 
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77 Request to extend the period of contract award for the Orange 
Transportation Center Parking Structure project in Orange 
County, per STIP Guidelines.  (PPNO 9657) 

2.8b.(4) Mitch Weiss 
Bruce Roberts 

A D 

 
CTC Associate Deputy Director Laurie Waters presented this action item. 
 
 Items 74 through 78 were taken together. 
 
  Recommendation: Approval 
  Action Taken: Approved 
Motion: Kehoe Second: Earp Recused: None Absent: Burke, Dunn 

  Vote result: 8-0 
  Ayes: Alvarado, Earp, Ghielmetti, Guardino, Inman, Kehoe, Madaffer, Tavaglione 
  Nays: None 
  Abstained: None 
 

78 Request to extend the period of contract award for the 
Willowbrook/Rosa Parks Station and Blue Line Light Rail 
Operational Improvement project in Los Angeles County, per 
TIRCP Guidelines. 

2.8b.(5) Mitch Weiss 
Bruce Roberts 

A D 

   
CTC Associate Deputy Director Laurie Waters presented this action item. 
 
Items 74 through 78 were taken together. 
 
  Recommendation: Approval 
  Action Taken: Approved 
Motion: Kehoe Second: Earp Recused: None Absent: Burke, Dunn 

  Vote result: 8-0 
  Ayes: Alvarado, Earp, Ghielmetti, Guardino, Inman, Kehoe, Madaffer, Tavaglione 
  Nays: None 
  Abstained: None 
 

79 Request to extend the period of contract award for the Bus 
Rapid Transit Expansion – MLK and Crosstown Miners 
Corridors project in San Joaquin County, per TIRCP 
Guidelines. 

2.8b.(6) Mitch Weiss 
Bruce Roberts  

A D 

 
CTC Associate Deputy Director Laurie Waters presented this action item. 
   
  Recommendation: Approval 
  Action Taken: Approved 
Motion: Tavaglione Second: Earp Recused: None Absent: Burke, Dunn 

  Vote result: 8-0 
  Ayes: Alvarado, Earp, Ghielmetti, Guardino, Inman, Kehoe, Madaffer, Tavaglione 
  Nays: None 
  Abstained: None 
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 Project Completion Time Extension 
80 Request to extend the period of project completion for the 

Stockton to Escalon Double Track project (Segment 3), in San 
Joaquin County, per STIP Guidelines. (PPNO 2030A) 

2.8c. Mitch Weiss 
Bruce Roberts 

A D 

 
CTC Associate Deputy Director Laurie Waters presented this action item. 
 
  Recommendation: Approval 
  Action Taken: Approved 
Motion: Tavaglione Second: Earp Recused: None Absent: Burke, Dunn 

  Vote result: 8-0 
  Ayes: Alvarado, Earp, Ghielmetti, Guardino, Inman, Kehoe, Madaffer, Tavaglione 
  Nays: None 
  Abstained: None 
 
 OTHER MATTERS / PUBLIC COMMENT 6.    

 
No public comments requested. 
 
 ADJOURN 

 
 
 
 
 
 
__________________________________________ 

        Susan Bransen, Executive Director 
         
 
 
        ___________________________________________ 
        Date 
 



STATE OF CALIFORNIA CALIFORNIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION 

M e m o r a n d u m 

To: CHAIR AND COMMISSIONERS CTC Meeting:  January 18-19, 2017 

Reference No.: 1.5 
Action 

From:  SUSAN BRANSEN 
Executive Director 

Subject: MEETINGS FOR COMPENSATION FOR NOVEMBER 2016 (NOVEMBER 1 – 
NOVEMBER 30) 

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

The following meetings are submitted for Commission approval: 

Additional Meetings: 

Bob Alvarado 

• November 3 – Attended the Willits Bypass Ribbon Cutting. Willits

Yvonne Burke 

No Meetings Reported. 

Lucetta Dunn 

• November 2 – Attended the Ontario Airport Transfer Event. Ontario
• November 7 – Teleconference with Susan Bransen Re: CTC Operations. Irvine
• November 10 – Attended the TCA Board Meeting. Irvine
• November 14 – Teleconference with Susan Bransen Re: CTC Operations. Irvine
• November 17 – Meeting with John Boslet, Les Card and Ryan Chamberlain. Re: Caltrans.

Irvine
• November 18 – Teleconference with Mobility 21 Re: Board Meeting. Irvine
• November 21 – Meeting with Kelly Fredericks Re: Ontario Airport. Irvine
• November 22 – Meeting with Mobilitie Re: Caltrans Policy on Broadband. Irvine

Tab 3



  
 
CHAIR AND COMMISSIONERS  Reference No.: 1.5  

  January 18-19, 2017 
  Page 2 of 2 
 

• November 28 – Teleconference with CTC Staff Re: Project Delivery Committee. Irvine 
  

Jim Earp 
 
No Meetings Reported. 

 
James Ghielmetti 

 
• November 3 – Attended the Willits Bypass Ribbon Cutting. Willits 
• November 7 – Teleconference with CTC Staff Re: TBPOC Briefing. Pleasanton 
• November 28 – Teleconference with CTC Staff Re: Project Delivery Committee. Pleasanton 
• November 28 – Meeting with Bijan Sartipi Re: Lake Merritt Railroad Bridge Replacement. 

Pleasanton 
 

Carl Guardino 
 

No Meetings Reported. 
 

Fran Inman 
 

• November 1 – Panelist for TGM Council “The Future of Transportation”. Los Angeles 
• November 7 – Teleconference with CTC Staff Re: NHFP Guidelines. City of Industry  
• November 8 – Attended the Freight Efficiency Workshop. Davis 
• November 9 – Attended STA Awards Event. Rio Vista 
• November 10 – Attended CFIP Guidelines Workshop. Sacramento 
• November 11 – Teleconference with METRO and Carrie Bowen Re: Freight Panel. Los 

Angeles 
• November 16 – Teleconference with Theodore Knapp Re: Freight Study Resources. City of 

Industry 
• November 17 – Tour with Port of Los Angeles and GE Re: Port Information Platform. San 

Pedro 
 

Christine Kehoe 
 

• November 29 – Attended North County Corridor Ground Breaking. San Diego 
 
Jim Madaffer 

 
No Meetings Reported. 

 
Joseph Tavaglione 

 
 No Meetings Reported. 



STATE OF CALIFORNIA  CALIFORNIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION 

M e m o r a n d u m 
 

 

To:  CHAIR AND COMMISSIONERS 
  

CTC Meeting: January 18-19, 2017  

 Reference No.: 1.5  
 Action 
 
 

From:  SUSAN BRANSEN 
 Executive Director 

 

 
Subject: AMENDED MEETINGS FOR COMPENSATION FOR AUGUST 2016 (AUGUST 1- 

AUGUST 30, 2016) 
  
Per Government Code Section 14509, each member of the California Transportation Commission 
(Commission) shall receive compensation of one hundred dollars ($100) per day, but not to exceed 
eight hundred dollars ($800) for any Commission business authorized by the Commission during 
any month, plus the necessary expenses incurred by the member in the performance of the 
member’s duties when a majority of the Commission approves the compensation by a recorded 
vote.  The need for up to eight days per diem per month is unique to the Commission in that its 
members must evaluate projects and issues throughout the state in order to carry out its 
responsibilities.  

 
The following amended meetings are submitted for Commission approval: 

 
Additional Meetings: 

 
Carl Guardino 
 

• August 4 – Meeting with MTC, VTA, Santa Clara County and City of San Jose Re: Traffic 
Issues. San Jose 

• August 15 – Teleconference with CTC Staff Re: Agenda Briefing. San Jose  
• August 23 – Meeting with Santa Clara City Council Re: Transportation Improvements and 

Traffic Relief. Santa Clara 
• August 24 – Meeting with USDOT Secretary Foxx Re: BART Segment Two. Santa Clara 

 
 
 
 



STATE OF CALIFORNIA  CALIFORNIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION 

M e m o r a n d u m 
 

 

To:  CHAIR AND COMMISSIONERS 
  

CTC Meeting: January 18-19, 2017 

 Reference No.: 1.5 
 Action 
 
 

From:  SUSAN BRANSEN 
 Executive Director 

 

 
Subject: MEETINGS FOR COMPENSATION FOR SEPTEMBER 2016 (SEPTEMBER 1 – 

SEPTEMBER 30 
 

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

 
The following meetings are submitted for Commission approval: 

 
Additional Meetings: 

 
Bob Alvarado 
 
• September 14 – Attended the CTC Town Hall Meeting. Bakersfield 
• September 15 – Attended the CTC Town Hall Meeting. Bakersfield 
 

Yvonne Burke 
 
• September 14 – Attended the CTC Town Hall Meeting. Bakersfield 
• September 15 – Attended the CTC Town Hall Meeting. Bakersfield 

 
Lucetta Dunn 
 
• September 8 – Teleconference with Mobility 21 Re: Executive Board Meeting. Irvine 
• September 14 – Attended the CTC Town Hall Meeting. Bakersfield 
• September 15 – Attended the CTC Town Hall Meeting. Bakersfield 
• September 16 – Attended the Mobility 21 Board Meeting. Los Angeles 
• September 19 – Teleconference with Susan Bransen. Re: Weekly Briefing. Irvine 
• September 19 – Meeting with Mike Hennessey and Bryan Starr Re: Interstate 405. Costa Mesa 
• September 26 – Teleconference with Susan Bransen. Re: Weekly Briefing. Irvine 
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• September 26 – Teleconference with Mo Hayes Re: Mobility 21 Panel for Annual Summit. 
Irvine 

• September 29 – Teleconference with Mobility 21 Re: Chairman’s Roundtable Panel Logistics 
and Questions. Irvine 

 
Jim Earp 

 
No Meetings Reported 

 
James Ghielmetti 
 

No Meetings Reported 
 

Carl Guardino 
 
• September 12 – Presentation to IFMA Board Re: Traffic Issues in the Bay Area. Newark 
• September 15 – Presentation to BOMA Re: Traffic Challenges in Silicon Valley. Santa Clara 
 

Fran Inman 
 
• September 14 – Attended the CTC Town Hall Meeting. Bakersfield 
• September 15 – Attended the CTC Town Hall Meeting. Bakersfield 

 
Christine Kehoe 
 

No Meetings Reported 
 

Jim Madaffer 
 

No Meetings Reported 
 

Joseph Tavaglione 
 

• September 6 – Teleconference with CTC Staff Re: TBPOC Briefing. Riverside 



STATE OF CALIFORNIA  CALIFORNIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION 

M e m o r a n d u m 
 

 

To:  CHAIR AND COMMISSIONERS 
  

CTC Meeting: January 18-19, 2017 

 Reference No.: 1.5 
 Action 
 
 

From:  SUSAN BRANSEN 
 Executive Director 

 

 
Subject: AMENDED MEETINGS FOR COMPENSATION FOR OCTOBER 2016 (OCTOBER 1- 

OCTOBER 30, 2016) 
 

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

 
The following amended meetings are submitted for Commission approval: 

 
Additional Meetings: 

 
Carl Guardino 
 
• October 4 – Presentation to Los Gatos Rotary Club Re: Traffic Issues in Silicon Valley. Los 

Gatos 
• October 5 – Presentation to San Jose Rotary Club Re: Traffic Issues in Silicon Valley. San 

Jose 
• October 25 – Meeting with MTC, VTA, Santa Clara County and City of San Jose Re: Traffic 

Issues. San Jose 



1.3 

COMMISSION EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR’S 
REPORT 

A VERBAL PRESENTATION ON THIS ITEM 
WILL BE MADE AT THE CALIFORNIA 

TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION MEETING. 

Tab 4



1.4 

COMMISSIONER REPORTS 

A VERBAL PRESENTATION ON THIS ITEM 
WILL BE MADE AT THE CALIFORNIA 

TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION MEETING. 

Tab 5



1.6 

REPORT BY THE STATE TRANSPORTATION 
AGENCY SECRETARY 

AND/OR UNDERSECRETARY 

A VERBAL PRESENTATION ON THIS ITEM 
WILL BE MADE AT THE CALIFORNIA 

TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION MEETING. 

Tab 6



1.7 

REPORT BY CALTRANS’ DIRECTOR 
AND/OR DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

A VERBAL PRESENTATION ON THIS ITEM 
WILL BE MADE AT THE CALIFORNIA 

TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION MEETING. 

Tab 7



1.11 

REPORT BY UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

A VERBAL PRESENTATION ON THIS ITEM 
WILL BE MADE AT THE CALIFORNIA 

TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION MEETING. 

Tab 8



1.8 

REPORT BY REGIONAL AGENCIES MODERATOR 

A VERBAL PRESENTATION ON THIS ITEM 
WILL BE MADE AT THE CALIFORNIA 

TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION MEETING. 

Tab 9



1.9 

REPORT BY RURAL COUNTIES TASK FORCE CHAIR 

A VERBAL PRESENTATION ON THIS ITEM 
WILL BE MADE AT THE CALIFORNIA 

TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION MEETING. 

Tab 10



1.10 

REPORT BY SELF-HELP COUNTIES COALITION 
MODERATOR 

A VERBAL PRESENTATION ON THIS ITEM 
WILL BE MADE AT THE CALIFORNIA 

TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION MEETING. 

Tab 11



4.5 

INNOVATIONS IN TRANSPORTATION: 
EMERGING TECHNOLOGY FUND BROADBAND 

PRESENTATION 

A VERBAL PRESENTATION ON THIS ITEM 
WILL BE MADE AT THE JANUARY 18-19, 2017 

CALIFORNIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION MEETING. 

Tab 12



4.1 

STATE AND FEDERAL LEGISLATIVE MATTERS 

A VERBAL PRESENTATION ON THIS ITEM 
WILL BE MADE AT THE CALIFORNIA 

TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION MEETING. 

Tab 13



  State of California  California State Transportation Agency 
  DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

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

M e m o r a n d u m 
To: CHAIR AND COMMISSIONERS 
            CALIFORNIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION 

CTC Meeting: January 18-19, 2017  

Reference No.: 4.2 
Informational Item

From:  NORMA ORTEGA 
Chief Financial Officer 

Prepared by: Clark Paulsen, Chief (Acting) 
Division of Budgets 

Subject: BUDGET AND ALLOCATION CAPACITY UPDATE 

SUMMARY: 

Outlined below is an update for the California Transportation Commission (Commission) 
concerning topics related to transportation funding in the state of California (State).  This 
information is intended to supplement portions of the verbal presentation on this item at the 
Commission’s January 2017 meeting. 

Fiscal Year 2016-17 Allocation vs. Capacity 

As of December 31, 2016, the Commission has allocated over $1 billion toward 349 projects in 
Fiscal Year 2016-17.  Adjustments totaled a net of $35 million in savings, leaving approximately 
$1.8 billion (52 percent) in remaining allocation capacity.  Transit and Intercity Rail Capital 
Program capacity has been increased in line with the fall auction results. 

2016-17 Capital Allocations vs. Capacity 
Summary through October 31, 2016 

($ in millions) 

SHOPP STIP TCRP AERO ATP TIRCP BONDS TOTAL 
Allocation 
Capacity $2,267 $236 $191 $6 $227 $171 $263 $3,361

Total Votes 1,280 143 72 2 31 31 37 1,626
Authorized 
Changes1 -35 0 0 0 0 0 0 -35
Remaining 
Capacity $1,022 $93 $119 $4 $166 $140 226 $1,770

Note: Amounts may not sum to totals due to independent rounding. 
1 Authorized changes include project increases and decreases pursuant to the Commission's G-12 process 
  and project rescissions. 
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 State of California  California State Transportation Agency 
 DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

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

M e m o r a n d u m 
To: CHAIR AND COMMISSIONERS 

CALIFORNIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION 
CTC Meeting: January 18-19, 2017 

Reference No.: 4.12 
Action Item 

From:  NORMA ORTEGA 
Chief Financial Officer 

Prepared by: Clark Paulsen, Chief (Acting) 
Division of Budgets 

Subject: 2018 STIP FUND ESTIMATE OVERVIEW AND SCHEDULE ADOPTION 
RESOLUTION G-17-01 

RECOMMENDATION: 

The California Department of Transportation (Department) recommends that the California 
Transportation Commission (Commission) approve Resolution G-17-01 to postpone adoption of the 
2018 State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) Fund Estimate until the scheduled     

August 2017 Commission meeting.   

ISSUE: 

Over the next several months, the Department will work closely with Commission staff to identify 
key issues and assumptions in order to prepare the 2018 STIP Fund Estimate for adoption.  
Department staff will present an overview of the Fund Estimate at the January 2017 Commission 
meeting and request that the Commission approve this resolution postponing adoption of the Fund 
Estimate until the scheduled August 2017 Commission meeting.   

The key milestones for the development of the 2018 STIP Fund Estimate are: 

 January 2017 – Overview
 March 2017 – Present Draft Assumptions and Key Issues
 May 2017 – Approve Assumptions

(pending changes to the May Revision of the 2017-18 Governor’s Budget)
 June 2017 – Present Draft STIP Fund Estimate
 August 2017 – Adopt STIP Fund Estimate

BACKGROUND: 

The purpose of the Fund Estimate is to provide both an estimate of all federal and state resources 
expected to be available for programming in the subsequent STIP and a plan to manage these funds 
over the Estimate period.  The 2018 STIP Fund Estimate will include a five-year forecast from 
fiscal years 2018-19 through 2022-23 for the State Highway Account, the Federal Trust Fund, the 
Public Transportation Account, Proposition 1A, and Proposition 1B.  In addition to the STIP Fund 
Estimate, the Department will concurrently prepare a Fund Estimate for the Aeronautics Account.  
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“Provide a safe, sustainable, integrated and efficient transportation system 

to enhance California’s economy and livability” 

 
Section 14525 (a) of the California Government Code requires the Commission to adopt the STIP 
Fund Estimate by August 15 of each odd-numbered year.  Section 14525 (d) allows the 
Commission to postpone the issuance of the Fund Estimate for up to 90 days.   
 
 
 

RESOLUTION G-17-01: 
 
 

1.1. WHEREAS, Sections 14524 and 14525 of the Government Code require the California 
Department of Transportation (Department) to present, and the California Transportation 
Commission (Commission) to adopt, a biennial fund estimate to include and estimate all 
State and federal funds reasonably expected to be available for the biennial State 
Transportation Improvement Program (STIP), including the amount that may be programmed 
in each county for regional improvement programs; and 
 

1.2. WHEREAS, on January 18, 2017, the Department presented an overview of the 2018 STIP 
Fund Estimate process and schedule in conformance with the 2017 Commission meeting 
schedule; and  
 

1.3. WHEREAS, Section 14525 (a) of the Government Code requires that the Commission adopt 
the Fund Estimate by August 15 of each odd-numbered year; and  
 

1.4. WHEREAS, per the 2017 Commission schedule, the August meeting occurs after the 15th 
day of the month; and 
 

1.5. WHEREAS, Section 14525 (d) of the Government Code authorizes that the Commission 
may delay adoption of the Fund Estimate for up to 90 days. 

 
2.1. NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Commission does hereby postpone the 

adoption of the 2018 Fund Estimate until the scheduled August Commission meeting, per 
Section 14525 (d) of the Government Code. 



STATE OF CALIFORNIA CALIFORNIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION 

M e m o r a n d u m 

To: CHAIR AND COMMISSIONERS CTC Meeting: January 18-19, 2017 

Reference No.: 4.15 
Information 

From:  SUSAN BRANSEN 
Executive Director 

Subject: NORTHERN CALIFORNIA WORKSHOP – FINAL DRAFT REGIONAL 
TRANSPORTATION PLAN GUIDELINES FOR METROPOLITAN PLANNING 
ORGANIZATIONS AND REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLANNING AGENCIES 

SUMMARY: 

The Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) Guidelines are proposed for revision in response to the 
passage of Assembly Bill (AB) 441 (Monning, 2012), as well as changes to federal regulations 
resulting from passage of the Fixing America’s Surface Transportation (FAST) Act of 2015. Prior 
to adopting the amended guidelines, the California Transportation Commission (Commission) is 
statutorily required to hold two workshops; one in Southern California and one in Northern 
California, during regularly scheduled Commission meetings. The Southern California Workshop 
was held December 7, 2016 at the Commission meeting in Riverside. This informational item 
serves as the required Northern California workshop. 

Beginning with the initial June 30, 2016 RTP Guidelines Workgroup (workgroup) kick-off 
meeting, a substantial amount of time and effort has been devoted toward developing technical 
and policy guidance to reflect new state and federal requirements. Additionally, the workgroup 
has worked diligently to capture planning practice advances in the areas of modeling, public health, 
active transportation, freight, climate adaptation planning, and performance measurement.  

The proposed revisions to the RTP Guidelines represent a general consensus of guidance prepared 
through a stakeholder-driven process by the workgroup comprised of  Metropolitan Planning 
Organizations (MPOs) and Regional Transportation Planning Agencies (RTPAs), federal, state, 
regional, and local agencies, as well as individuals and organizations representing environmental, 
social equity, land-use, and business perspectives. Commission staff would like to recognize and 
express appreciation for Caltrans staff and workgroup members that devoted many hours to writing 
text, reviewing and commenting on multiple drafts, participating in numerous meetings, and 
working collaboratively to develop guidelines that set forth a uniform, statewide long-range 
regional transportation planning framework; promote an integrated, multi-modal, and cooperative 
planning process; and facilitate the efficient delivery of transportation projects that meet local, 
regional, state, and federal goals.  
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Subsequent to the Southern California RTP Guidelines workshop held on December 7, 2016, a 
subgroup convened several times to address Title VI and Environmental Justice guidance. 
Highlights of proposed guidelines revisions include, but are not limited to: 
 

• Separating the RTP Guidelines into two versions, one for MPOs and one for RTPAs, to 
better address the specific requirements for metropolitan and non-metropolitan areas; 

• Updating federal requirements throughout to reflect changes resulting from 
implementation of the FAST Act; 

• Providing a summary of policies, practices, projects, tools, and resources that have been 
employed by MPOs to promote health and health equity as required by Government Code 
Section 14522.3 pursuant to AB 441 (Monning, 2012); 

• Enhancing guidance and information related to climate change mitigation and adaptation 
resulting from Governor’s Executive Order B-30-15 and state legislation including Senate 
Bill (SB) 32 (Pavley, 2016), SB 246 (Wieckowski, 2015), SB 379 (Jackson, 2015), and AB 
1482 (Gordon, 2015); 

• Updating the Regional Travel Demand Modeling chapter in collaboration with regional 
agencies, Caltrans, the Air Resources Board, and other stakeholders to clearly convey 
requirements, enhance planning practice examples, and identify a statewide forum for 
continued discussion of modeling issues; 

• Expanding the Consultation and Collaboration chapter to highlight Title VI and 
Environmental Justice considerations in RTPs; 

• Describing SB 743 (Steinberg, 2013) and the anticipated future change to transportation 
impact analysis in the California Environmental Quality Act; 

• Highlighting the California Freight Mobility Plan and the California Sustainable Freight 
Action Plan that was prepared per Governor’s Executive Order B-32-15; 

• Adding information regarding emerging transportation technologies such as transportation 
electrification as well as connected and autonomous vehicles; 

• Creating a new chapter on Transportation Performance Management to highlight new 
federal requirements for performance-based planning; and 

• Establishing a comprehensive appendix of planning practice examples. 
 
 
BACKGROUND: 
 
The RTP Guidelines are intended to set forth a uniform, statewide long-range regional 
transportation planning framework; promote an integrated, multi-modal, and cooperative planning 
process; and facilitate the efficient delivery of transportation projects that meet local, regional, and 
state goals. The RTP Guidelines were last updated in 2010 to address new requirements resulting 
from the passage of SB 375 (Steinberg, 2008).  
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Commission’s Authority 
 
California Government Code Section 14522 authorizes the Commission, in cooperation with 
regional transportation planning agencies, to prescribe study areas for analysis and evaluation by 
such agencies and guidelines for the preparation of RTPs. California Government Code Section 
14522.1 requires the Commission to maintain guidelines for travel demand models used in the 
development of regional transportation plans by federally designated MPOs – specifically as 
follows: 
 

14522.1(a)(1) The Commission, in consultation with the department and the State Air 
Resources Board, shall maintain guidelines for travel demand models used in the 
development of regional transportation plans by federally designated metropolitan 
planning organizations. (2) Any revision of the guidelines shall include the formation 
of an advisory committee that shall include representatives of metropolitan planning 
organizations, Caltrans, organizations knowledgeable in the creation and use of 
travel demand models, local governments, and organizations concerned with the 
impacts of transportation investments on communities and the environment. Before 
amending the guidelines, the Commission shall hold two workshops on the 
guidelines, one in Northern California and one in Southern California. The 
workshops shall be incorporated into regularly scheduled Commission meetings.  

 
14522.1(b) The guidelines shall, at a minimum and to the extent practicable, taking 

into account such factors as the size and available resources of the metropolitan 
planning organization, account for all of the following: 

 
(1) The relationship between land use density and household vehicle ownership and 

vehicle miles traveled in a way that is consistent with statistical research. 
(2) The impact of enhanced transit service levels on household vehicle ownership 

and vehicle miles traveled. 
(3) Changes in travel and land development likely to result from highway or 

passenger rail expansion. 
(4) Mode splitting that allocates trips between automobile, transit, carpool, and 

bicycle and pedestrian trips. If a travel demand model is unable to forecast 
bicycle and pedestrian trips, another means may be used to estimate those trips. 

(5) Speed and frequency, day, and hours of operation of transit services. 
 

RTP Guidelines Amendment Process 
 
Recognizing the need for a timely update of the RTP Guidelines, the Commission held a “kick-
off’ meeting to initiate the guidelines development process on June 30, 2016 in Sacramento. 
Approximately 250 people participated either in person or via webcast. The kick-off included 
robust dialogue amongst state and federal agencies, tribal governments, regional and local 
agencies, as well as individuals and organizations representing environmental, equity, land use, 
and business perspectives. 
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Building upon this kick-off, an RTP Guidelines Workgroup was established to convene subject 
matter experts and address various policy areas in the guidelines. Between June and November, 
eleven workgroup meetings were held in Sacramento, Los Angeles, and Fresno. In addition, a 
Modeling Technical Workgroup was created to update modeling guidance and other smaller 
subgroup meetings were held to discuss specific topics such as climate change, performance 
measurement, public health, transportation electrification, social equity and environmental justice. 
Workgroup and subgroup meetings were held via teleconference and WebEx whenever possible 
to allow for remote participation. Workgroup members were expected to represent their 
constituencies’ perspectives and report back to their respective organizations and agencies. The 
workgroup and subgroup members worked diligently to reach general consensus on guidance. 
Absent general consensus, the proposed final draft reflects citations from the enabling statute. 
 
In addition to the workgroup process, two public drafts were circulated for review in July and 
September. Hundreds of written comments were received and logged. Also, as noted in the 
summary above, a Southern California Workshop was held on December 7, 2016 at the 
Commission meeting in Riverside. The full text of the Final Draft Guidelines are attached to the 
book item for Reference Number 4.10. Additionally, Final Draft Guidelines and a comprehensive 
log of all comments received and considered are available online at:  
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/tpp/offices/orip/rtp/ 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/tpp/offices/orip/rtp/


STATE OF CALIFORNIA CALIFORNIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION 

M e m o r a n d u m 

To: CHAIR AND COMMISSIONERS CTC Meeting: January 18-19, 2017 

Reference No.: 4.10 
Action 

From:  SUSAN BRANSEN 
Executive Director 

Subject: ADOPTION OF THE 2017 REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN GUIDELINES 
FOR METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATIONS AND REGIONAL 
TRANSPORTATION PLANNING AGENCIES (RESOLUTION G-17-02) 

ISSUE: 

Should the California Transportation Commission (Commission) approve the proposed revised 
Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) Guidelines for Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs) 
and Regional Transportation Planning Agencies (RTPAs)? 

RECOMMENDATION: 

Staff recommends that the Commission adopt the proposed revised RTP Guidelines for MPOs and 
RTPAs. 

BACKGROUND: 

Prior to amending the RTP Guidelines, the Commission is required to hold two workshops, one in 
Southern California and one in Northern California, during regularly scheduled Commission 
meetings. The Commission held a Southern California workshop on December 7, 2016 at the 
Commission meeting in Riverside. The workshop held concurrent to this agenda item satisfies the 
required Northern California workshop. 

The proposed revisions were undertaken in response to the passage of Assembly Bill (AB) 441 
(Monning, 2012), as well as changes to federal regulations resulting from the passage of Fixing 
America’s Surface Transportation (FAST) Act of 2015. The proposed revised guidelines represent 
a general consensus of guidance prepared by a workgroup representing MPOs and RTPAs, federal, 
state, regional, and local agencies, as well as individuals and organizations representing 
environmental, social equity, land-use, and business perspectives. For additional information on 
the revisions proposed and the revision process, please see the concurrent book item for Reference 
Number 4.15.  
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Final draft guidelines and a comprehensive log of all comments received and considered are 
available online at: 
 
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/tpp/offices/orip/rtp/ 
 
 
Attachments:  
 

 Attachment A: Resolution G-17-02 
Attachment B: 2017 Final Draft MPO RTP Guidelines 
Attachment C: 2017 Final Draft RTPA RTP Guidelines  
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ATTACHMENT A 
 
 

CALIFORNIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION 
 

Adoption of the 2017 Regional Transportation Plan Guidelines for Metropolitan Planning 
Organizations and Regional Transportation Planning Agencies 

 
Resolution G-17-02 

 
 
1.1 WHEREAS, California statute requires each of California’s 18 Metropolitan Planning 

Organizations (MPOs) to adopt and submit an updated Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) to the 
California Transportation Commission (Commission) and the California Department of 
Transportation (Caltrans) every four years for MPOs located in air-quality non-attainment areas, 
and at least every five years for MPOs located in air-quality attainment areas. Regional 
Transportation Planning Agencies (RTPAs) must submit an updated RTP every five years; and 

 
1.2 WHEREAS, the Commission, in cooperation with MPOs and RTPAs, is authorized per 

Government Code Section 14522 to prescribe study areas for analysis and evaluation by such 
agencies and guidelines for the preparation of RTPs; and 
 

1.3 WHEREAS, RTP Guidelines (RTP Guidelines) promote consistency through an integrated 
statewide approach to the transportation planning process and set forth a uniform transportation 
planning framework throughout the state that identifies federal and state requirements for the 
development of RTPs; and 
 

1.4 WHEREAS, Government Code Section 14522.1(a) requires the Commission, in consultation with 
Caltrans and the California Air Resources Board, to maintain RTP Guidelines for travel demand 
models used in the development of RTPs by MPOs; and  
 

1.5 WHEREAS, Government Code Section 14522.1(a) requires the Commission to consult with 
various agencies, to form an advisory committee, and to hold two workshops on the RTP 
Guidelines, one in Northern California and one in Southern California before amending the RTP 
Guidelines; and  

 
1.6 WHEREAS, Government Code Section 14522.1(b) requires that the RTP Guidelines shall, at a 

minimum and to the extent practicable, taking into account such factors as the size and available 
resources of the MPO, account for all of the following: 
 
(1) The relationship between land use density and household vehicle ownership and vehicle miles 

traveled in a way that is consistent with statistical research; 
(2) The impact of enhanced transit service levels on household vehicle ownership and vehicle 

miles traveled; 
(3) Changes in travel and land development likely to result from highway or passenger rail 

expansion; 
(4) Mode splitting that allocates trips between automobile, transit, carpool, and bicycle and 

pedestrian trips. If a travel demand model is unable to forecast bicycle and pedestrian trips, 
another means may be used to estimate those trips; 
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(5) Speed and frequency, days, and hours of operation of transit service; and 
 
1.7 WHEREAS, the Commission, recognizing the need for a timely update of the RTP Guidelines, in 

consultation with Caltrans and various state agencies, on June 30, 2016 held a “Kick-Off” meeting 
with approximately 250 participants to begin the process of updating the RTP Guidelines; and 
 

1.8 WHEREAS, the Commission formed the RTP Guidelines Workgroup (Workgroup) from the 
stakeholders that attended the June 30, 2016 Kick-Off to serve as an advisory committee for RTP 
Guidelines development while representing their constituencies’ perspectives and reporting back 
to their respective agencies and organizations; and 

 
1.9 WHEREAS, since June 30, 2016 the Workgroup devoted a substantial amount of time and effort 

toward developing the necessary technical and policy guidance set forth in the proposed revised 
RTP Guidelines for MPOs and RTPAs; and 
 

1.10 WHEREAS, the RTP Guidelines revisions include but are not limited to; 
 
(1) Separating the RTP Guidelines into two versions, one for MPOs and one for RTPAs to 

better address the specific requirements for metropolitan and non-metropolitan areas; 
(2) Updating federal requirements to reflect changes resulting from implementation of the 

Fixing America’s Surface Transportation (FAST) Act; 
(3) Providing a summary of policies, practices, projects, tools, and resources that have been 

employed by MPOs to promote health and health equity as required by Government Code 
Section 14522.3 pursuant to AB 441 (Monning, 2012); 

(4) Enhancing guidance and information related to climate change mitigation and adaptation 
resulting from Governor’s Executive Order B-30-15 and state legislation including AB 
1482 (Gordon, 2015), SB 246 (Wieckowski, 2015), and SB 379 (Jackson, 2015); 

(5) Updating the Regional Travel Demand Modeling chapter in collaboration with regional 
agencies and the Air Resources Board (ARB) to clearly convey requirements, enhance 
planning practice examples, and identify a statewide forum for continued discussion of 
modeling issues; 

(6) Expanding the Consultation and Collaboration chapter to highlight Title VI and 
Environmental Justice considerations in the regional transportation planning process; 

(7) Describing SB 743 (Steinberg, 2013) and the anticipated future change to transportation 
impact analysis in the California Environmental Quality Act; 

(8) Highlighting the California Freight Mobility Plan and the California Sustainable Freight 
Action Plan that was prepared per Governor’s Executive Order B-32-15; 

(9) Adding information regarding emerging technologies such as transportation electrification 
as well as connected and autonomous vehicles; 

(10) Creating a new chapter on Transportation Performance Management to highlight new 
federal requirements for performance-based planning;  

(11) Establishing a comprehensive appendix of planning practice examples; and 
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1.11 WHEREAS, the Workgroup members worked together to reach general consensus where possible 

on the guidance reflected in the 2017 Final Draft Regional Transportation Plan Guidelines for 
MPOs and RTPAs presented at workshops held by the Commission at its regularly scheduled 
Commission meetings on December 7, 2016 in Southern California (Riverside) and January 18-
19, 2017 in Northern California (Sacramento). 

 
2.1  NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Commission adopts the attached 2017 RTP 

Guidelines for MPOs and RTPAs; and 
 
2.2 BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Commission recognizes and expresses appreciation to 

the Caltrans staff and Workgroup members that devoted many hours writing text, reviewing and 
commenting on multiple drafts, participating in numerous meetings, and working collaboratively 
to develop guidelines that set forth a uniform, statewide long-range regional transportation 
planning framework; promote an integrated, multi-modal, and cooperative planning process; and 
facilitate the efficient delivery of transportation projects that meet local, regional, state, and federal 
goals; and 

 
2.3 BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Commission directs staff to post the 2017 RTP 

Guidelines for MPOs and RTPAs on the Commission’s website, and requests that Caltrans assist 
Commission staff in making any technical corrections needed and making copies available to 
MPOs, RTPAs, and other stakeholders as necessary. 
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Dear Reader,  
 
As you read the 2017 FINAL DRAFT Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) Guidelines, 
please be aware of the following: 

1. This is a final draft that incorporates comments as posted on the Caltrans 
website at: 

http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/tpp/offices/orip/rtp/index.html 
2. The majority of comments were incorporated as much as possible, with the 

goal of balancing multiple stakeholder interests and the legal requirements of 
the RTP.  If there are questions regarding how comments were addressed, 
please contact staff whom will respond as soon as possible. 

3. Black text indicates language accepted in the July 2016 Draft RTP 
Guidelines, September 2016 Draft RTP Guidelines, and existing language 
from the 2010 RTP Guidelines; 

4. Red text reflects new/proposed language for the 2017 RTP Guidelines;  
5. Red stricken-through text from previous drafts was removed, moved to other 

locations, and/or replaced with new information;  
6. “Best Practices” are stricken-through text and are referred to as “Planning 

Practice Examples” complied in Appendix L;   
7. Section 1.8 provides a list of key updates for the 2017 RTP Guidelines; 
8. Based on comments received from multiple stakeholders and advocacy 

groups, a new Chapter 7, Transportation Performance Management, 
provides the appropriate emphasis on the RTP as a performance-driven plan 
for which performance measures are developed and used by the MPO for 
plan development, implementation, and monitoring. 

9. For further information, please go to the Caltrans website at: 
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/tpp/offices/orip/rtp/index.html. 
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INTRODUCTION 
 

1.0   Applicability of the Regional Transportation Plan Guidelines  
 
Every Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) is required by law to conduct long range 
planning to ensure that the region’s vision and goals are clearly identified and to ensure 
effective decision making in furtherance of the vision and goals.  The long range plan, known as 
the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP), is an important policy document that is based on the 
unique needs and characteristics of a region, helps shape the region’s economy, environment 
and social future, and communicates regional and vision to the state and federal government.  
As fundamental building blocks of the State’s transportation system, the RTP should also 
support state goals for transportation, environmental quality, economic growth, and social equity 
(California Government Code Section 65041.1). 
 
The California Transportation Commission (Commission or CTC) is authorized to develop 
guidelines by Government Code Section 14522, which reads: 
 

In cooperation with the regional transportation planning agencies, the commission may 
prescribe study areas for analysis and evaluation by such agencies and guidelines for 
the preparation of the regional transportation plans.  

 
These eighteen MPOs, in alphabetical order, are: 
 
Association of Monterey Bay Governments, Butte County Association of Governments, Fresno 
Council of Governments, Kings County Association of Governments, Kern Council of 
Governments, Merced County Association of Governments, Madera County Transportation 
Commission, Metropolitan Transportation Commission, Sacramento Area Council of 
Governments, San Diego Association of Governments, San Joaquin Council of Governments, 
San Luis Obispo Council of Governments, Santa Barbara County Association of Governments, 
Shasta Regional Transportation Agency, Southern California Association of Governments, 
Stanislaus Council of Governments, Tulare County Association of Governments, and Tahoe 
Metropolitan Planning Organization.  
 
While the guidelines include both state and federal requirements, MPOs have the flexibility to 
be creative in selecting transportation planning options that best fit their regional needs. The 
guidelines recognize that “one size does not fit all.” Solutions and techniques used by a larger 
MPO will be different than those used by a smaller MPO. 
 
The 2016 RTP Guidelines continue to use the words “Shall” and “Should”, a convention 
established by the previous RTP Guidelines. Where the RTP Guidelines reflect a state or 
federal statutory or regulatory requirement, the word “Shall” is used with a statutory or 
regulatory citation. The word “Should” is used where the Guidelines reflect a permissive or 
optional statutory reference such as “May” or “Should.” Each section ends with federal and 
state requirements (Shalls), federal and state recommendations (Shoulds), and refers to 
Appendix L for Planning Practices Examples where appropriate.  Planning practice examples 
are intended to highlight exemplary, state of the art planning practices that MPOs can seek to 
emulate as financial and technical resources allow.  
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Changes to federal statute are implemented by the Code of Federal Regulations (CFRs) that 
are also known as the “final rules”.  On May 27, 2016, the Statewide and Nonmetropolitan 
Transportation Planning and Metropolitan Transportation Planning Final Rule was issued, with 
an effective date of June 27, 2016, for Title 23 CFR Parts 450 and 771 and Title 49 CFR Part 
613.  The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA)/Federal Transit Administration (FTA) are 
still in the process of finalizing the remaining rules for implementation of the Moving Ahead for 
Progress in the 21st Century (MAP-21) and the Fixing America’s Surface Transportation 
(FAST) Acts. Unless otherwise noted, the RTP Guidelines will show the CFRs for MAP-
21/FAST. The majority of citations in these guidelines refer to the implementing regulations, 
i.e., the CFR section.  
 
MPO RTPs are updated every four years (or five years in attainment regions); however, many 
MPOs begin the next RTP update immediately upon adoption of the current RTP. As RTP 
development is a continuous process, consideration is given to MPOs that will be too far along 
in the planning process to conform their RTPs to the 2016 RTP Guidelines.  All RTP updates 
started after the 2016 RTP Guidelines are adopted by the CTC must use the new RTP 
Guidelines.  Furthermore, federal regulations outline the timeline for complying with MAP-
21/FAST Act transportation planning requirements.  Prior to May 27, 2018, an MPO may adopt 
an RTP that has been developed using the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation 
Equity Act: A Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU) requirements or the provisions of the Statewide 
and Nonmetropolitan Transportation Planning and Metropolitan Transportation Planning Final 
Rule (23 CFR Part 450 and 771 and 49 CFR Part 613).  On or after May 27, 2018, an MPO may 
not adopt an RTP that has not been developed according to the provisions of MAP-21/FAST as 
specified in the Planning Final Rule.  MPOs are encouraged to communicate with Caltrans and 
FHWA/FTA to discuss schedules for RTP adoption. 
 
 
1.1   Why Conduct Long-Range Transportation Planning? 
 
The long range transportation planning process in metropolitan areas is uniquely suited to 
address a number of federal, state, regional, and local goals, from supporting economic growth 
to achieving environmental goals and promoting public health and quality of life.  Not only does 
the transportation system provide for the mobility of people and goods, it also influences 
patterns of growth and economic activity through accessibility to land.  Furthermore, the 
performance of this system affects such public policy concerns as air quality, greenhouse gas 
emissions, natural resources, environmental protection and conservation, social equity, smart 
growth, housing affordability, jobs/housing balance, economic development, safety, and 
security.  Transportation planning recognizes the critical links between transportation and other 
societal goals.  The planning process is more than merely a listing of multimodal capital 
investments; it requires developing strategies for operating, managing, maintaining, funding, 
and financing the area’s transportation system in such a way as to advance the area’s long-term 
goals. 
 
Over the past ten years, combating climate change has emerged as a key goal for the state of 
California.  Starting with the passage of Assembly Bill 32 – The California Global Warming 
Solutions Act of 2006 (AB 32, Chapter 488, Statutes of 2006), the state has set aggressive 
goals to reduce greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions responsible for climate change.  AB 32 
requires a reduction in state GHG emission by limiting state greenhouse gas emissions in 2020 
to no more than the 1990 state emission levels. On September 8, 2016, the California Global 
Warming Act of 2006 was amended by Senate Bill 32 (SB 32, Chapter 249, Statutes of 2016) to 
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require a further reduction of GHG emissions to achieve at least a 40 percent reduction below 
1990 levels by 2030.  Governor Schwarzenegger’s Executive Order S-3-05 and Governor 
Brown’s Executive Order B-30-15 target a reduction of greenhouse gas emission to achieve a 
reduction of 80 percent below 1990 levels by 2050.  Enacted legislation, SB 391 (Chapter 585, 
Statutes of 2009) directs Caltrans to model how to achieve the 80 percent reduction in 
greenhouse gas emissions by 2050, and that modeling was included in the California 
Transportation Plan 2040, which was released in June 2016.  According to the California Air 
Resources Board (ARB) 2016 Mobile Source Strategy, the transportation sector accounts for 
nearly 50 percent of GHG emissions in California1. As such, the long-range transportation 
planning process in metropolitan areas has evolved to address climate change amongst many 
other goals in the balance.   
 
In 2008, transportation planning and land use planning became further linked following the 
passage of SB 375 (Chapter 728, Statutes of 2008).  SB 375 requires the MPOs to develop a 
Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) or Alternative Planning Strategy (APS) to 
demonstrate meeting regional GHG emissions reduction targets established by ARB through 
the planned transportation network, forecasted development patterns, and transportation 
measures and policies within the RTP.  In 2013, the connection between higher-density 
development and GHG reduction was strengthened further yet with the passage of SB 743 
(Chapter 386, Statutes of 2013), which requires an update in the California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA) transportation metrics to align with climate and planning goals.   
 
In addition, Executive Order B-30-15 directs State agencies to take climate change into account 
in planning and investment decisions, and employ full life-cycle cost accounting to evaluate and 
compare infrastructure investments and alternatives.  Planning and investment shall be guided 
by the following principles: 

 
• Priority should be given to actions that both build climate preparedness and reduce 

greenhouse gas emissions; 
• Where possible, flexible and adaptive approaches should be taken to prepare for 

uncertain climate impacts; 
• Actions should protect the state’s most vulnerable populations; and, 
• Natural infrastructure solutions, as defined in Public resources code 71154(c)(3) (e.g., 

flood plain and wetlands restoration or preservation, combining levees with restored 
natural systems to reduce flood risk, and urban tree planning to reduce high heat days), 
should be prioritized. 

The Regional Transportation Plan (RTP), also called a Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP) 
or Long-Range Transportation Plan is the mechanism used in California for Metropolitan 
Planning Organizations (MPOs) to conduct long-range (minimum of 20 years) transportation 
planning, integrated with local jurisdiction’s land use planning, in their regions to achieve local 
and regional goals, in consideration of state and federal goals.  Because transportation 
infrastructure investments have effects on travel patterns, smart investments play a key role in 
                                                 
1 This number reflects a wheel-to-well GHG estimate from aviation, construction and mining 
equipment, buses, heavy duty trucks, passenger vehicles, light duty trucks, rail, ships and 
commercial harbor craft, and the petroleum refining for transportation fuel.  Federal and State 
law provide limited authority to MPOs.  Collaborative planning between the state and MPOs is 
needed to meet the state's GHG reduction goals. 
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meeting climate targets.  As a result of state legislation, as well as executive orders, GHG 
emission reduction, transportation electrification, climate resilience, improving transportation 
mobility, addressing federal air quality criteria pollutants, and ensuring that the statewide 
regional transportation system addresses tribal, local, regional, and statewide mobility and 
economic needs are key priorities in the statewide and regional transportation planning process.  
 
Equally important to consider in long-range transportation planning is how transportation can 
affect human health in many ways, for example: safety – reduction of collisions; air quality – 
reduction of vehicle emissions; physical activity – increasing biking and walking; access to 
goods, services, and opportunities – increasing livability in communities; and noise – designing 
road improvements to decrease sound exposure.  A timely opportunity to address public health 
outcomes is early during the RTP development process.  MPOs can consider health priorities in 
selection of projects for the RTP and FTIP.  MPOs also can play a significant role in engaging 
residents and stakeholders in the regional transportation planning process to ensure the 
improvement of health outcomes for all segments of the population.  
 
As interest in the link between transportation and health has grown, much cross-sector 
coordination and collaboration between transportation professionals and health practitioners has 
occurred at all levels of government, with input from public health and equity advocates, as well 
as active transportation stakeholders.  The optimal result of this process is to improve 
transportation decisions and thereby improve access to healthy and active lifestyles.  Recent 
legislation geared at achieving this, AB 441 Monning (Chapter 365, Statutes of 2012), was 
passed to capture the work that MPOs are doing in their RTPs to promote health and health 
equity.  Pursuant to AB 441, the 2016 RTP Guidelines includes a new attachment, Appendix K, 
that highlights the various health and health equity-promoting projects, programs, and policies 
currently employed in MPO RTPs in California.  Public health is further discussed in Section 2.3.   
 
Lastly, long-range transportation planning provides the opportunity to compare alternative 
improvement strategies, track performance over time, and identify funding priorities. The CTP 
defines this as performance management that helps ensure efficient and effective investment of 
transportation funds by refocusing on established goals, increasing accountability and 
transparency, and improving project decision-making.  To further reach this end, MAP-21/FAST 
require States and MPOs to implement a performance-based approach in the scope of the 
statewide and nonmetropolitan and metropolitan transportation planning process.  In addition to 
federal performance based planning, the State of California has articulated through statute, 
regulation, executive order, and legislative intent language, numerous state goals for the 
transportation system, the environment, the economy, and social equity.  RTPs are developed 
to reflect regional and local priorities and goals, but they are also instruments that can be used 
by federal and state agencies to demonstrate how regional agency efforts contribute to those 
federal and state agencies meeting their own transportation system goals.  Inclusion of goal 
setting in RTPs allows the federal and state governments to both understand regional goals, 
and track progress toward federal and state goals. 
 
Performance-based planning is the application of performance management within the planning 
process to help the federal government, states and regional agencies achieve desired outcomes 
for the multimodal transportation system.  The benefits of well-designed and appropriately used 
performance measures are transparency about the benefits of the RTP, not only for 
transportation system performance, but also for other regionally important priorities such as 
improved public health, housing affordability, farmland conservation, habitat preservation, and 
cost-effective infrastructure investment.  As the performance-based approach is implemented at 
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the federal and State levels, performance measures will continue to develop over the years to 
come.  Transportation performance management and the performance-based approach are 
further discussed in Chapter 7.  
 
 
1.2   RTPs & the California Transportation Plan 
 
Similar to the SB 375 requirements for Regional Transportation Plans (RTPs), SB 391 adds new 
requirements to the State’s long-range transportation plan to meet California’s climate change 
goals under AB 32.  The bill requires the California Transportation Plan (CTP) to address how 
the state will achieve maximum feasible emissions reductions in order to attain a statewide 
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions to 1990 levels by 2020 and 80% below 1990 levels by 
2050.  The bill also requires the CTP to identify the statewide integrated multimodal 
transportation system needed to achieve these results and specifies that the plan take into 
consideration the use of alternative fuels, new vehicle technology, tail pipe emission reductions, 
and the expansion of public transit, commuter rail, intercity rail, bicycling, and walking.  In 
addition, SB 391 required Caltrans to update the CTP by December 31, 2015, and every 5 
years thereafter.  
 
The CTP is a core document that addresses the applicable federal statewide and non-
metropolitan transportation planning regulations and helps tie together several internal and 
external plans and programs to help define and plan transportation in California.  Unlike the 
RTP, it is not project specific or subject to both federal air quality conformity regulations and 
CEQA, but it does look at how SCS implementation will influence the statewide multimodal 
transportation system, as well as how the state will achieve sufficient emission reductions in 
order to meet AB 32 and SB 391.  While the CTP is prepared by Caltrans, it is developed in 
collaboration with various stakeholders and public involvement.  Furthermore, the CTP is a 
fiscally unconstrained aspirational policy document that integrates and builds upon six Caltrans 
modal plans (Interregional Plan, Freight Plan, Aviation Plan, Transit Plan, and Bicycle and 
Pedestrian Plan) as well as the fiscally constrained RTPs prepared by the MPOs and the 
Regional Transportation Planning Agencies (RTPAs).  RTPAs and MPOs address 
transportation from a regional perspective, while the CTP, building on regional plans, addresses 
the connectivity and/or travel between regions and applies a statewide perspective for 
transportation system.  Therefore, integration of CTP and RTP goals (where applicable and 
consistent with federal and state fiscal restraint requirements) may provide greater mobility 
choices for travelers not only within their regions but across the state.  The CTP and the RTP 
can be developed in a cyclical pattern aligning one with another using comprehensive, 
cooperative and continuing planning.  This should result in delivering better projects and using 
resources more efficiently.  The following diagrams illustrate the relationship between the CTP 
and RTP. 
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1.3 Background and Purpose of the RTP Guidelines 
 
The purpose of the RTP Guidelines is to:    
 

1. Promote an integrated, statewide, multimodal, regional transportation planning process 
and effective transportation investments; 

2. Set forth a uniform transportation planning framework throughout California by 
identifying federal and state requirements and statutes impacting the development of 
RTPs; 

3. Promote a continuous, comprehensive, and cooperative transportation planning process 
that facilitates the rapid and efficient development and implementation of projects that 
maintain California’s commitment to public health and environmental quality; and,   

4. Promote a planning process that considers the views of all stakeholders. 
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The purpose of RTPs is to encourage and promote the safe and efficient management, 
operation and development of a regional intermodal transportation system that, when linked with 
appropriate land use planning, will serve the mobility needs of goods and people.  The RTP 
Guidelines are intended to provide guidance so that MPOs will develop their RTPs to be 
consistent with federal and state transportation planning requirements.  This is important 
because state statutes require that RTPs serve as the foundation of the Federal Transportation 
Improvement Program (FTIP).  The FTIPs are prepared by MPOs and identify the next four 
years of transportation projects to be funded for construction.  The California Transportation 
Commission (CTC) cannot program projects that are not identified in the RTP. 
 
Since the mid-1970s, with the passage of AB 69, (Chapter 1253, Statutes of 1972) California 
state law has required the preparation of RTPs to address transportation issues and assist local 
and state decision-makers in shaping California’s transportation infrastructure. SB 375 requires 
that the RTP Guidelines are to be developed pursuant to California Government Code Sections 
14522 and 65080 which state: 
 
“14522. In cooperation with the regional transportation planning agencies, the commission may 
prescribe study areas for analysis and evaluation by such agencies and guidelines for the 
preparation of the regional transportation plans.” 
 
“14522.1.  (a) (1) The commission, in consultation with the department and the State Air 
Resources Board, shall maintain guidelines for travel demand models used in the development 
of regional transportation plans by federally designated metropolitan planning organizations. 
 (2) Any revision of the guidelines shall include the formation of an advisory committee that shall 
include representatives of the metropolitan planning organizations, the department, 
organizations knowledgeable in the creation and use of travel demand models, local 
governments, and organizations concerned with the impacts of transportation investments on 
communities and the environment. Before amending the guidelines, the commission shall hold 
two workshops on the guidelines, one in northern California and one in southern California. The 
workshops shall be incorporated into regular commission meetings. 
 (b) The guidelines shall, at a minimum and to the extent practicable, taking into account such 
factors as the size and available resources of the metropolitan planning organization, account 
for all of the following: 
 (1) The relationship between land use density and household vehicle ownership and vehicle 
miles traveled in a way that is consistent with statistical research. 
(2) The impact of enhanced transit service levels on household vehicle ownership and vehicle 
miles traveled. 
(3) Changes in travel and land development likely to result from highway or passenger rail 
expansion. 
(4) Mode splitting that allocates trips among automobile, transit, carpool, and bicycle and 
pedestrian trips. If a travel demand model is unable to forecast bicycle and pedestrian trips, 
another means may be used to estimate those trips. 
(5) Speed and frequency, days, and hours of operation of transit service.” 
 
“65080 (d) Except as otherwise provided in this subdivision, each transportation planning 
agency shall adopt and submit, every four years, an updated regional transportation plan to the 
California Transportation Commission and the Department of Transportation. A transportation 
planning agency located in a federally designated air quality attainment area or that does not 
contain an urbanized area may at its option adopt and submit a regional transportation plan 
every five years. When applicable, the plan shall be consistent with federal planning and 
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programming requirements and shall conform to the regional transportation plan guidelines 
adopted by the California Transportation Commission. Prior to adoption of the regional 
transportation plan, a public hearing shall be held after the giving of notice of the hearing by 
publication in the affected county or counties pursuant to Section 6061.” 
 
The California RTP Guidelines were first adopted by the CTC in 1978 and subsequently revised 
in 1982, 1987, 1991, 1992, 1994, 1999, 2007, and 2010.   
 
The 1999 revision of the Guidelines was prepared to achieve conformance with state and 
federal transportation planning legislation and was based on the Federal Transportation Equity 
Act for the 21st Century (TEA-21) and California SB 45 (Chapter 622 Statutes 1997).  A 2003 
Supplement was also prepared that was based on a 2003 RTP Evaluation Report completed for 
the CTC.   The federal surface transportation reauthorization bill called the SAFETEA-LU was 
signed into law in 2005.  The 2007 revision of the RTP Guidelines was prepared in order to 
address changes in the planning process resulting from SAFETEA-LU.   
 
Subsequent to the passage of AB 32 (California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006), an 
addendum to the 2007 RTP Guidelines was adopted by the CTC in May 2008 to address a 
request from the California Legislature to ensure climate change issues were incorporated in the 
RTP process.  That addendum was adopted by the CTC prior to the September 2008 passage 
of SB 375. 
 
The 2010 update was prepared to incorporate new planning requirements as a result of SB 
375 and to incorporate the addendum to the 2007 RTP Guidelines. SB 375 requires the 18 
MPOs in the state to identify a forecasted development pattern and transportation network 
that, if implemented, will meet greenhouse gas emission reduction targets specified by the 
California Air Resources Board (ARB) through their RTP planning processes.  
 
Since the 2010 update, two federal surface transportation reauthorization bills have been 
signed into law.  First, the two-year bill with numerous extensions, MAP-21, was signed on July 
6, 2012.  Most recently, a longer term five-year funding bill, FAST, was signed on December 4, 
2015.   
 
2015 MPO RTP Review Report 
 
The 2016 RTP Guidelines update was prepared to incorporate Recommendations that were 
included in the December 2015 MPO RTP Review Report. This Report can be found at: 
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/tpp/offices/orip/rtp/index.html.  One of these Recommendations 
called for an MPO focused RTP Guidelines document addressing just the requirements for 
MPOs when developing, completing, adopting and implementing an RTP.  In addition, the 
2016 update reflects the data and analysis needs of the ARB to evaluate the Sustainable 
Communities Strategy (SCS) component of an MPO’s RTP. 
 
 
1.4   MPOs in California 
 
In cooperation with the Governor, there are 18 federally designated MPOs that prepare RTPs in 
California.  MPOs must adhere to federal planning regulations during the preparation of their 
RTPs.  California statutes and the RTP Guidelines identify the RTP requirements for MPOs.  
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Federal legislation passed in the early 1970’s required the formation of an MPO for any 
urbanized area with a population greater than 50,000.  MPOs were created in order to ensure 
that existing and future expenditures for transportation projects and programs were based on a 
continuing, cooperative and comprehensive (3-C) planning process.  One of the core functions 
of an MPO is to develop an RTP through the planning process. 
 
An MPO has five core functions: 
 

1. Maintain a setting for regional decision-making; 
2. Prepare an Overall Work Program (OWP);  
3. Involve the public in this decision-making;  
4. Prepare an RTP; and,  
5. Develop a Transportation Improvement Program (TIP).   

 
MPOs federally required responsibilities are identified in Title 23 USC Section 134 and Title 23 
Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 450.300. To carry out various transportation planning 
functions, MPOs receive annual federal metropolitan planning funds from the Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA) and Federal Transit Administration (FTA).   
 
The California Government Code sets forth the requirements for an RTP to be an internally 
consistent document that contains a SCS in addition to the policy, action and financial elements.  
With the added requirement for an SCS in 2008, state law placed new emphasis on the RTP as 
an integrated planning document that promotes sustainable land use and increases mobility 
options.  This heightens the importance of the MPOs as regional leaders to bring together local 
governments in a collaborative discussion about alternate scenarios for the region’s future. 
 
The map below identifies the 18 MPOs (in darker shade) and the 26 RTPAs that prepare RTPs 
(in lighter shade or dot pattern).  
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1.5   Purpose of the RTP 
 
RTPs are planning documents developed by MPOs in cooperation with Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA), Federal Transit Administration (FTA), Caltrans and other stakeholders, 
including system users.  Following the passage of SB 375, MPOs also need to work closely with 
the California Air Resources Board (ARB) and the California Department of Housing and 
Community Development (HCD) (Government Code Section 65080 et seq.).  MPOs are 
required to prepare these long-range plans per federal statute (Title 23 U.S.C. Section 134).  
The purpose of the RTP is to establish regional goals, identify present and future needs, 
deficiencies and constraints, analyze potential solutions, estimate available funding, and 
propose investments.  
 
California statute refers to these documents as “Regional Transportation Plans” or RTPs.  In 
California planning circles, these long range planning documents normally use the term “RTP”.  
However several California MPOs refer to RTPs using the term “Metropolitan Transportation 
Plan or MTP” which is used in federal planning regulations.  “RTP” or “MTP” are terms used to 
describe the same document.   
 
Pursuant to Title 23 CFR Part 450.324 et seq. FHWA describes the development and contents 
of RTPs as follows:  
 

“The transportation plan is the Statement of the ways the region plans to 
invest in the transportation system.  The plan shall “include both long-range 
and short-range program strategies/actions that lead to the development of 
an integrated intermodal transportation system that facilitates the efficient 
movement of people and goods.” The plan has several elements, for 
example: Identify policies, strategies, and projects for the future; Determine 
project demand for transportation services over 20 years; Focus at the 
systems level, including roadways, transit, non-motorized transportation, and 
intermodal connections; Articulate regional land use, development, housing, 
and employment goals and plans; Estimate costs and identify reasonably 
available financial sources for operation, maintenance, and capital 
investments); Determine ways to preserve existing roads and facilities and 
make efficient use of the existing system; be consistent with the Statewide 
transportation plan; and Be updated every five years or four years in air 
quality nonattainment and maintenance areas. MPOs should make special 
efforts to engage interested parties in the development of the plan. In cases 
where a metropolitan area is designated as a nonattainment or maintenance 
area, the plan must conform to the SIP for air quality.” 

 
The regional transportation planning led by the MPOs is a collaborative process that is widely 
participated by the federal, state, local and tribal governments/agencies, as well as other key 
stakeholders and the general public.  The process is designed to foster involvement by all 
interested parties, such as the business community, California Tribal Governments, community 
groups, environmental organizations, the general public, and local jurisdictions through a 
proactive public participation process conducted by the MPO in coordination with the state and 
transit operators.  It is essential to extend public participation to include people who have been 
traditionally underserved by the transportation system and services in the region.  Neglecting 
public involvement early in the planning stage can result in delays during the project stage.   
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While new federal MAP-21/FAST Act requirements are addressed in Section 1.7 of these 
guidelines, the traditional steps undertaken during the regional planning process include:  
 

1. Providing a long-term (20 year) visioning framework; 
2. Monitoring existing conditions;  
3. Forecasting future population and employment growth; 
4. Assessing projected land uses in the region and identifying major growth 

corridors; 
5. Identifying alternatives and needs and analyzing, through detailed planning 

studies, various transportation improvements;  
6. Developing alternative capital and operating strategies for people and goods; 
7. Estimating the impact of the transportation system on air quality within the 

region; and, 
8. Developing a financial plan that covers operating costs, maintenance of the 

system, system preservation costs, and new capital investments. 
 
The overall scope of the RTP prepared by MPOs has expanded as a result of SB 375 to require 
the inclusion of a Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS): 

 
1. Transportation projects, non-auto mobility strategies, and the forecasted development 

pattern in the RTP must be modeled to determine their impacts on regional greenhouse 
gas (GHG) emissions.  Current travel models are not always sensitive to the land use 
and transportation strategies in an SCS; therefore, MPOs have had to find alternative 
methods to quantify the GHG emissions reduction benefits of these strategies.  Off-
model methods are discussed further in Chapter 3. 

2. The RTP must contain an SCS that includes a forecasted development pattern for the 
region, which, when integrated with the transportation network, and other transportation 
measures and policies, will reduce the GHG emissions from automobiles and light trucks 
to achieve, if feasible, the GHG emission reduction target approved for the region by the 
California Air Resources Board (ARB).  The MPO will need to coordinate with cities and 
counties within the region to work towards strategies that will reduce regional GHG 
emissions. 

3. The MPO must prepare an Alternative Planning Strategy (APS) if the SCS is unable to 
reduce GHG emissions to achieve the GHG emissions reduction targets established by 
the ARB. The APS shall be a separate document from the RTP, but it may be adopted 
concurrently with the RTP. 

 
The RTPs are developed to provide a clear vision of the regional transportation goals, 
objectives and strategies.  This vision must be realistic and within fiscal constraints.  In addition 
to providing a vision, the RTPs have many specific functions, including: 
 

1. Providing an assessment of the current modes of transportation and the potential of new 
travel options within the region; 

2. Projecting/estimating the future needs for travel and goods movement; 
3. Identification and documentation of specific actions necessary to address regional 

mobility and accessibility needs; 
4. Identification of guidance and documentation of public policy decisions by local, regional, 

state and federal officials regarding transportation expenditures and financing and future 
growth patterns; 
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5. Identification of needed transportation improvements, in sufficient detail, to serve as a 
foundation for the: (a) Development of the Federal Transportation Improvement Program 
(FTIP), and the State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP), (b) Facilitation of the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)/404 integration process and (c) Identification 
of project purpose and need; 

6. Employing performance measures that demonstrate the effectiveness of the system of 
transportation improvement projects in meeting the intended goals; 

7. Promotion of consistency between the California Transportation Plan, the regional 
transportation plan and other plans developed by cities, counties, districts, California 
Tribal Governments, and state and federal agencies in responding to statewide and 
interregional transportation issues and needs; 

8. Providing a forum for: (1) participation and cooperation and (2) facilitation of partnerships 
that reconcile transportation issues which transcend regional boundaries; and, 

9. Involving community-based organizations as part of the public, Federal, State and local 
agencies, California Tribal Governments, as well as local elected officials, early in the 
transportation planning process so as to include them in discussions and decisions on 
the social, economic, air quality and environmental issues related to transportation. 
 

 
1.6   California Transportation Planning & Programming Process 
 
The State of California and federal transportation agencies allocate millions of dollars of 
planning funds annually to help support California’s transportation planning process. The RTP 
establishes the basis for programming local, state, and federal funds for transportation projects 
within a region.  State and federal planning and programming legislation has been in place and 
is periodically revised to provide guidance in the use of these funds to plan, maintain and 
improve the transportation system.  
 
The RTP Guidelines include recommendations and suggestions for providing documentation 
that is needed to meet the requirements of the Federal Transportation Improvement Program 
(FTIP) and the State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP).  Because there are a variety 
of names used for the programming document that is prepared by an MPO, the RTP Guidelines 
refer to the programming document that accompanies an RTP as the FTIP.  The FTIP is defined 
as a constrained four-year prioritized list of regionally significant and non-regionally significant 
transportation projects that are proposed for federal, state and local funding.  The FTIP is 
developed and adopted by the MPO and is updated every two years.  It is consistent with the 
RTP and it is required as a prerequisite for federal funding.  In this document the words FTIP 
and Regional Transportation Improvement Program (RTIP) are used interchangeably.   
 
The planning and programming process is the result of state and federal legislation to ensure 
that: 
 

1. The process is as open and transparent as possible; 
2. Environmental considerations are addressed; and, 
3. Funds are allocated in an equitable manner to address transportation needs. 

 
The chart in Appendix A attempts to provide a simple diagram of a complex process.  Each 
entity in the chart reflects extensive staff support and legislative direction.  The result is the 
planning and programming process that reflects the legislative and funding support of the 
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California transportation system. Additional information regarding the programming process is 
available in Sections 2.5 and 6.15. 
 
 
1.7   MAP-21/FAST Act Items Impacting the Development of RTPs  
 
This section is intended to outline the new federal requirements resulting from MAP-21/FAST 
and the Final Rule issued May 27, 2016 with an effective date of June 27, 2016 for Statewide 
and Nonmetropolitan Transportation Planning and Metropolitan Transportation Planning.  Only 
the items that have a direct impact on RTP development are listed. Other sections may contain 
optional requirements that could have impacts to the overall regional transportation planning 
process.   
 
As specified in 23 CFR 450.340(a), prior to May 27, 2018, an MPO may adopt an RTP that has 
been developed using the SAFETEA-LU requirements or the provisions and requirements of 23 
CFR 450.  On or after May 27, 2018, an MPO may not adopt an RTP that has not been 
developed according to the provisions of 23 CFR 450.  MPOs are encouraged to communicate 
with Caltrans and FHWA/FTA to discuss schedules for RTP adoption. 
  
Two New Planning Factors (Section 2.4) – MPOs shall consider and implement two new 
planning factors added to the scope of the transportation planning process:  Improve resiliency 
and reliability of the transportation system and reduce or mitigate stormwater impacts of surface 
transportation; and enhance travel and tourism. 23 CFR 450.306 (b)(9) and (10) 
 
Performance-Based Planning Approach (Section 7.2) – MPOs are required to integrate the 
goals, objectives, performance measures, and targets described in other performance-based 
plans into their RTPs.  The implementation timeline for MPOs to satisfy the new requirements is 
two years from the effective date of each rule establishing performance measures under 23 
USC 150(c), 49 USC 5326, and 49 USC 5329 FHWA/FTA.  A future update of the RTP 
Guidelines will capture any “shoulds” or “shalls” resulting from the rulemaking process.  23 CFR 
450.306; 23 CFR 450.324 (f)(3) and (4)  
 
Assessment of Capital Investment and Other Strategies (Section 6.22) – RTPs are required 
to include an assessment of capital investment and other strategies to: (1) preserve the existing 
and projected future transportation infrastructure, (2) provide for multimodal capacity increases 
based on regional needs and priorities, and (3) reduce vulnerability of the existing infrastructure 
to natural disasters. 23 CFR 450.324 (f)(7)  
 
Consideration of Public Transportation Facilities and Intercity Bus Facilities (Section 
6.10) – RTPs must also consider the role of intercity bus systems, including systems that are 
privately owned and operated, in reducing congestion, and including transportation alternatives.  
23 CFR 450.324 (f)(8) 
 
Interested Parties, Public Participation, and Consultation (Sections 4.4, 4.6, and 6.21) – In 
addition to the interested parties listed, MPOs must also provide public ports with a reasonable 
opportunity to comment on the RTP.  MPOs should also consult with officials responsible for 
tourism and natural disaster risk reduction when developing RTPs and FTIPs. 23 CFR 
450.316(a) and (b); 23 CFR 450.324(j) 
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Optional Scenario Planning – MPOs may use scenario planning during the development of 
RTPs.  Many California MPOs already employ scenario planning as an analytical framework to 
inform decision-makers about the implications of various investments and policies on 
transportation system condition and performance during the development of their plan. 23 CFR 
450.324(i) 
 
 
1.8   Key Additions to the 2016 RTP Guidelines 
 
Key Additions to the 2016 RTP Guidelines include the following items: 
 

1. Separating RTP Guidelines, one for the MPOs and one for the RTPAs to better address 
the specific requirements for their RTPs. 

2. Appendix C – Adds questions to the RTP Checklist for Title VI compliance. 
3. Appendix K, AB 441 Monning – For the first time in the RTP Guidelines, this Appendix 

highlights the various public health and health equity-promoting policies incorporated 
within the MPO RTPs.   

4. Appendix L, Planning Practice Examples – aggregates the former Appendix I, Land Use 
and Transportation Strategies to address Regional GHG Emissions, and the “Best 
Practices” component of RTP Guidelines as a new appendix, accessible by topic.  

5. Updates for the MAP-21/FAST Act throughout the RTP Guidelines. 
6. Section 1.0 – Provides guidance on applicability of the RTP Guidelines and defines 

“shalls” and “shoulds.” 
7. Section 1.2 – Defines the relationship between the RTP and the California 

Transportation Plan. 
8. Section 1.7 – Outlines MAP-21/FAST items with a direct impact on RTP development. 
9. Section 2.2 – Includes updates to State Climate Change Legislation and Executive 

Orders. 
10. Section 2.3 – Provides an introduction to Appendix K, the public health and health 

equity-promoting policies that are found throughout the MPO RTPs. 
11. Section 2.6 – Adds local, regional, and State prepared plans that MPOs should consult 

with during RTP preparation. 
12. Section 2.7 – Includes Planning and Environmental Linkages (PEL), updates Context 

Sensitive Solutions, and additional System Planning documents that are used in 
partnership with MPOs in the transportation planning process. 

13. Chapter 3 – Updates the Modeling Chapter from the 2010 version. 
14. Chapter 4 – Includes new legislation highlighting the required Native American Tribal 

Government Consultation and Coordination process. 
15. Section 4.2 – Describes Title VI considerations in the RTP, Principles of Environmental 

Justice (EJ), and Title VI Analysis & EJ Analysis. 
16. Section 4.4 – Includes Periodic Evaluation of the Public Participation Plan to evaluate 

the effectiveness of the procedures and strategies for developing the RTP.   
17. Section 4.6 – Adds public ports to the list of interested parties. 
18. Chapter 5 – Describes SB 743 (Chapter 386, Statutes of 2013) and the anticipated 

future change to transportation analysis for transit priority areas. 
19. Section 5.4 – Adds Cultural Resources, Habitat Connectivity, and Air Quality Impacts to 

the list of environmental resources that typically require avoidance alternative and 
mitigation. 

20. Chapter 6 – Introduces the California Freight Mobility Plan (CFMP) and the California 
Sustainable Freight Action Plan (CSFAP). 
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21. Chapter 6 – Provides preliminary information on MAP-21/FAST impacts on Asset 
Management. 

22. Section 6.8 – Adds items to consider in the highways discussion of the RTP, including 
zero-emission vehicles, widespread transportation electrification, community impacts 
their participation in project development. 

23. Section 6.10 – Adds first/last mile transit connectivity to the transit discussion of the RTP 
as well as the MAP-21/FAST requirement to discuss the role of intercity buses in 
reducing congestion, pollution, and energy consumption. 

24. Section 6.12 – Adds supporting the State’s freight system efficiency target and 
identification of opportunities/innovations that reduce freight emissions to the goods 
movement discussion of the RTP. 

25. Section 6.19 – New Section 6.19 provides a summary of federal and State legislation to 
prepare for new technologies and innovations for the future of transportation. 

26. Section 6.20 – Updates Transportation Safety for MAP-21/FAST. 
27. Section 6.21 – Updates Transportation Security for the MAP-21/FAST requirement to 

consult with agencies and officials responsible for natural disaster risk reduction.  
28. Section 6.22 – Adds new RTP requirement for an Assessment of Capital Investment & 

Other Strategies. 
29. Section 6.23 – Updates Congestion Management Process for the MAP-21/FAST 

framework for developing a Congestion Management Plan. 
30. Section 6.26 – Updates addressing housing needs and adds a new subsection, 

Considering Rural Communities in the SCS. 
31. Section 6.28 – Adds many transportation strategies to address regional GHG emissions, 

including employer-sponsored shuttle services, active transportation plans, and 
coordinating with school district plans and investments.   

32. Section 6.30 – Updates for Climate Adaptation background, State legislation, executive 
orders, and planning resources for MPOs. 

33. Chapter 7 – A new chapter, Transportation Performance Management, provides the 
appropriate emphasis on the RTP as a performance-driven plan for which performance 
measures must be developed and used by the MPO for plan development, 
implementation, and monitoring.  This chapter includes updates for MAP-21/FAST 
requirements for MPOs to implement the performance based approach into the scope of 
the metropolitan planning process, including the RTP.   
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RTP PROCESS 
 
2.1   State Requirements  
 
California statute relating to the development of the RTP is primarily contained in Government 
Code Section 65080.   
 
Just like federal legislation, Government Code Section 65080 also requires that MPOs located 
in nonattainment regions update their RTPs at least every four years.  State statute provides 
MPOs located in air quality attainment regions the option to update their RTPs every five years. 
 
When applicable, RTPs shall be consistent with federal planning and programming 
requirements and shall conform to the RTP Guidelines adopted by the California Transportation 
Commission (CTC) pursuant to Government Code Section 65080(d).  In addition, the CTC 
cannot program projects in the State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) that are not 
identified in an RTP.  Section 65080 states RTPs shall include the following:  
 

1. Policy Element  
2. Sustainable Communities Strategy 
3. Action Element  
4. Financial Element 

 
The following California Government Code Sections apply to the development of RTPs: 
 
Government Code Section 65080.1 – Each MPO whose jurisdiction includes a portion of the 
California Coastal Trail, or property designated for the trail shall coordinate with the State 
Coastal Conservancy, the California Coastal Commission and Caltrans regarding the 
development of the trail.  The trail must be identified in the RTP. 
 
Government Code Section 65080.3 - An MPO with a population exceeding 200,000 persons 
may prepare at least one “alternative planning scenario” during the development of the RTP.  
The purpose of the alternative planning scenario is to address attempts to reduce growth in 
traffic congestion, make more efficient use of existing transportation infrastructure, and reduce 
the need for costly future public infrastructure.   
 
Government Code Section 65080.5 - Prior to adoption of the RTP, a public hearing shall be 
held after publishing notice of the hearing.  After the RTP is adopted by the MPO, the plan 
shall be submitted to the CTC and Caltrans.  One copy should be sent to the CTC.  Two 
copies should be submitted to the appropriate Caltrans district office.  The Caltrans district 
office will send one copy to the headquarters Division of Transportation Planning. 
 
Government Code Section 65081.1 - Regions that contain a primary air carrier airport 
(defined by the Federal Aviation Administration as an airport having at least 10,000 annual 
scheduled passenger boardings) shall work collaboratively to include an airport ground access 
improvement program within the RTP. This program shall address airport access improvement 
projects, including major arterial and highway widening and extension projects, with special 
consideration given to mass transit. 
 
Requirements (Shalls) 
State: Government Code Sections 65080, 65080.1, 65081.1 
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2.2   Background on State Climate Change Legislation & Executive Orders 
 
This section provides background for State climate change legislation and related executive 
orders.  First, a description is provided for AB 32, SB 32, and SB 375 which have direct 
implications for MPOs in the development of RTPs.  Next, other state legislation that impacts 
State agencies is outlined to provide important context for MPOs to consider in development of 
RTPs.  Lastly, executive orders on climate change are discussed to provide a critical 
framework for MPOs.  While the executive orders are directed at State agencies, MPOs are 
encouraged to integrate policies and strategies that support these state policies in the 
development of RTPs.  
 
AB 32 – The California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006  
 
California established itself as a national leader in addressing climate change issues with the 
passage of AB 32, the Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006. As a result of AB 32, California 
statute specifies that by the year 2020, greenhouse gas emissions within the state must be at 
1990 levels.  The California Air Resources Board (ARB) is the primary state agency responsible 
for implementing the necessary regulatory and market mechanisms to achieve reductions in 
greenhouse gas emissions to comply with the requirements of AB 32. 
   
AB 32 identifies greenhouse gases as specific air pollutants that are responsible for global 
warming and climate change.  This is particularly relevant to the RTP Guidelines because, 
according to the ARB Mobile Source Strategy, the transportation sector represents nearly 50 
percent of GHG emissions in California2. California has focused on six GHGs (CO2, Methane, 
Nitrous Oxide, Hydro fluorocarbons, perfluorocarbons, and Sulfur Hexafluoride).  CO2 is the 
most prevalent greenhouse gas.  All other greenhouse gases are referenced in terms of a CO2 
equivalent.   
 
AB 32 directed the California Air Resources Board to develop actions to reduce greenhouse 
gases, including the preparation of a scoping plan to identify how best to reach the 2020 goal. 
According to the scoping plan, the framework for achieving greenhouse gas emissions 
reductions from land use and transportation planning includes implementation of SB 375. 
 
SB 32 – California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006: Emissions Limit 
 
In recognition that GHG reduction is critical for the protection of all areas of the state, but 
especially for the state’s most disadvantaged communities, as those communities are most 
affected by the adverse impacts of climate change, SB 32 (Chapter 249, Statutes of 2016) was 
signed into law on September 8, 2016.  SB 32 extends the AB 32 required reductions of GHG 
emissions by requiring a GHG reduction of at least 40 percent of 1990 levels no later than 
December 31, 2030.  Furthermore, SB 32 authorizes ARB to adopt rules and regulations to 
achieve the maximum technologically feasible and cost-effective GHG emissions reductions.   
ARB shall carry out the process to achieve GHG emissions reductions in a manner that benefits 

                                                 
2 This number reflects a wheel-to-well GHG estimate from aviation, construction and mining 
equipment, buses, heavy duty trucks, passenger vehicles, light duty trucks, rail, ships and 
commercial harbor craft, and the petroleum refining for transportation fuel.  Federal and State 
law provide limited authority to MPOs.  Collaborative planning between the state and MPOs is 
needed to meet the state's GHG reduction goals. 
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the state’s most disadvantaged communities and is transparent and accountable to the public 
and Legislature. 
 
SB 375 – The Sustainable Communities and Climate Protection Act of 
2008  
 
SB 375 was signed into law in September 2008. The bill addressed five primary areas: 
 

1. Requires the ARB to develop regional GHG emission reduction targets for cars and light 
trucks for each of the 18 MPOs in California. 

2. Through their respective planning processes, each of the MPOs is required to prepare a 
sustainable communities strategy (SCS) that will specify how the GHG emissions 
reduction target set by ARB for 2020 and 2035 can be achieved for the region.  If the 
target cannot be met through the SCS, then an alternative planning strategy (APS) shall 
be prepared. 

3. Provides streamlining of California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requirements for 
specific residential and mixed-use developments that are consistent with an SCS or APS 
that has been determined by ARB to achieve the regional GHG emissions reduction 
target. 

4. Synchronizes the Regional Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA) process with the RTP 
process; requires local governments to update the housing element of their general 
plans and to rezone consistent with the updated housing element generally within three 
years of adoption; and provides that RHNA allocations must be consistent with the 
development pattern in the SCS. Housing element updates are moved from five year 
cycles to eight year cycles for member jurisdictions of all MPOs, classified as 
nonattainment or maintenance (required to adopt an updated RTP every four years) and 
for jurisdictions within other MPOs and RTPAs that elect to change the RTP adoption 
schedule from five years to every four years pursuant to Government Code Section 
65080 (b)(2)(M).  MPOs should carefully estimate a realistic RTP adoption date in 
providing the 12 month notice to HCD and not adopt a RTP at a later date.  RTP 
adoption past the estimated adoption date relied on by HCD in determining new housing 
unit allocation for a specific planning period creates a conflict and shifts the housing 
element planning period to an ending period that lacks a requisite housing unit 
allocation.   

5. Requires the California Transportation Commission (CTC) to maintain guidelines for the 
use of travel demand models used in the development of regional transportation plans 
that, taking into consideration MPO resources, account for: 1.) the relationship between 
land use density, household vehicle ownership, and vehicle miles traveled (VMT), 
consistent with statistical research, 2.) the impact of enhanced transit service on 
household vehicle ownership and VMT, 3.) likely changes in travel and land 
development from highway or passenger rail expansion, 4.) mode splitting that allocates 
trips between automobile, transit, carpool, bicycle and pedestrian trips, and 5.) speed 
and frequency, days, and hours of operation of transit service. (Government Code 
Section 14522.1) 

 
Requirements (Shalls) 
State: Government Code Section 65080 
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The following State legislation is directed at State agencies. MPOs are encouraged to consider 
and incorporate, where applicable and appropriate, the policies and strategies that support 
requirements placed on the State.  
 
AB 1482 – Climate Adaptation 
 
AB 1482 (Chapter 603, Statutes of 2015) addresses two areas: 

1. Requires the Natural Resources Agency to update the state’s Climate Adaptation 
Strategy (Safeguarding California) by July 1, 2017, and every three years thereafter. 

2. Requires the Strategic Growth Council to identify and review activities and funding 
programs of State agencies that may be coordinated, including those that:  

a. Increase the availability of affordable housing, improve transportation, encourage 
sustainable land use planning, and revitalize urban and community centers in a 
sustainable manner.  

b. Meet the goals of the California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 and the 
strategies and priorities developed in the Safeguarding California Plan, the 
state’s climate adaptation strategy. 

c. At a minimum, review and comment on the five-year infrastructure plan. 
 
SB 246 – Climate Change Adaptation 

SB 246 (Chapter 606, Statutes of 2015) establishes the Integrated Climate Adaptation and 
Resiliency Program through the Office of Planning and Research (OPR) to coordinate regional 
and local adaptation efforts with state climate adaptation strategies.  

SB 350 - Clean Energy and Pollution Reduction Act of 2015 
 
SB 350 (Chapter 547, Statutes of 2015) describes the importance of widespread transportation 
electrification for meeting climate goals and federal air quality standards.  SB 350 focuses on 
“widespread” transportation electrification.  The term “widespread” is important because 
adhering to existing patterns of investment in wealthier communities relative to low- or 
moderate-income communities would result in underinvestment in low-income communities and 
overinvestment in wealthier communities.  SB 350 notes that “widespread transportation 
electrification requires increased access for disadvantaged communities, low- and moderate-
income communities, and other consumers of zero-emission and near-zero-emission vehicles.”    
  
Pursuant to PUC 740.12(a)(2), it is the policy of the state and the intent of the legislature to 
encourage transportation electrification as a means to achieve ambient air quality standards and 
the state’s climate goals. Agencies designing and implementing regulation, guidelines, plans, 
and funding programs to reduce GHG emissions shall take the findings described in paragraph 
(1) of PUC Section 740.12 into account.  MPOs are encouraged to support widespread 
transportation electrification and partner with state agencies to advance California toward the 
standards and goals outlined in Public Utilities Code Section 740.12(a)(1).   These include:   

• Reducing emissions of greenhouse gases to 40 percent below 1990 levels by 2030 and 
to 80 percent below 1990 levels by 2050.  

• Achieving the goals of the Charge Ahead California Initiative (Chapter 8.5 (commencing 
with Section 44258) of Part 5 of Division 26 of the Health and Safety Code).  

• Meeting air quality standards, reducing petroleum use, improving public health, and 
achieving greenhouse gas emission reduction goals.  

• Attracting investments and high quality jobs.  
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Executive Orders on Climate Change Issues 
 
The executive orders on climate change below are discussed to provide a critical framework for 
MPOs.  While these Executive Orders are directed at State agencies, integration of climate 
change policies in the RTP supports the State’s effort to reduce per capita GHG emissions and 
combat the effects of climate change.  
 
Three Governor Executive Orders were issued from 2005-2008 to address climate change: S-3-
05 (June 1, 2005) that calls for a coordinated approach to address the detrimental air quality 
effects of GHGs; S-20-06 (October 17, 2006) that requires State agencies to continue their 
cooperation to reduce GHG emissions and to have the Climate Action Team develop a plan to 
outline a number of actions to reduce GHG; and S-13-08 (November 14, 2008) that directs the 
Natural Resources Agency to develop the State’s first Climate Adaptation Strategy (CAS) guide.  
Information on climate change and California climate change activities can be found at the 
following links:  
 
http://www.climatechange.ca.gov/ 
http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/facts/facts.htm 
 
More recently, Governor Executive Orders were issued in 2012 and 2015.  Executive Order B-
16-12 sets a 2050 GHG emissions reduction goal for the transportation sector to achieve 80 
percent less than 1990 levels.  Executive Order B-32-15 works toward achieving GHG reduction 
targets with the California Sustainable Freight Action Plan, an integrated plan that establishes 
clear targets to improve freight efficiency, transition to zero-emission technologies, and increase 
competitiveness of California’s freight system.   
 
In addition, Executive Order B-30-15 established a new interim statewide greenhouse gas 
emission reduction target to reduce greenhouse gas emissions to 40 percent below 1990 levels 
by 2030 to ensure California meets its target of reducing greenhouse gas emissions to 80 
percent below 1990 levels by 2050.  All State agencies with jurisdiction over sources of 
greenhouse gas emissions shall implement measures, pursuant to statutory authority, to 
achieve reductions of greenhouse gas emissions to meet the 2030 and 2050 greenhouse gas 
emissions reductions targets.  Furthermore, State agencies shall take climate change into 
account in their planning and investment decisions, and employ full life-cycle cost accounting to 
evaluate and compare infrastructure investments and alternatives.  State agencies’ planning 
and investment shall be guided by the following principles:   

• Priority should be given to actions that both build climate preparedness and reduce GHG 
emissions;  

• Where possible, flexible and adaptive approaches should be taken to prepare for 
uncertain climate impacts; 

• Actions should protect the states most vulnerable populations;   
• Natural infrastructure solutions, as defined in Public resources code 71154(c)(3) (e.g., 

flood plain and wetlands restoration or preservation, combining levees with restored 
natural systems to reduce flood risk, and urban tree planning to reduce high heat days), 
should be prioritized; and, 

• Lastly, the State Five-Year Infrastructure Plan will take current and future climate change 
impacts into account in all infrastructure projects.   
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These Executive Orders are available at:    
B-16-12: https://www.gov.ca.gov/news.php?id=17472 
B-30-15:  https://www.gov.ca.gov/news.php?id=18938   
B-32-15:  https://www.gov.ca.gov/news.php?id=19046 

 
 
2.3   Promoting Public Health and Health Equity 
 
Health-promoting policies are found throughout Regional Transportation Plans (RTPs).  RTPs 
often incorporate many or all of the following: safe routes to school programs; complete streets 
strategies; equity considerations; transportation safety; and policies to promote transit, bicycling 
and walking. These kinds of transportation-related policies and programs, and others as well, 
foster more accessible, more livable, and healthier communities. Explicitly identifying their public 
health benefits can reinforce the role of RTPs in building stronger communities and regions. In 
addition, local health departments and other public health stakeholders can be valuable partners 
in RTP development, to increase understanding of the relationship between transportation and 
health. Their participation can help to maximize the RTP’s public health and equity benefits and 
ensure that the RTP is responsive to community needs.   
 
Appendix K provides a summary of policies, practices, and projects that have been employed by 
MPOs in their RTPs to promote health and health equity.  This is in fulfillment of requirements 
set forth by AB 441, Gov. Code 14522.3.  Appendix K focuses on examples from existing RTPs, 
in keeping with the legislative intent of AB 441 as expressed in Section 1(a)(d) of the bill:  “The 
Legislature intends that projects, programs, and practices that promote health and health equity 
in regional transportation plans that are employed by metropolitan planning organizations be 
shared in the voluntary state guidance on regional transportation planning.”  It is important to 
note that Appendix K is not intended to provide a “one size fits all” approach.  In light of the 
diversity of California MPOs, and the varying level of financial resources and technical 
capabilities to undertake the long range regional transportation planning process, Appendix K 
outlines direct and indirect effects of transportation projects and policies, provides key terms 
and definitions, offers examples from both rural and urban regions, and recognizes the 
importance of a regionally-appropriate approach to addressing health and health equity in the 
RTP.  It is also important to acknowledge that improving the built environment is one of many 
factors in improving public health.  Appendix K is meant to provide examples of how the RTP 
can contribute to improved public health and is not meant to imply that by implementing these 
recommendations, all public health needs will be addressed. 
 
The role of transportation in public health is increasingly recognized by health advocates and 
transportation providers alike.  Federal, state, regional, and local transportation agencies have 
long focused on improving both air quality and safety, which are very important to public health.  
More recently, the understanding of the relationship of transportation and health has been 
expanding to include a much broader range of community needs.  One fundamental example is 
the way in which transportation can encourage physical activity, such as walking and biking, 
often referred to as active transportation.  There is a demonstrated relationship between 
increased physical activity and a wide range of health benefits.  If a higher level of investment is 
made on active transportation, the walk and bike mode shares could be increased, which could 
help a community to lower its rates of obesity, hypertension, and other chronic diseases. MPOs 
can play an important role in setting regional priorities and providing access to funding to local 
jurisdictions for active transportation projects.  In addition they can provide resources and 
technical assistance to access statewide funding such as the Active Transportation Program.  
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Finally, they can encourage local cities to develop land use patterns that are supportive of 
walkable and bikeable communities by providing planning funding and including supportive 
policies or guidance in their SCS.  
 
Another role of the RTP, in addressing public health, is to demonstrate transportation air quality 
conformity (further described in Sections 2.4 and 5.7), and to set goals and strategies that 
encourage implementing agencies to make investments that benefit public health in federally 
designated air quality nonattainment and maintenance areas.  Of particular note are strategies 
that address criteria pollutants, which are scientifically shown to be detrimental to health.  Key 
strategies controlled by local implementing agencies include carpooling, transit, signal 
synchronization, and other Transportation Demand Management/Transportation System 
Management (TDM/TSM) improvements.  At the federal and state levels, key strategies include 
vehicle emission and fuel standards, as well as incentive programs to expedite the adoption of 
clean technologies.  These have been shown to be by far the most effective strategies for 
reducing the public’s exposure to harmful pollutants, as well as for reducing greenhouse gas 
emissions. 
 
Transportation is also being seen not as an end in itself, but as a means of providing access to 
important destinations: access to jobs, education, healthy food, recreation, worship, community 
activities, healthcare, and more.  Improved access to key destinations is especially critical for 
disadvantaged and underserved communities.  The design of the transportation system, in 
combination with land use and housing decisions, also plays a role in public health.  
Coordinated planning of transportation and land use can promote public health through the 
development of livable, walkable, accessible communities.  And as nations, states and regions 
shift away from fossil fuel dependent transportation modes, the benefits of reducing the effects 
of climate change will also help to reduce the public health risks from climate change effects 
such as extreme heat, storms, and drought.  Transportation and public health providers can 
help one another to address all of these factors, learning from each other and joining their skills 
to improve transportation for better health outcomes for everyone. 
 
Improving transportation infrastructure in ways that encourages walking and cycling is one of 
several effective ways to improve physical activity, decrease traffic collisions, and improve one’s 
health status.  But, transportation planning also has a tremendous impact on community health, 
safety, and neighborhood cohesion.  For instance, health-focused transportation plans can help 
reduce the rate of injuries and fatalities from collisions. Some research suggests that there is a 
multiplier effect: when streets are designed to safely accommodate walking and biking, more 
people do so, and as more people walk and bike the rate of collisions actually goes down as 
pedestrians and bicyclists become more visible to motorists.3  In addition, more people out 
walking and biking in a neighborhood has an important public safety benefit, as it means there 
are more “eyes on the street” to deter criminal activity.  Taking this a step further, studies have 
shown that people who live in neighborhoods with less traffic and higher rates of walking, 
bicycling, and transit use know more of their neighbors, visit their neighbor’s homes more often, 
and are less fearful of their neighbors.4  When streets are inhospitable to pedestrians and 
bicyclists, residents don’t feel safe walking or biking to nearby transit and their ability to access 
                                                 
3 At the Intersection of Active Transportation and Equity.” Safe Routes to School National Partnership. 
2015. <http://saferoutespartnership.org/sites/default/files/resource_files/at-the-intersection-of-
activetransportation-and-equity.pdf>. 
4 At the Intersection of Active Transportation and Equity.” Safe Routes to School National Partnership. 
2015. <http://saferoutespartnership.org/sites/default/files/resource_files/at-the-intersection-of-
activetransportation-and-equity.pdf>. 
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regional educational and employment opportunities is hampered.  In short, improving traffic 
safety results in better public health beyond simply reduced injuries and fatalities.  
  
Additional examples of how transportation planning can promote health include:   
  

• Transportation planning can help residents reach jobs, education, social services, and 
medical care by walking, biking or public transportation in a timely manner.  

• Reducing commute times and increasing public transportation reliability can reduce 
stress and improve mental health.  

• Affordable transportation options enables low income households to invest in savings, 
education, and healthier food options—all factors that contribute to greater individual and 
community health. 

 
Planning Practice Examples:  Available in Appendix K 
 
 
2.4   Federal Requirements 
 
Federal requirements for the development of RTPs are directed at the federally designated 
MPOs.  The primary federal requirements regarding RTPs are addressed in the metropolitan 
transportation planning rules – Title 23 CFR Part 450 and 771 and Title 49 CFR Part 613.  
These federal regulations incorporating both MAP-21/FAST changes were updated by FHWA 
and FTA and published in the May 27, 2016 Federal Register.  
 
The final guidance is commonly referred to as the Final Rule. In the Final Rule, the metropolitan 
transportation planning process provides for consideration of the following federal planning 
factors: 
 

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 (regional) 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; 
8. Emphasize the preservation of the existing transportation system; 
9. Improve the resiliency and reliability of the transportation system and reduce or mitigate 

stormwater impacts of surface transportation; and 
10. Enhance travel and tourism. 

 
It is important to note that failure to consider any factor specified in 23 CFR 450.306 (b) or (d), 
shall not be reviewable by any court under title 23 USC, 49 USC Chapter 53, subchapter II of 
title 5 USC Chapter 5, or title 5 USC Chapter 7 in any matter affecting an RTP, TIP, a project or 
strategy, or the certification of a metropolitan transportation planning process.   
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Federal Clean Air Act conformity requirements pursuant to the Amendments of 1990, apply in all 
MPO nonattainment and maintenance areas. Section 176(c) of the Clean Air Act (CAA), as 
amended (42 U.S.C. 7506(c), and the related requirements of 23 U.S.C. 109(j), “transportation 
conformity” requirement ensures that federal funding and approval are given to transportation 
plans, programs and projects that are consistent with the air quality goals established by a State 
Implementation Plan (SIP).  For MPO nonattainment regions, the MPO, FHWA, and FTA are 
responsible for making the RTP conformity determination.  Under the US Department of 
Transportation (US DOT) Metropolitan Planning Regulations (Title 23 CFR Part 450 and 771 
and Title 49 CFR Part 613) and EPA’s Transportation Conformity Rule (Title 40 CFR Part 93) 
requirements, the RTP needs to meet four requirements: 1.) Regional emissions analysis, 2.) 
Timely implementation of Transportation Control Measures, 3.) Financial constraints analysis, 
and 4.) Interagency consultation and public involvement.  The transportation conformity rule 
(Title 40 CFR Part 93 Subpart A) sets forth the policy, criteria, and procedures for demonstrating 
and assuring conformity of transportation activities. 
 
Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 ensures that all people have equal access to the 
transportation planning process.  It is important that MPOs comply with this federal civil rights 
requirement during the RTP development process.  Title VI states that: all people regardless of 
their race, sexual orientation or income level, will be included in the decision-making process. 
Additional information regarding equal access to the transportation planning process is available 
in Sections 4.2, 4.3, and 4.4. 
 
Requirements (Shalls) 
Federal: Title 23 CFR Part 450 and 771; 49 CFR Part 613; Title 40 CFR Part 93; and Title VI of 
the Civil Rights Act of 1964 
 
 
2.5   Relationship between the RTP, OWP, FTIP and STIP (RTIP & ITIP) 
 
The key planning documents produced by the MPOs, RTPAs, County Transportation 
Commissions (CTCs), and Caltrans are: 
 

1. Regional Transportation Plan – Looks out over a 20 plus-year period providing a vision 
for future demand and transportation investment within the region. 

 
2. Overall Work Program – The OWP lists the transportation planning studies and tasks to 

be performed by the MPO, RTPA or member agency during that fiscal year. The OWP is 
also referred to as a Unified Planning Work Program (UPWP) in federal regulations.  

 
Federal Program - MPOs Only: 
 

3. Federal Transportation Improvement Program – The FTIP is a financially constrained 
four-year program listing all federally funded and regionally significant and non-regionally 
significant projects in the region.   

 
State Program – RTPAs, County Transportation Commissions (CTCs) and Caltrans: 
 

4. State Transportation Improvement Program – The STIP is a biennial program adopted                  
by the California Transportation Commission. Each STIP covers a five year period and 
includes projects proposed by regional agencies in their regional transportation 
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improvement programs (RTIPs) and by Caltrans in its interregional transportation 
improvement program (ITIP). 

a. Regional Transportation Improvement Program – The RTIP is a five year 
program of projects prepared by the RTPAs and County Transportation 
Commissions. Each RTIP should be based on the regional transportation plan 
and a region wide assessment of transportation needs and deficiencies. 

b. Interregional Transportation Improvement Program – The ITIP is a five year list of 
projects that is prepared by Caltrans, in consultation with MPOs and RTPAs. 
Projects included in the interregional program shall be consistent with the 
Interregional Transportation Strategic Plan and relevant adopted regional 
transportation plan(s). 

 
Key Planning & Programming Documents Produced by MPOs/RTPAs &  

County Transportation Commissions (CTCs)/Caltrans 
 

 Time/Horizon Contents Update Requirements 
 
 

RTP 

 
 

20+ Years 

 
Future Goals, 

Strategies & Projects 

 
Nonattainment MPOs – 

Every 4 Years 
Attainment MPOs – 

Optional Every 5 Years 
RTPAs – Optional Every 5 

Years 
(State law allows option to 
change from 5 to 4 years) 

 
OWP 

 
1 Year 

Planning Studies and 
Tasks 

 
Annually 

FTIP 
(MPOs Only) 

 
4 Years 

Transportation  
Projects 

 
At least every 4 Years 

RTIP 
(RTPAs/CTCs) 

 
5 Years 

Transportation  
Projects 

 
Every 2 Years 

ITIP 
(Caltrans) 

 
5 Years 

Transportation  
Projects 

 
Every 2 Years 

 
Requirements (Shalls) 
Federal: Title 23 CFR Part 450.326(a) requires MPOs to prepare a transportation improvement 
program (TIP) 
State: California Government Code Sections 65082, 14526, 14527 and 14529 require the 
preparation of the STIP, RTIPs and ITIP. 
 
 
2.6   Consistency with Other Planning Documents 
 
It is very important that the RTP be consistent with other plans prepared by local, state, federal 
agencies and Native American Tribal Governments.  Consistency can be described as a 
balance and reconciliation between different policies, programs, and plans.  This consistency 
will ensure that no conflicts would impact future transportation projects.  MPOs depend upon the 
collaborative process described in Chapter 4 for the numerous plans below to be incorporated 
or consulted with. MPOs also rely on the aforementioned stakeholders to contribute to RTP 
development, according to their plans and areas of expertise.  While preparing an updated RTP, 
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MPOs should, as appropriate, incorporate or consult such local/regionally prepared documents 
as: 
 

1. General Plans (especially the Circulation and Housing Elements); 
2. Airport Land Use Compatibility Plans;  
3. Air quality State Implementation Plans (SIPs); 
4. Short- and Long-Range Transit Plans; 
5. Habitat Conservation Plans/Natural Community Conservation Plan including an 

integrated regional mitigation strategy (if applicable);  
6. Urban Water Management Plans; 
7. Local Coastal Programs (if applicable); 
8. Public Agency Trail Plans (if applicable);  
9. Local Public Health Plans;  
10. Regional Bicycle and Pedestrian Plans 
11. Americans with Disabilities Act Transition Plans;  
12. Master Plans, Specific Plans; 
13. Impact Fee Nexus Plans; 
14. Local Capital Improvement Programs;  
15. Mitigation Monitoring Programs;  
16. Countywide Long-Range Transportation Plans (if applicable); and, 
17. Tribal Transportation Plans. 
 

MPOs also should consult State/Federal prepared transportation planning documents such as: 
 

1.  California Transportation Plan; 
2.  California Rail Plan; 
3.  Interregional Transportation Strategic Plan; 
4. Transportation Concept Reports;  
5.   District System Management Plans; 
6. California Aviation System Plan;  
7. Goods Movement Action Plan;  
8. Sustainable Freight Action Plan;  
9. California Freight Mobility Plan; 
10. Strategic Highway Safety Plan;  
11. California Strategic Highway Safety Plan, and Corridor System Management Plans; and, 
12. Federal Lands Management Plans. 
 

MPOs should also consult State prepared environmental planning documents such as: 
 

1. Draft Environmental Goals and Policy Report; 
2. State Wildlife Action Plan; 
3. Vulnerability Assessments; 
4. California Climate Adaptation Planning Guide; 
5. Safeguarding California Plan; and, 
6. Safeguarding California: Implementation Action Plans. 

 
Federal regulations require MPOs to consult with resource agencies during the development of 
the RTP.  This consultation should include the development of regional mitigation and 
identification of key documents prepared by those resource agencies that may impact future 
transportation plans or projects (See Chapter 5 RTP Environmental Considerations).  MPO staff 
should make a concerted effort to ensure any actions in the RTP do not conflict with 
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conservation strategies and goals of the resource agencies.  Chapter 4 provides the federal 
requirements for resource agency consultation. 
 
 
2.7   Coordination with Other Planning Processes 
 
RTPs are prepared within the context of many other planning processes conducted by federal, 
tribal, state, regional and local agencies. This section provides background information, along 
with planning practice examples in Appendix L, for how MPOs can integrate the planning 
processes associated with the Smart Mobility Framework, Complete Streets, Context Sensitive 
Solutions, Planning and Environmental Linkages (PEL), and system planning documents 
specifically Transportation Concept Reports (TCRs), Corridor System Management Plans 
(CSMPs), District System Management Plans (DSMPs), the Interregional Transportation 
Strategic Plan (ITSP), and other transportation plans into development of the RTP.  These 
initiatives and implementation tools work toward achieving the California Transportation Plan 
goals. They also align with the principles of the federal Partnership for Sustainable 
Communities.  As the RTP is bound to fiscal constraints, the strategies, actions, and 
improvements described in this section are intended to provide guidance and should be 
considered to the maximum extent feasible in the development of the RTP.   
 
Smart Mobility Framework  
 
The Caltrans Smart Mobility Framework5 (SMF) is a key strategic tool for integrating 
transportation with land-use, to develop healthy and livable communities through multi-modal 
travel options, reliable travel times, and safety for all users of the transportation system. The 
SMF supports the goals of climate change intervention and energy security while supporting 
the goals of the California Transportation Plan (CTP), and the federal Livability Principles for 
Sustainable Communities6. 
 
The SMF integrates transportation and land use by applying principles of location efficiency, 
complete streets, connected and integrated multimodal networks, housing near destinations for 
all income levels, and protection of parks and open space.  This framework is designed to help 
keep California communities livable and supportive of healthy life styles while allowing each to 
maintain its unique community identify. 
 
The CTP reflects the understanding that a full set of transportation strategies includes 
initiatives to address land use and development.  The SMF provides a framework to plan for 
the challenges of increased demands on an aging transportation system, climate change, and 
current and future generations’ demands for multi-modal transportation choices. 
 
In addressing the need for access to destinations for people and goods, the SMF provides 
guidance to incorporate new concepts and tools alongside well-established ones.  It calls for 
participation and partnership by agencies at all levels of government, as well as private sector 
and community involvement. 
 

                                                 
5 Smart Mobility Framework:   http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/tpp/offices/ocp/smf.html 
6 Livability Principles for Sustainable Communities:   
https://www.sustainablecommunities.gov/mission/livability-principles 
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One method for supporting the implementation of SMF is the SMF Learning Network, a series 
of educational forums and webinars designed to extend the reach of SMF to internal and 
external partners. The networks serves as an opportunity to share examples of Smart Mobility 
applications and strengthen strategic partnerships between Caltrans and other agencies. The 
information sharing and feedback that results from these forums will shape the future 
integration of Smart Mobility principles into Caltrans processes.  
 
Complete Streets  
 
The term “Complete Streets” refers to a transportation network that is planned, designed, 
constructed, operated and maintained to provide safe mobility for all users, including bicyclists, 
pedestrians, transit and rail riders, commercial vehicles and motorists appropriate to the 
function and context of the facility.   
 
The California Complete Streets Act of 2008 (AB 1358)  ensures that the general plans of 
California cities and counties meet the needs of all users, including pedestrians, transit, 
bicyclists, the elderly, motorists, movers of commercial goods, and  the disabled.  AB 1358 
requires cities and counties to identify how the jurisdiction will provide accommodation of all 
users of roadways during the revision of the circulation element of their general plan. The 
Governor’s Office of Planning and Research amended guidelines for the development of the 
circulation element to accommodate all users.   A comprehensive update of the General Plan 
Guidelines in 2016 includes guidance on how cities and counties can modify the circulation 
element to plan for a balanced, integrated, multimodal transportation network that meets the 
needs of all users of the streets, roads, and highways for safe and convenient travel in a 
manner that is suitable to the rural, suburban, or urban context of the general plan.  
 
The benefits of Complete Streets can include:  Safety; Health; Greenhouse Gas Emission 
Reduction; and Economic Development and Cost Savings. 
 
Multimodal transportation networks, using complete streets planning practice examples, can 
lead to safer travel for all roadway users.  Designing streets and travel routes that consider safe 
travel for all modes can reduce the occurrence and severity of vehicular collisions with 
pedestrians and bicyclists.  Streets and other transportation facility design considerations that 
accommodate a variety of modes and users abilities can contribute to a safer environment that 
makes all modes of travel more appealing. 
 
Planning for Complete Streets will enable local governments to provide healthier lives by 
encouraging physical activity.  Public health studies have demonstrated that people are more 
likely to walk in their neighborhood if it has sidewalks.  Also, studies have found that people 
with safe walking environments within a 10 minute walking radius are more likely to meet 
recommended physical activity levels.  The integration of sidewalks, bike lanes, transit and rail 
amenities, and safe crossings into initial design of projects is more cost-effective than making 
costly retrofits later.  Complete Streets is also a key strategy in the reduction of greenhouse 
gas emissions.  Providing community residents with an option that gets them out of their cars 
is a proven strategy for improving communities, reducing air pollution, and generating local 
business.  Similarly, Complete Streets consider Safe Routes to School, a public health strategy 
connecting communities to schools, includes but is not limited to child safety, reducing traffic 
congestion, sidewalks, crosswalks and bicycle lanes.  
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Creating integrated, multimodal transportation networks can improve economic conditions for 
both business owners and residents.  A network of Complete Streets can be safer and more 
appealing to residents and visitors, which can benefit retail and commercial development.  
Multimodal transportation networks can improve conditions for existing businesses by helping 
revitalize an area attracting new economic activity.  Equally important to sustain economic 
vitality are commercial vehicles and their operational needs.  Vibrant urban environments 
cannot function without commercial vehicles delivering goods that sustain the economic 
activities that take place. 
 
Integrating the needs of all users can also be cost-effective by reducing public and private costs.  
Accommodating all modes reduces the need for larger infrastructure projects, such as additional 
vehicle parking and road widening, which can be more costly than Complete Streets retrofits. 
 
While AB 1358 provides no statutory requirement for MPOs, integration of Complete Streets 
policies support local agencies’ requirements to address Complete Streets in circulation 
elements of their general plans. 
 
MPOs should also integrate Complete Streets policies into their RTPs, not only as a means to 
develop a Sustainable Communities Strategy, but also to identify the financial resources 
necessary to accommodate such policies, and should consider accelerating programming for 
projects that retrofit existing roads to provide safe and convenient travel by all users.  
 
MPOs should encourage all jurisdictions and agencies within the region to ensure that their 
circulation elements and street and road standards, including planning, design, construction, 
operations, and maintenance procedures address the needs of all users.   Streets, roads and 
highways should also be safe for convenient travel in a manner that is suitable within the 
context of Complete Streets. To the maximum extent feasible, MPO funded transportation 
system projects, corresponding Complete Street facilities, and improvements should meet the 
needs in project areas to maximize connectivity, convenience and safety for all users.  
 
Along the shoreline of coastal counties, one element of the Complete Streets program should 
be the California Coastal Trail (CCT), for additional information regarding the CCT see Section 
6.11. 
 
Recommendations (Shoulds)    
Federal: FAST Act Section 1442. Safety for users, encourages each State and Metropolitan 
Planning Organization to adopt standards for the design of Federal surface transportation 
projects that provide for the safe and adequate accommodation (as determined by the State) of 
all users of the surface transportation network, including motorized and non-motorized users, in 
all phases of project planning development and operation.  
 
Investing in development of Complete Streets Policy Guides that assist member agencies in the 
adoption of Complete Streets policy for their jurisdictions.  A policy guide can function as a 
template.  It can provide flexibility and be revised to accommodate individual agency’s needs. 
 
Recommendations (Shoulds) 
State: According to Government Code 65040.2 Section (2)(h)(h), it is the intent of the 
Legislature to require in the development of the circulation element of a local government’s 
general plan that the circulation of users of streets, roads, and highways be accommodated in a 
manner suitable for the respective setting in rural, suburban, and urban contexts, and that users 
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of streets, roads, and highways include bicyclists, children, persons with disabilities, motorists, 
movers of commercial goods, pedestrians, public transportation, and seniors. 
 
Planning Practice Examples:  Available in Appendix L 
 
Context Sensitive Solutions 
 
Context Sensitive Solutions (CSS) is the process of engaging stakeholders in addressing 
transportation goals with the community, economic, social and environmental context. It is an 
inclusive approach used during planning, designing, constructing, maintaining, and operating 
the transportation system. It integrates and balances community and stakeholder values with 
transportation safety, maintenance, and performance goals. Context sensitive solutions are 
reached through a collaborative, interdisciplinary process involving all stakeholders and requires 
careful, imaginative, and early planning, and continuous stakeholder involvement.  
 
Goals, issues, and values of California Tribal Governments and tribal communities, if applicable, 
should also be defined identified and addressed through outreach, collaboration and 
consultation. This would assist with identification and protection of cultural resources, historic 
sites, and environmental justice issues as well as, transportation needs and strategies. The 
evolution of economic development for some California Tribes has created increased demand 
for improved transportation infrastructure (i.e. roads, traffic control, access, etc.) and increased 
need for collaboration and consensus building with these stakeholders to address these new 
demands.  
 
In towns and cities across California, the State highway may also function as a community 
street. These communities may desire that their main street be an economic, social, and cultural 
asset as well as provide for the safe and efficient movement of people and goods.  Addressing 
all these needs throughout the planning and development process will help ensure that 
transportation solutions meet more than transportation objectives.  
 
More information is available at the following links:  
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/LandArch/16_livability/css/index.htm 
 
http://www.contextsensitivesolutions.org/ 
 
Planning and Environmental Linkages 
 
Federal statute and regulations outline an optional process for incorporating transportation 
planning documents or other source material directly or by reference into subsequent 
environmental documents that are prepared in compliance with the National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA).  Appendix A to 23 CFR §450 provides additional information to explain the 
linkage between the transportation planning and project development/NEPA processes; it 
supports congressional intent that statewide and metropolitan transportation planning should 
be the foundation for highway and transit project decisions.  The results or decisions of 
transportation planning studies may be used as part of the overall project development 
process consistent with NEPA and associated implementing regulations.  Federal law 
specifically states that this does not subject transportation plans and programs to NEPA.  
 
Publicly available documents or other source material produced by, or in support of the 
transportation planning process, may be incorporated directly or by reference into subsequent 
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NEPA documents in accordance with federal regulations. If an MPO and its project delivery 
partner(s) decide to take advantage of this opportunity to streamline and simplify the overall 
project delivery process, they should coordinate regarding the conditions that must be met 
during regional transportation planning.  Most of the conditions, though perhaps not all, are 
routinely met during preparation of the RTP. 
 
Additional information to further explain the linkages between the transportation and project 
development/NEPA processes is provided in Section 5.3 and Appendix D.   
 
NCHRP Report 541, Consideration of Environmental Factors in Transportation Systems 
Planning, is an additional resource, at: 
http://environment.transportation.org/pdf/RT_1_RM_7.pdf.   
 
The FHWA's Environmental Review Toolkit, Program Overview for Planning and 
Environmental Linkages, also provides information, available at:  
https://www.environment.fhwa.dot.gov/integ/index.asp 
 
Recommendations (Shoulds)    
Federal: 23 USC 168 Integration of planning and environmental review; 23 CFR 450.318 
Transportation planning studies and project development; Appendix A of 23 CFR Part 450 – 
Linking the Transportation Planning and NEPA Processes (Appendix D of this document).   
 
System Planning Documents 
 
District System Management Plans (DSMPs) 
 
The DSMP is a long-range, 20-25 year, policy planning document that describes how the 
District envisions the transportation system will be maintained, preserved, managed, operated, 
and developed within the planning horizon. It provides a vehicle for the development of 
multimodal, intermodal, and multijurisdictional system strategies.  These strategies are 
developed in partnership with related Caltrans functional units, Divisions, and Districts, as well 
as external partners, such as MPOs, cities, counties, tribal governments, other partner 
agencies, and the public.  The DSMP plays a major role in guiding the development of both the 
TCRs and the CSMPs. 
 
Interregional Transportation Strategic Plan (ITSP) 
 
The ITSP is a Caltrans planning document that provides guidance for the identification and 
prioritization of interregional transportation projects identified on the State’s Interregional 
Transportation System.  The ITSP provides an overview of the interregional transportation 
system, including identification of the major Strategic Interregional Corridors and Priority 
Interregional Facilities, which are the corridors and transportation facilities that have the greatest 
impact on interregional travel.  Concepts have been created for each Strategic Interregional 
Corridor that will be used by public agencies to plan and program transportation improvements. 
 
Transportation Concept Reports (TCRs) 
 
Caltrans prepares Transportation Concept Reports (TCRs), long-range transportation planning 
documents, that guide the development of California’s State Highway System (SHS) as 
required by Government Code 65086, Title 23 CFR Part 450 Subpart B, and the transportation 
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needs of the public, stakeholders, and SHS users.   The comprehensive planning document for 
each highway route and the corresponding transportation corridor provides a focused look at 
the existing conditions and performance of the route, future transportation needs and 
demands, integrates and aligns with the State Wildlife Action Plan (SWAP), habitat 
conservation plans and regional green-prints (where applicable), and articulates improvements 
necessary to address those needs within the context of the communities and rural areas the 
highways traverse.  Caltrans meets this need through the development of the TCRs.  Each 
Caltrans District is delegated the responsibility to create a TCR for the SHS routes within their 
respective district boundaries. 
 
Corridor System Management Planning (CSMP)  
 
A Corridor System Management Plan (CSMP) is a comprehensive, integrated management 
plan for optimizing efficient, effective multimodal system performance within a transportation 
corridor.  A CSMP includes all travel modes in a defined corridor - highways and freeways, 
parallel and connecting roadways, public transit (bus, bus rapid transit, light rail, intercity rail) 
and bikeways and pedestrian facilities.  A CSMP results in a listing and phasing plan of 
recommended operational improvements, Intelligent Transportation System (ITS) strategies, 
and system expansion projects to preserve or improve performance measures within the 
corridor.  CSMPs are developed and implemented by Caltrans in partnership with regional and 
local transportation agencies and other partners.  
 
A CSMP incorporates both capital and operational improvements and is developed through the 
following steps:  
1) Corridor limits defined. 
2) Corridor team established. 
3) Performance objectives defined; preliminary assessment performed. 
4) Comprehensive performance assessment performed; causation of performance issues 

identified.  
5) Simulate and test improvement scenarios and alternatives for most effective mix of projects, 

strategies and actions. 
6) Alternatives selected and CSMP prepared. The Plan should be accepted or adopted by 

Caltrans, the MPO/RTPA, cities and counties as a guide for corridor management.  
 
Completed CSMPs and other Caltrans system planning documents can be viewed at: 
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/tpp/corridor-mobility/ 
 
With regard to corridor system planning, the RTP should:  

• Include by corridor all strategies, actions and improvements identified in system 
planning documents taking into consideration statewide and regional objectives 
which can include but are not limited to: multi-modal mobility, accessibility, 
environmental protection, and greenhouse gas reduction.  

• Describe how the corridor will be managed across jurisdictions and modes to 
preserve corridor productivity based upon performance measurement.  

• Include a reasonable time-line for each corridor to determine the need for each 
region to consider multiple objectives regarding corridor mobility. 

• Describe roles and relationships among units of local government, modal agencies, 
Caltrans and related agencies for managing the corridor for highest mobility benefits 
and for measuring and evaluating performance. 
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2.8   RTP Development Sequencing Process 
 
Following the passage of SB 375 in 2008, MPOs will need to continue to coordinate with the 
ARB and HCD.  MPOs are encouraged to continue to communicate with ARB as early in the 
RTP development as possible to obtain input.  ARB must review the SCS and possibly an APS 
after the documents are prepared.  Communication between the MPO and HCD should also 
take place as early in the RTP process as possible to ensure the regional housing needs 
assessment (RHNA) is coordinated with the development of the SCS.  SB 375 amended the law 
to require regional planning agencies to estimate the RTP adoption date and provide HCD a 
notice at least 12 months before the estimated adoption date. 
 
In summary, early communication and coordination with all appropriate levels of government, 
elected officials and the public is very important to avoid delays that may impede the final 
federal air quality conformity determination, the determination by ARB whether the SCS or APS, 
if implemented, would achieve the regional GHG emission reduction target, or successful 
coordination of the RHNA with the SCS.  
 
The following flowchart entitled: “RTP Development/Approval Process for MPOs” was prepared 
to help summarize the overall steps that MPOs must undertake to ultimately adopt an RTP with 
a transportation air quality conformity report that has been found in conformity with the 
applicable air quality state implementation plan (for nonattainment and maintenance regions) 
and that has received acceptance by ARB that the SCS/APS, if implemented, would achieve the 
region’s greenhouse gas emissions reduction target.  The process outlined in this flowchart is 
very complex and may take several years from RTP inception to RTP adoption, SCS/APS 
acceptance/rejection, and federal conformity determination. 
 
Requirements (Shalls) 
Federal: Title 23 CFR Part 450  
State: Government Code Section 65080 and 65588(e)(5) 
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2.9   Adoption - Update Cycles and Amendments 
 
Regional transportation planning is a dynamic process requiring continuous monitoring and 
periodic updating.  Updating an RTP ensures the MPOs planning process is valid and 
consistent with current and forecasted transportation and land use conditions and trends for at 
least a 20-year planning horizon. 
 
MPOs may revise the transportation plan at any time using the procedures in this section 
without a requirement to extend the horizon year.  Regional planning agencies should consult 
with local governments well in advance of adopting an RTP to ensure an RTP adoption date 
facilitates alignment of the RTP schedule, RHNA schedule and planning period, and local 
government housing element update schedule and planning period, pursuant to SB 375 
amendments.  The transportation plan (and any revisions or amendments) shall be approved by 
the MPO’s Board and submitted for informational purposes to the CTC and Caltrans.  Copies of 
any revised or amended transportation plans must be provided to the FHWA and the FTA. 
 
California state law, (Government Code Section 65080(d)) mirrors the federal update 
requirement and states that nonattainment MPOs must update their RTPs at least every four 
years and attainment MPOs at least every five years. Title 23 CFR Part 450.322(a) states that in 
nonattainment and maintenance areas, the effective date of the RTP shall be the date of a 
conformity determination issued by FHWA and FTA. In attainment areas, the effective date of 
the RTP shall be its date of adoption by the MPO. An MPO that is required to adopt a regional 
transportation plan not less than every five years, may elect to adopt the plan not less than 
every four years in order that their member cities and counties can revise their housing 
elements every 8 years pursuant to Government Code Sections 65080 (b)(2)(M) and 65588(b).  
 
Failure of an MPO to adhere to the State and Federal required update period could result in the 
FHWA not approving the region’s FTIP. Failure of an MPO to adhere to the required update 
period could result in a lack of state and federal funding as projects that are programmed for 
state or federal funding in the STIP and FTIP must be included in the approved RTP. 
 
RTPs can be amended or modified.  The US DOT identified two types of revision methods for 
an RTP (1) A major revision that is an “amendment” and, (2) A minor revision that is an 
“administrative modification.”  The definitions in Title 23 CFR Part 450.104 clarify major and 
minor amendments to RTPs.  It is recommended that MPOs coordinate with Caltrans district 
regional planners on reviewing, commenting and at times facilitating the determination of what 
constitutes an RTP Amendment or Administrative modification. 
 
RTP Amendment (major) 
 
RTPs must be amended whenever a plan revision takes place such as the addition or deletion 
of a project or a major change in project scope, cost and schedule.  Other potential triggers for 
an RTP Amendment could include changing programmed project phases or any major change 
in design concept or design scope (e.g. changing project termini or the number of through traffic 
lanes).  Amendments require public review for possible comments, demonstration of fiscal 
constraint and conformity determination (for MPOs located in nonattainment and maintenance 
areas).   
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RTP Administrative Modification (minor) 
  
Federal regulations define Administrative Modification as a minor revision to an RTP that 
includes minor changes to project/project phase costs, minor changes to funding sources of 
previously included projects, and other minor changes to projects/project phase initiation dates. 
 
An RTP administrative modification is much more flexible and open to wide interpretation.  An 
administrative modification is a revision that does not require public review and comment, re-
demonstration of fiscal constraint, or a conformity determination (in nonattainment and 
maintenance areas). 
 
Re-Adopting Existing RTPs 
 
Re-adopting the existing RTP is an option if no significant factors have occurred within the 
region that would impact the existing RTP.  However, this option would require close evaluation 
of the current status of the RTPs fiscal constraint, conformity determination and any changes to 
the project scope, cost and schedule of the RTPs.  Re-adopting an RTP could mean that no 
new projects are presented in the document, nor will there be new projects in the current update 
cycle of the RTP.    
 
Conformity Considerations 
 
When an MPO Board prepares an RTP amendment or update, they also need to be aware that 
a conformity determination may need to be conducted, depending on the type of changes, 
modifications or amendments.  An amendment that makes any of the following changes to the 
RTP would require a new conformity determination for the RTP: 
  

1) The amendment adds or deletes a non-exempt project;  
2) The amendment significantly changes the design concept or scope of a regionally 

significant project; or  
3) The amendment changes the implementation year such that it affects a 

transportation conformity analysis year. 
 
Requirements (Shalls) 
Federal: Title 23 CFR Part 450.322(a) and (c), mandatory RTP update cycles for MPOs. 
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2.10   RTP Checklist 
 
The RTP Checklist is contained in Appendix C of this document.  The purpose of the RTP 
Checklist is to establish a minimum standard for developing the RTP. The checklist of 
transportation planning requirements has been updated in order to conform to federal and state 
RTP requirements.   
 
MPOs should include the page numbers indicating where the Checklist items are addressed in 
the region’s RTP.  This requirement of identifying page numbers will assist the general public, 
federal, state and local agencies to locate the information contained in the RTP. 
 
The checklist should be completed by the MPO/RTPA and submitted to the CTC and Caltrans 
along with the draft and final RTP.  This checklist is available electronically from Caltrans 
planning staff.  Each MPO is encouraged to complete the checklist electronically.  Following its 
completion, the MPO Executive Director (or designated representative) must sign the checklist 
to indicate that the information is complete and correct.   
 
Requirements (Shalls) 
Federal: None 
State: Pursuant to California Government Code Section 14032(a), which authorizes the CTC to 
request an evaluation of all RTPs statewide to be conducted by Caltrans.  All MPOs are 
required to submit an RTP Checklist with their Draft and Final RTP when the document is 
submitted to Caltrans and the CTC. 
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RTP ANALYSIS & MODELING 

3.0   Introduction 
The purpose of this guidance is to provide metropolitan planning organizations (MPOs) clear 
and relevant travel development model development (TDM) direction for supporting regional 
transportation plan (RTP) analysis, determine federal air quality conformity, and for SB 375 
Sustainable Community Strategy (SCS) development.   

The 2016 RTP guidelines builds upon the 2010 guidelines, reflects changes in federal and state 
law, current modeling information, and the experience gained with the application of travel 
demand modeling during the development of the first round of SCSs.  The guidelines also links 
to the most recent and relevant “living documents” such as the Recommendations of the 
Regional Targets Advisory Committee (RTAC) Pursuant to SB-375, the Description of 
Methodology for CARB Staff Review of GHG Reductions from SCS Pursuant to SB 375, and to 
input received from various agencies. 

Organization of this Chapter  
• Sections 3.0 to 3.4 - Provides the background and context of regional transportation 

planning analysis as well as general descriptions of terminology, technical and policies tool, 
and planning practice examples. 

• Section 3.5 – Lists federal and state statutory or regulatory requirements and 
recommendations that MPO Modeling practitioners need to implement. 

Federal/State Requirements, Recommendations, and Planning Practice Example 
Terminology  
This chapter follows the convention for “Shalls,” “Shoulds,” and “Planning Practice Examples” as 
defined in Section1.3 of this document. 
“Shalls”:  reflect a federal or state statutory or regulatory requirement and are used with a 
statutory or regulatory citation. 
“Shoulds” reflect a federal or state permissive, optional, or recommended statutory reference 
such as “may” or “should” and are used with a statutory or regulatory citation. 
“Planning Practice Examples”:  reflect federal/state guidelines, the state of the practices, and 
good modeling practices.  They are not federal or state statutory or regulatory requirements or 
recommendations.  Where Chapter 3 reflects “planning practice examples,” the words 
“encouraged to,” “consider,” and “can” are used. 
 

3.1   Modeling in the RTP Development Process Transportation and Land Use  
Models  

Transportation planners and engineers utilize analytical tools to assist in the policy formation 
and decision-making process during the regional transportation planning process. 

Policy Tools: 
• Improve the decision-making process by assisting the public and decision-makers in 

evaluating and identifying strategies that best address the transportation needs of their 
jurisdiction. 
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• Used to present market strategies to the public/stakeholders.  Some models such as 
Geographic Information Systems (GIS) have excellent graphical and animation displays that 
can show “what if” scenarios. 

Technical Tools: 
• Provide a clear explanation of the modeling and analytical techniques applied in assessing 

the implications of the land use scenarios or other alternates studied.  
• Demonstrate how various policy assumptions impact the forecast results.  For example, they 

provide estimates of the elasticities and cross-elasticities of demand for various modes of 
travel with respect to critical variables such as access time, travel time, reliability, safety, and 
cost. 

• Assist with the evaluation and prioritization of planning and operational alternatives.  
• Assist in the operation and management of existing roadway capacity.  Some models 

provide optimization capabilities, recommending the best design or control strategies to 
maximize the performance of a transportation facility. 

 

3.2   Requirements for RTP Analysis  
Federal legislation requires each MPO to develop an RTP as part of its transportation planning 
process [23 USC 134(g) and 49 USC. 5303(f)].  The plan is required to cover a minimum 20-
year horizon, include long and short-range strategies and actions, and describe the ways the 
region intends to invest in the transportation system (23 CFR §450.322).   
State law aligns with federal law and requires each MPOs to prepare a SCS subject to the 
requirements of 23 CFR §450 and 40 CFR §93, including the requirements to utilize the most 
recent planning assumptions considering local general plans and other factors (Gov. Code, § 
65080(b)(2)(B)). 

Travel Demand Models (TDM) 
Transportation planners and engineers utilize TDMs to comply with federal and state 
requirements identified (see Section 3.5), for evaluating alternative strategies as part of an RTP,  
and to quantify GHG emission reductions associated with SCSs (See Chapter 6, Regional GHG 
Emissions Requirements and Considerations in the RTP).   

A TDM utilizes a series of mathematical equations that forecast travel behavior and 
transportation service demand in a given region.  The inputs include but are not limited to 
population, employment, land use, and the transportation network.  The outputs of a TDM are 
used to assist decision-makers in developing policies and strategies, to inform the public, and 
for the National Environmental Protection Act (NEPA) and the California Environmental Quality 
Act (CEQA) analysis.  For additional guidance see the latest CARB, Methodologies for Review 
of GHG Reduction for SCSs Pursuant to SB 375 Document. 

California Statewide Travel Demand Model (CSTDM) 
Interregional travel is the sum of the following: 

1. Trips beginning outside a given MPO’s boundary and ending within it (X-I trip) 
2. Trips beginning inside a given MPO’s boundary and ending outside it (I-X trip) 
3. Trips beginning outside a given MPO’s boundary, traveling across some portion of the 

region and ending outside the boundary (X-X trip) 
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For MPOs to account for the emissions from interregional travel and share responsibly for 
reducing those emissions with bordering regions, it is critical that they have the ability to 
accurately capture VMT associated with interregional travel trips.  The CSTDM is used to 
forecast interregional trips and other travel types.  MPOs can use this model to assist in 
capturing interregional VMT and as a point of reference in instances where adjacent MPO 
models produce dissimilar interregional volumes.  Regional transportation planning agencies 
can use this data if they do not have access to a TDM. 
Close collaboration is urged between bordering MPOs and Caltrans in developing interregional 
trip estimates.  In those instances where MPO models produce dissimilar interregional volumes, 
the CSTDM may act as a point of reference that the MPO regional models should reasonably 
consider.  Caltrans can act as the facilitator in these situations to help reach consensus.  (For 
more information see, http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/tpp/offices/omsp/statewide_modeling/cstdm.html) 

Visualization Techniques and Sketch Modeling of Scenarios 
Pursuant to 23 CRF 450.316(a)(1)(iii) MPOs are required to employing visualization techniques 
to describe regional transportation plans and TIPs.  Examples include GIS-based information, 
maps, charts, and other visual aids that are useable and understandable by the public.  
Furthermore, MPOs are required under California Government Code 65080(b)(2)(F)(iii) to the 
extent practical use urban simulation computer modeling to create visual representations of the 
SCS or APS during their public workshops.  See 2010 RTP Guidelines, Regional Greenhouse 
Gas Emissions Requirements, and Consideration in the RTP, and Visualization and Mapping for 
additional information related to SCS development.  

EMFAC Model 
California Air Resources Board (CARB) developed the EMFAC emissions model to assess 
emissions from on-road vehicles including cars, trucks, and buses, to support CARB's 
regulatory and air quality planning, and by MPOs to meet the federal Clean Air Act (CAA) 
requirements.  The most recent approved current version located in the Federal Register.  The 
mobile source emissions inventory is CARB's tool for assessing vehicle population, activity, and 
emissions from mobile sources.  These inventories are constantly being, updated to support the 
latest air quality plans and regulations.    
(http://www.arb.ca.gov/msei/categories.htm#onroad_motor_vehicles) 

 

3.3   TDM Quality Control and Consistency  
Regional travel demand modeling consistency and quality control are essential for creating 
confidence in modeling results.   

Model Inputs and Assumptions 
Model inputs and assumptions are a necessary part of running a TDM.  Although it is not 
required under the transportation conformity rule, the United States Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA) and the United States Department of Transportation (US DOT) encourage MPOs 
in nonattainment and maintenance areas to review and update their planning assumptions 
(especially population, employment, and vehicle registration) at least every five years or to 
justify in the conformity determination why the planning assumptions have not been updated. 
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Data 
Modeling results are only as good as the data that goes into them.  If travel survey samples are 
limited to a given region, other available sources of data including the National Household 
Travel Survey, the American Community Survey, and trip rates associated with a region that is 
similar in size (such as demographic and socioeconomic characteristics) can be used.  For 
statewide consistency, and if feasible, MPOs are encouraged to use common data definitions 
and sources.  As new technology and new data sources become available (e.g. “big data”), 
MPOs are encouraged to consider ways to incorporated them into their analysis and modeling 
practices.   
For additional guidance, see the latest CARB, Methodologies for Review of GHG Reduction for 
SCSs Pursuant to SB 375. 

Model Calibration and Validation 
Calibration is used to adjust the model parameters until the model matches observed regional 
travel patterns and demand.  Validation involves testing the model's predictive capabilities 
(ability to replicate observed conditions (within reason)) before it is used to produce forecasts.  
The outputs and observed or empirical travel data are compared, and the model's parameters 
are adjusted until the outputs fall within an acceptable range of error.  Static validation tests 
compare the model’s base year traffic volume estimates to traffic counts using statistical 
measures and threshold criteria.  
Because emission estimates are sensitive to vehicle speed changes, the US EPA and US DOT 
suggest that areas using network-based travel models compare the speeds estimated in the 
validation year with speeds empirically observed during the peak and off-peak periods.  The 
significant sensitivity of emissions to highway speeds emphasizes the need to monitor and 
maintain the ability of the transportation model to provide accurate speed estimates.7 
The US EPA and US DOT also suggest that every component of a model, as well as the entire 
model system, validated.8  Nonattainment and maintenance areas using network-based travel 
models are encouraged by the US EPA and US DOT to establish criteria for validating the 
congestion speeds predicted by the transportation model with the observed speed data. 

Static Validation Criteria 
• Volume-to-count ratio – is computed by dividing the volume assigned by the model and the 

actual traffic count for individual roadways model-wide.  It provides a general context for the 
relationship (i.e., high or low) between model volumes and counts. 

• Percent of links with volume-to-count within Caltrans deviation allowance – the deviation is 
the difference between the model volume and the actual count divided by the actual count.  
The Caltrans deviation thresholds recognize that allowances shrink as the count increases 
(i.e., lower tolerance for differences between the model volume estimates and counts).   

• Correlation coefficient – estimates the correlation (strength and direction of the linear 
relationship) between the actual traffic counts and the estimated traffic volumes from the 
model. 

• Percent root mean square error (RMSE) – is the square root of the model volume minus the 
actual count squared divided by the number of counts.  It is a measure similar to standard 
deviation in that it assesses the accuracy of the entire model. 

                                                 
7 Guidance for the Use of Latest Planning Assumptions in Transportation Conformity Determinations, Revision to January 18, 2001 
Guidance Memorandum, EAP, December 2008, page 9 
8 Travel Model Validation and Reasonableness Checking Manual second edition, page 1-6, September 24, 2010 
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MPOs are encouraged to meet the recommended static validation and transit assignment 
validation thresholds listed below.  Where a model does not meet the thresholds, the MPO is 
encouraged to clearly document impediments. 

Recommended Static Validation Thresholds 
Validation Metric Thresholds 

Percent of links with volume-to-count ratios within 
Caltrans deviation allowance At Least 75% 

Correlation Coefficient At Least 0.88 
Percent Root Mean Squared Error (RMSE) Below 40% 

The table below specifies possible transit assignment validation criteria.  

For additional guidance, see the FHWA’s, The Travel Model Validation and Reasonableness 
Checking Manual, ‖ Second Edition, September 2010, and the latest CARB, Methodologies for 
Review of GHG Reduction for SCSs Pursuant to SB 375 Document. 

Model Sensitivity Analysis 
Sensitivity testing is the application of the model and the model set using alternative input data 
or assumptions.  Sensitivity analysis of individual model components can include the estimation 
of the elasticities and cross-elasticities of model coefficients.  Sensitivity analysis can also be 
applied to the entire set of models using alternative assumptions regarding the demographic 
and socioeconomic input data, or changes in transportation system to determine if the model 
results are plausible and reasonable9.  
Sensitivity testing includes both disaggregate and aggregate checks.  Disaggregate checks, 
such as the determination of model elasticities, are performed during model estimation.  
Aggregate sensitivity testing results from temporal validation.  During sensitivity testing, 
reasonableness and logic checks can be performed.  These checks also include the comparison 
of estimated (or calibrated) model parameters against those estimated in other regions with 
similar models.  “Reasonableness and logic checks can also include “components of change” 
analyses and an evaluation of whether or not the models “tell a coherent story” as 
recommended by the FTA for New Starts analysis.”  (Travel Model Validation and Reasonableness 
Checking Manual Second Edition, September 2010, 1-7) 

The output of sensitivity tests can include total VMT, mode share, the number of the person and 
vehicle trips by purpose, average trip length by mode, and transit boardings.  Each MPO is 
encouraged to improve model sensitivity and accuracy related to measuring GHG emissions 
associated with both land use or transportation network decisions.  However, the application of 
these quality control criteria will vary based on the size of the MPO, severity of non-attainment 
status, the sophistication of transit system, the degree of model sophistication, and the 
presence of pricing variables, among other characteristics.   

                                                 
9 Travel Model Validation and Reasonableness Checking Manual Second Edition, September 2010, 1-5 

Recommended Transit Assignment Validation Thresholds  
Validation Metric Thresholds 

Difference between actual counts and model results for a 
given year by route group (e.g. local bus, express bus, etc.) +/- 20% 

Difference between actual counts and model results for a 
given year by Transit Mode (e.g., light rail, bus, etc.) +/- 10% 
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The following inputs can be changed as part of sensitivity tests: 
Highway Network:  Add or delete lanes to a link, change link speeds, and change link capacities 
Land use:  Residential and employment density (households and number of jobs), proximity to 
transit, regional accessibility, and land use mix 
Pricing:  Increase/decrease auto operating costs, parking price, and toll rates 
Demand Management (if included in the model):  Increase/decrease telecommute and 
vanpooling, and change HOV lanes/policy 
Transit:  Increase/decrease transit fares, transit capacity - (BRT, express bus, regular bus, and 
a combination of all bus types), and transit frequency 
Socioeconomic:  Changes in demographic and in economic growth, and household income 
distribution 
For additional guidance see the Federal Highway Administration’s, The Travel Model Validation 
and Reasonableness Checking Manual,‖ Second Edition, 10.2 Sensitivity Testing September 
2010, the latest CARB, Methodologies for Review of GHG Reduction for SCSs Pursuant to SB 
375 Document, and the Recommendations RTAC Pursuant to SB 375, September 2009. 

Calculating Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) 
Vehicle miles traveled (VMT) is key data for highway planning and management and a common 
measure of roadway use and travel demand.  MPOs use VMT, along with other data, in 
estimating congestion, air quality, and potential gas-tax revenues.  They also use VMT or VMT 
stratified by speed, as inputs in the development of SCSs, NEPA and CEQA (SB 743) 
documents, and for purposes other than RTP development.  

Performance Indicators 
Performance indicators are critical for tracking the progress of SCSs.  They are sets of real 
world data that are tracked over time and used for system performance evaluation.  The RTAC 
Committee recommended performance indicators in funding, land use, transportation, pricing 
and TDM/TSM to keep track of the progress of land use and transportation changes after the 
implementation of the SCSs (See the Recommendations of the RTAC Pursuant to SB 375 pp. 44-46 
and the latest CARB, Methodologies for Review of GHG Reduction for SCSs Pursuant to SB 375 
Document). 

Co-benefits of SCS 
MPOs are encouraged to quantify, to the extent possible, the co-benefits associated with the 
achievement of their greenhouse gas reduction targets, as a means of increasing public 
understanding and support (See the Recommendations of the RTAC Pursuant to SB 375 pp. 42-44 for 
addition guidance). 

Documentation 
Quality documentation is key to providing planners, engineers, and decision-makers with a 
better understanding of the reliability of the tools used to produce the forecast.  In addition to 
documentation, the key modeling processes (model estimation, calibration, and validation), it is 
also important to identify model limitations and document how they are addressed within the 
post-processing model (if an off-model strategy is used).  For more guidance see, the California 
Air Resource Board’s Off-Model Strategies Adopted by California is in Sustainable Communities 
Strategies as of April 29, 2016.  http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/sb375/mpo_off-model_strategies.pdf 
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Model Peer Review / Peer Advisory Committee 
MPOs are encouraged to formally seek out peer reviews from Californian transportation 
modelers from other agencies of similar size during model development or after a major 
modeling enhancement.  In addition to the review by peers, agencies can utilize FHWA’s Travel 
Model Improvement Program peer review process or use the FHWA/FTA certification review to 
verify that the travel forecasting methods the agencies are using support the applications.   
In addition to the committee, transportation modeling agencies are also encouraged to 
participate statewide, regional, and local modeling forums and user groups as a way to share 
ideas, review model inputs and methodologies, and coordinate modeling activities. 

California Interagency (CIA) Modeling Forum  
Analytical and forecasting tools, as well as transportation technologies,  are dynamic and 
evolving; therefore, it is important that state, regional, local, and air quality agencies have on-
going dialogue that supports model improvement activities by focusing on increasing model 
accuracy, policy sensitivity, data development and acquisition, and transparency.  As a result, 
Caltrans will enhance the CIA Modeling Forum to facilitate an on-going dialogue between state 
and regional agencies, and other modeling practitioners.  The CIA Modeling Forum will be 
organized and facilitated by the Caltrans, with an additional objective of developing 
recommendations for the regional transportation plan guidelines.  Caltrans will share any 
existing information/research reports with the group and the public.  
Transportation modelers from state, regional, and local agencies including Caltrans, CARB, 
CEC, MPOs, and RTPAs will meet to discuss modeling topics of general interest and to learn 
about new developments in the field.  This forum will also be used for education, collaboration, 
consensus building, for encouraging MPO model improvement activities (consistent with current 
professional practice), and for recommending areas for future research. 
This group will provide a memo to the California Transportation Commission (CTC) on an 
annual basis with recommended changes to the analysis and modeling and chapter of the 
guidelines, status of work, on-going efforts.  In areas where consensus is not reached, the 
group will provide the CTC a summary of the perspectives.  During the applicable RTP 
Guidelines update, the RTP guidelines may be updated, as appropriate and applicable.  MPO 
Model improvement programs must be developed to meet MPO needs and fit within their 
available modeling resources.  All recommendations from the CIA forum shall take into account 
factors such as the size and available resources of the MPO, consistent with California 
Government Code Section 14522.1.  
To ensure recommendations from the CIA forum are consistent with regional, state, and federal 
policy direction, Caltrans will coordinate with MPO planning directors and other state agencies 
in the development of study areas for consideration by the CIA modeling forum.   
Initial areas recommended for discussion include, but are not limited to (not in priority order): 

• The calculation and forecasting of auto operating cost 
• Should vehicle ownership models be developed for all MPOs? 
• Induced travel demand modeling 
• The role of backcasting and sensitivity testing in model development 
• The impact of changing vehicle and transportation technologies on model development 
• Guidance for activity-based modeling 
• Model validation and calibration criteria  
• Guidance for peer review process of MPO models  
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• External travel/visitor model  
• Freight forecasting  
• Integration with other models  
• Guidance on transferable parameters  
• Statewide data collection to support MPO modeling efforts 
• Additional items as deemed appropriate and applicable by the group 

 

3.4   RTP Modeling Improvement Program (MIP) / Planning Practice Examples  
Analysis and forecasting tools, as well as transportation technologies, are not static; therefore it 
is important that state, regional, local, and air quality agencies have on-going model 
improvement programs that support model calibration and validation activities by focusing on 
increasing model accuracy, policy sensitivity, and data development and acquisitions.   
The RTP MIP includes planning practice examples that take into account factors such as the 
MPO’s size and available resources and considers all modeling related to RTP development 
(e.g. federal air quality conformity and SCS analysis).   
For all federal and state statutory and regulatory requirements and recommendations please 
refer to Section 3.5 - RTP Travel Analysis Groupings.  

Category 1 –MPOs with attainment Air Quality (AQ), slow growth in population 
and jobs, little or no congestion, and no significant capacity-enhancing projects 
or limited transit expansion plans or areas of non-attainment due to transport  
MPOs with attainment AQ, slow to moderate growth, population under 200,000, 
and no urbanized area or transit having more than a minimal potential impact on 
VMT, plus rural isolated non-attainment areas due to transport 
• These counties are not federally recognized MPOs subject to federal air quality conformity 

analysis as part of RTP development.  They do not need to run a network travel model.   

Category 2 - MPOs with moderate to rapid growth, nonattainment, and 
maintenance -AQ, or the potential for transit to reduce VMT. 
Consider the planning practice examples listed below. 
Travel Demand Models: 
• The number of residents per travel analysis zone (TAZ) is encouraged to be greater than 

1,200, but less than 3,000; each TAZ is encouraged to yield less than 15,000 person trips 
per day; and the size of each TAZ is encouraged to range from one-quarter to one square 
mile in area (NCHRP 716, page 14) 

• If an MPO uses a gravity model in their trip distribution step, a different friction factor can be 
used for each trip purpose.  For example, home-based school trips can consider the school 
district areas in developing the friction factors and can be calibrated based on the local 
household travel survey 

• MPOs are encouraged to have a minimum of three trip purposes in their model (home-
based work (HBW), home-based other (HBO), and nonhome-based (HHB) trips).  MPOs are 
encouraged to include more trip purposes such as home-based school (HBS), home-based 
university (HBU), home-based shopping (HBSh) and other trip purposes as appropriate. 
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• Each MPO model is encouraged to account for auto operating costs in forecasting the 
travel.  Auto operating cost is a key parameter in various steps of the TDM and can consist 
of fuel (primarily gasoline) costs and non-fuel-related (repair, maintenance, tires, and 
accessories) costs.  This can also include the effective fuel efficiency of the vehicle fleet. 

• The models can have sufficient temporal resolution (at least three time periods) to 
adequately model peak and off-peak periods. 

• MPOs can consider developing a logit based destination choice model as part of their trip 
distribution step.  

• Consider including a percentage share of all trips (work and non-work) made by all single 
occupant vehicles, multiple occupant vehicles, or carpool, transit, walking, and bicycling in 
the measures of means of travel.  

• MPOs can model the entire regional transit network when modeling the transit mode. 
• Mode choice models can be segmented by vehicle availability or household income.   
• Because such variables as walking time and parking costs are important elements in mode 

choice, walking and auto access to transit modes can be modeled separately, unless there 
is little demand for transit where people drive or are driven to the transit stop (NCHRP 716, 
page 54). 

• Consider using several employment types along with several trip purposes. 

Visualization Techniques and Sketch Modeling of Scenarios: 

• Consider developing GIS capabilities such as creating a parcel and land use data layers.  
• Consider using an urban scenario model to calculate environmental impacts on terrestrial 

and aquatic ecosystems and/or to inform the land-use model of areas to be avoided in order 
to help locate alternative development.   

Freight Models: 

• Consider developing a simple freight model.  

Policy Analysis Capabilities: 

• Can define and evaluate trend forecasts, combined general plans, and preferred RTP 
scenarios.  

• Models can be used to evaluate increased density and mix, urban growth limits, improved 
neighborhood walkability and bikeability, and one or more transit improvement proposals, as 
well as demand management, pricing strategies, and housing affordability.   

• Can evaluate policies for their effects on lower-income households.  This can be done by 
evaluating traveler welfare measures based on the mode choice log sums for each 
household income class, or based on travel costs for them.  

Category 3 - MPOs that are nonattainment for ozone or CO, with a metropolitan 
planning area containing an urbanized population over 200,000. 
Can consider all the planning practice examples identified in Category 2 and those listed below. 

Travel Demand Models: 

• Four-step models can be developed with full feedback across travel model steps and some 
sort of land use modeling. 

• Vehicle ownership model can be developed and used.  A vehicle ownership model is used 
to determine the number of motor vehicles available for use by household members. MPOs 
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can consider variables such as household size, income, the number of workers, types of 
housing units, residential and employment density, and access to transit and non-motorized 
transport as part of vehicle ownership model. 

• Walk, drive, wait, and in-vehicle travel time can be included when calculating the duration of 
a transit trip. 

• A time of day model can be developed and used to allocate daily trips.  
• Vehicle occupancy rate can be varied based on the trip purpose and time of day 

Regional Economic & Land-Use Models: 

• Consider using travel costs or mode choice log sums for simple environmental justice 
analysis. Examples of such analyses include the effects of transportation and development 
scenarios on low-income or transit-dependent households, the combined 
housing/transportation cost burden on these households, and the jobs/housing fit.   

• Consider developing models that test joint (or simultaneous)-choice of mode and 
destination.   

Freight Models: 
• Consider implementing freight or commodity flow models.   

Policy Analysis Capabilities: 
• Travel welfare can be measured using various economic measures (wages, jobs, 

production, and exports) can be created. 

Category 4 - The largest MPOs with rapid growth, large population centers and 
established transit systems. 
Consider all the planning practice examples identified in Categories 2 and 3 and those listed 
below  

Travel Demand Models: 

• MPOs are encouraged to transition to activity-based TDM  
• Technology influences the travel behavior by substituting for travel (telework) and leading to 

more travel by allowing for people to live farther away from their jobs.  Consider reflecting 
the interactions between technology and travel behavior within the TDM. 

Regional Economic & Land Use Models: 

•  If resources permit, consider building formal microeconomic land use models to analyze 
and evaluate the effects of growth scenarios on economic welfare (utility), including land 
prices, home affordability, jobs-housing fit, the combined housing-transportation cost 
burden, and economic development (wages, jobs, exports).  

• Consider integrating land use and activity-based models into a single modeling system – 
integrated land use/transportation model that would allow planners to analyze the 
interactions between land use and the transportation system. (“Jobs-housing fit” is the 
extent to which the rents and mortgages in the community are affordable to the people who 
currently work there or will fill anticipated jobs). 

Freight Models: 
• Consider incorporating freight movement into the travel demand process.  Consider 

documenting assumptions about freight growth and mode choice that impact truck VMT. 
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• Consider using information from the statewide freight model, local trip-based truck demand 
models, or commodity flows models when available.  MPOs are encouraged to coordinated 
freight data collection programs with statewide efforts.    

Data: 

• Household travel surveys can be activity-based and include a tour table.  GPS sampling is 
encouraged and extra emphasis can be placed on accurate geocoding of households, 
workplace locations, and stops.  Regions are encouraged to carefully design and follow the 
survey’s data collection procedures so that the results are appropriate for the type of model 
being utilized.  Coordination with Caltrans’ travel survey efforts is encouraged  

Policy Analysis Capabilities: 

• Integrating land use modeling with transportation demand modeling can simulate the 
complex interactions of proposed changes in land use, economic, and transportation 
systems.  Equity analysis can include changes in welfare by household income class.  
Economic development impacts may be comprehensively evaluated with this model set. 
Time-of-day road tolls can be evaluated. 

• Agencies can take transit capacity constraints into consideration to derive operating 
scenarios that avoid overcrowded buses and trains.  The amount of transit service thus 
derived can advise policy makers on needed transit capital and operating funding levels.  
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3.5   RTP Travel Analysis Groupings – Federal/State Laws 
MPOs, regional transportation planning agencies (RTPAs), and congestion management 
agencies (CMAs) are organized into travel analysis groups based on federal and state laws (see 
map below).  Group A includes Isolated Rural Attainment Areas (A1) and Isolated Rural 
Nonattainment or Maintenance Areas (A2) RTPAs that fall within the A grouping are not 
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required to conduct federal air quality conformity analysis as part of their RTP development.  
Caltrans is required to perform project-level air quality conformity analysis for regionally 
significant federal funded projects.   

Group B includes federally recognized MPOs not located within a metropolitan 
transportation area with a population over 200,000 and therefore, not designated 
transportation management areas (TMAs).  This group includes two categories based 
on federal air quality conformity laws, (B1) Attainment Areas and (B2) Nonattainment or 
Maintenance Areas.  Group C includes MPOs located within TMAs.  This grouping 
includes (C1) Attainment Areas and (C2) Nonattainment or Maintenance Areas. 

Group A1:  Isolated Rural Attainment Areas -- Federal Requirements (Shalls) 
None  

Group A1:  Isolated Rural Attainment Areas -- State Requirements (Shalls)   
California Government Code  
§65080(a) Each transportation planning agency designated under Section 29532 or 29532.1 
shall prepare and adopt a regional transportation plan directed at 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 be action-oriented and pragmatic, considering both the short-term and 
long-term future, and shall present clear, concise policy guidance to local and state officials. The 
regional transportation plan shall consider factors specified in Section 134 of Title 23 of the 
United States Code. Each transportation planning agency shall consider and incorporate, as 
appropriate, the transportation plans of cities, counties, districts, private organizations, and state 
and federal agencies. 

Group A1:  Isolated Rural Attainment Areas -- Federal Recommendations 
(Shoulds)  
None 

Group A1:  Isolated Rural Attainment Areas -- State Recommendations (Shoulds)  
California Government Code 
§14522.2(b) Transportation planning agencies other than those identified in paragraph (1) of 
subdivision (a) of Section 14522.1, cities, and counties are encouraged, but not required, to 
utilize travel demand models that are consistent with the guidelines in the development of their 
regional transportation plans. 

§65080(c) Each transportation planning agency may also include other factors of local 
significance as an element of the regional transportation plan, including, but not limited to, 
issues of mobility for specific sectors of the community, including, but not limited to, senior 
citizens. 
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Group A2:  Isolated Rural Nonattainment or Maintenance Areas -- Federal 
Requirements (Shalls)  
Regional Transportation Planning Agencies are not required to perform federal air quality 
conformity analysis as part of their RTP development.  Caltrans is the responsible agency for 
performing the project level air quality analysis requirements and recommendations listed in this 
grouping. 
40 CFR §93 
§93.109 Criteria and procedures for determining conformity of transportation plans, 
programs, and projects: General.   
(g) Isolated rural nonattainment and maintenance areas.  This paragraph applies to any 
nonattainment or maintenance area (or portion thereof) which does not have a metropolitan 
transportation plan or TIP and whose projects are not part of the emissions analysis of any 
MPO's metropolitan transportation plan or TIP. This paragraph does not apply to “donut” areas 
which are outside the metropolitan planning boundary and inside the 
nonattainment/maintenance area boundary. 
(1) FHWA/FTA projects in all isolated rural nonattainment and maintenance areas must satisfy 
the requirements of §§93.110, 93.111, 93.112, 93.113(d), 93.116, and 93.117. Until EPA 
approves the control strategy implementation plan or maintenance plan for a rural CO 
nonattainment or maintenance area, FHWA/FTA projects must also satisfy the requirements of 
§93.116(b) (“Localized CO, PM10, and PM2.5 violations (hot spots)”). 
(2) Isolated rural nonattainment and maintenance areas are subject to the budget and/or 
interim emissions tests as described in paragraph (c) of this section, with the following 
modifications: 
(i) When the requirements of §§93.106(d), 93.116, 93.118, and 93.119 apply to isolated rural 
nonattainment and maintenance areas, references to “transportation plan” or “TIP” should be 
taken to mean those projects in the statewide transportation plan or statewide TIP which are in 
the rural nonattainment or maintenance area. When the requirements of §93.106(d) apply to 
isolated rural nonattainment and maintenance areas, references to “MPO” should be taken to 
mean the state department of transportation. 
(ii) In isolated rural nonattainment and maintenance areas that are subject to §93.118, 
FHWA/FTA projects must be consistent with motor vehicle emissions budget(s) for the years 
in the timeframe of the attainment demonstration or maintenance plan. For years after the 
attainment year (if a maintenance plan has not been submitted) or after the last year of the 
maintenance plan, FHWA/FTA projects must satisfy one of the following requirements: 
(A) §93.118; 
(B) §93.119 (including regional emissions analysis for NOX in all ozone nonattainment and 
maintenance areas, notwithstanding §93.119(f)(2)); or 
(C) As demonstrated by the air quality dispersion model or other air quality modeling 
technique used in the attainment demonstration or maintenance plan, the FHWA/FTA project, 
in combination with all other regionally significant projects expected in the area in the 
timeframe of the statewide transportation plan, must not cause or contribute to any new 
violation of any standard in any areas; increase the frequency or severity of any existing 
violation of any standard in any area; or delay timely attainment of any standard or any 
required interim emission reductions or other milestones in any area. Control measures 
assumed in the analysis must be enforceable. 

(iii) The choice of requirements in paragraph (g)(2)(ii) of this section and the methodology 
used to meet the requirements of paragraph (g)(2)(ii)(C) of this section must be determined 
through the interagency consultation process required in §93.105(c)(1)(vi) through which the 
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relevant recipients of title 23 U.S.C. or Federal Transit Laws funds, the local air quality agency, 
the State air quality agency, and the State department of transportation should reach 
consensus about the option and methodology selected. EPA and DOT must be consulted 
through this process as well. In the event of unresolved disputes, conflicts may be escalated to 
the Governor consistent with the procedure in §93.105(d), which applies for any State air 
agency comments on a conformity determination. 

Group A2:  Isolated Rural Nonattainment or Maintenance Areas -- State 
Requirements (Shalls)  
California Government Code 
§65080(d) Except as otherwise provided in this subdivision, each transportation planning 
agency shall adopt and submit, every four years, an updated regional transportation plan to the 
California Transportation Commission and the Department of Transportation. A transportation 
planning agency located in a federally designated air quality attainment area or that does not 
contain an urbanized area may at its option adopt and submit a regional transportation plan 
every five years. When applicable, the plan shall be consistent with federal planning and 
programming requirements and shall conform to the regional transportation plan guidelines 
adopted by the California Transportation Commission. Prior to the adoption of the regional 
transportation plan, a public hearing shall be held after the giving of notice of the hearing by 
publication in the affected county or counties pursuant to Section 6061. 

Group A2:  Isolated Rural Nonattainment or Maintenance Areas -- Federal 
Recommendations (Shoulds)   
None 

Group A2:  Isolated Rural Nonattainment or Maintenance Areas -- State 
Recommendations (Shoulds)   
None 

Group B1:  Non-TMA MPOs - Attainment Areas -- Federal Requirements (Shalls) 
Title 23 CFR §450 
§450.306 Scope of the metropolitan transportation planning process. 
(c) Consideration of the planning factors in paragraph (b) of this section shall be reflected, as 
appropriate, in the metropolitan transportation planning process. The degree of consideration 
and analysis of the factors should be based on the scale and complexity of many issues, 
including transportation system development, land use, employment, economic development, 
human and natural environment (including Section 4(f) properties as defined in 23 CFR 774.17), 
and housing and community development.   

§450.316 Interested parties, participation, and consultation. 
(a) The MPO shall develop and use a documented participation plan that defines a process for 
providing individuals, affected public agencies, representatives of public transportation 
employees, public ports, freight shippers, providers of freight transportation services, private 
providers of transportation (including intercity bus operators, employer-based commuting 
programs, such as carpool program, vanpool program, transit benefit program, parking cash-out 
program, shuttle program, or telework program), representatives of users of public 
transportation, representatives of users of pedestrian walkways and bicycle transportation 
facilities, representatives of the disabled, and other interested parties with reasonable 
opportunities to be involved in the metropolitan transportation planning process. 
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(1) The MPO shall develop the participation plan in consultation with all interested parties and 
shall, at a minimum, describe explicit procedures, strategies, and desired outcomes for:  
(iii) MPOs are required to use visualization techniques as part the public participation plan, 
RTP, and TIP development that are usable and understandable to the public. 
(iv) Making public information (technical information and meeting notices) available in 
electronically accessible formats and means, such as the World Wide Web;  

§450.324 Development and content of the metropolitan transportation plan. 
(a) The metropolitan transportation planning process shall include the development of a 
transportation plan addressing no less than a 20-year planning horizon as of the effective date. 
In formulating the transportation plan, the MPO shall consider factors described in § 450.306 as 
the factors relate to a minimum 20-year forecast period.  In attainment areas, the effective date 
of the transportation plan shall be its date of adoption by the MPO.   
(b) MPOs are required to develop RTPs that address a minimum of 20-year horizon and include 
both long and short-range strategies/actions that lead to the development of an integrated 
multimodal transportation system that facilitates the safe and efficient movement of people and 
goods in addressing current and future transportation demand.   
(c) The MPO shall review and update the transportation plan at least every 5 years in 
attainment areas to confirm the transportation plan’s validity and consistency with current and 
forecasted transportation and land use conditions and trends and to extend the forecast period 
to at least a 20-year planning horizon.  The MPO shall approve the transportation plan (and any 
revisions) and submit it for information purposes to the Governor.  Copies of any updated or 
revised transportation plans must be provided to the FHWA and the FTA. 
(e) The MPO, the State(s), and the public transportation operator(s) shall validate data used in 
preparing other existing modal plans for providing input to the transportation plan.  In updating 
the transportation plan, the MPO shall base the update on the latest available estimates and 
assumptions for population, land use, travel, employment, congestion, and economic activity.  
The MPO shall approve transportation plan contents and supporting analyses produced by a 
transportation plan update. 
(f) The metropolitan transportation plan shall, at a minimum, include: 
(1) The current and projected transportation demand of persons and goods in the metropolitan 
planning area over the period of the transportation plan  
(2) Existing and proposed transportation facilities (including major roadways, public 
transportation facilities, intercity bus facilities, multimodal and intermodal facilities, 
nonmotorized transportation facilities (e.g., pedestrian walkways and bicycle facilities), and 
intermodal connectors) that should function as an integrated metropolitan transportation 
system, giving emphasis to those facilities that serve important national and regional 
transportation functions over the period of the transportation plan  

Group B1:  Non-TMA MPOs – Attainment Areas -- State requirements (Shalls)   
California Government Code 
§14522.2 (a) MPOs are required to disseminate the methodology, results, and key assumptions 
of whichever travel demand models it uses in a way that would be usable and understandable to 
the public   

§65080 (b) The regional transportation plan shall be an internally consistent document and shall 
include all of the following: 
(1) A policy element that describes the transportation issues in the region, identifies and 
quantifies regional needs, and describes the desired short-range and long-range transportation 
goals, and pragmatic objective and policy statements. The objective and policy statements 
shall be consistent with the funding estimates of the financial element. The policy element of 
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transportation planning agencies with populations that exceed 200,000 persons may quantify a 
set of indicators including, but not limited to, all of the following: 
(A) Measures of mobility and traffic congestion, including, but not limited to, daily vehicle hours 
of delay per capita and vehicle miles traveled per capita. 
(B) Measures of road and bridge maintenance and rehabilitation needs, including, but not 
limited to, roadway pavement and bridge conditions.  
(C) Measures of means of travel, including, but not limited to, percentage share of all trips 
(work and non-work) made by all of the following:   
(i) Single occupant vehicle;  
(ii) Multiple occupant vehicle or carpool;  
(iii) Public transit including commuter rail and intercity rail;  
(iv).Walking; 
(v) Bicycling.   

(D) Measures of safety and security, including, but not limited to, total injuries and fatalities 
assigned to each of the modes set forth in subparagraph (C).   
(E) Measures of equity and accessibility, including, but not limited to, percentage of the 
population served by frequent and reliable public transit, with a breakdown by income bracket, 
and percentage of all jobs accessible by frequent and reliable public transit service, with a 
breakdown by income bracket.   
(F) The requirements of this section may be met utilizing existing sources of information. No 
additional traffic counts, household surveys, or other sources of data shall be required.  

Group B1:  NonTMAs MPOs - Attainment Areas -- Federal Recommendations 
(Shoulds): 
Title 23 CFR §450 
§450.306 Scope of the metropolitan transportation planning process. 
(c) The degree of the consideration and analysis of the planning factors (23 CFR §450.306(b)) 
should be based on the scale and complexity of the many issues, including transportation 
system development, land use, employment, economic development, human and natural 
environment (including Section 4(f) properties as defined in (23 CFR §774.17), and housing and 
community development). 

§450.324 Development and content of the metropolitan transportation plan. 
(c) In addition, the MPO may revise the transportation plan at any time using the procedures in 
this section without a requirement to extend the horizon year.  

Group B1:  NonTMAs MPOs - Attainment Areas -- State Recommendations 
(Shoulds) 
This section includes all of the Isolated Rural Attainment (see Map) state recommendations.  No 
new recommendations are identified in this section.   

Group B2:  Non-TMA MPOs – Nonattainment or Maintenance Areas -- Federal 
Requirements (Shalls) 
This section includes all of Group B1 federal requirements and the following requirements. 
Federal Clean Air Act of 1990 
Section 176(c)(1)(B)(iii) of the Clean Air Act states that "[t]he determination of conformity 
shall be based on the most recent estimates of emissions, and such estimates shall be 
determined from the most recent population, employment, travel, and congestion estimates as 
determined by the MPO or other agency authorized to make such estimates." The Clean Air Act 
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requires that transportation investments be based on the most recent information that is 
available, in order to protect public health over the long-term. 

Title 40 CFR §93 
§93.102 Applicability.  (a) Action applicability.  
(1) Except as provided for in paragraph (c) of this section or §93.126, conformity 
determinations are required for:  
(i) The adoption, acceptance, approval or support of transportation plans and transportation 
plan amendments developed pursuant to 23 CFR part 450 or 49 CFR part 613 by an MPO or 
DOT;  
(ii) The adoption, acceptance, approval or support of TIPs and TIP amendments developed 
pursuant to 23 CFR part 450 or 49 CFR part 613 by an MPO or DOT; and  
(iii) The approval, funding, or implementation of FHWA/FTA projects. 

(b) Geographic applicability. The provisions of this subpart shall apply in all nonattainment and 
maintenance areas for transportation-related criteria pollutants for which the area is designated 
nonattainment or has a maintenance plan.  

§93.104 Frequency of conformity determinations. 
(a) Conformity determinations and conformity redetermination for transportation plans, TIPS, 
and FHWA/FTA projects must be make according to the requirements of this section and 
applicable implementation plan. 
(b) Frequency of conformity determinations for transportation plans. 
(1) Each new transportation plan must be demonstrated to conform before the transportation 
plan is approved by the MPO or accepted by DOT 
(2) All transportation plan amendments must be found to conform before the transportation plan 
amendments are approved by the MPO or accepted by DOT, unless the amendment merely 
adds or deletes exempt projects listed in §93.126 or §93.127. The conformity determination 
must be based on the transportation plan and the amendment taken as a whole. 
(3) The MPO and DOT must determine the conformity of the transportation plan (including a 
new regional emissions analysis) no less frequently than every four years. If more than four 
years elapse after DOT's conformity determination without the MPO and DOT determining 
conformity of the transportation plan, a 12-month grace period will be implemented as 
described in paragraph (f) of this section. At the end of this 12-month grace period, the existing 
conformity determination will lapse. 

(e) Triggers for transportation plan and TIP conformity determinations. Conformity of existing 
transportation plans and TIPs must be redetermined within two years of the following, or after a 
12-month grace period (as described in paragraph (f) of this section) the existing conformity 
determination will lapse, and no new project-level conformity determinations may be made until 
conformity of the transportation plan and TIP has been determined by the MPO and DOT: 
(1) The effective date of EPA's finding that motor vehicle emissions budgets from an initially 
submitted control strategy implementation plan or maintenance plan are adequate pursuant to 
§93.118(e) and can be used for transportation conformity purposes; 
(2) The effective date of EPA approval of a control strategy implementation plan revision or 
maintenance plan which establishes or revises a motor vehicle emissions budget if that budget 
has not yet been used in a conformity determination prior to approval; and 
(3) The effective date of EPA promulgation of an implementation plan which establishes or 
revises a motor vehicle emissions budget. 
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§93.105 Consultation.  Sections (a) and (c) 
(a) General. The implementation plan revision required under §51.390 of this chapter shall 
include procedures for interagency consultation (Federal, State, and local), resolution of 
conflicts, and public consultation as described in paragraphs (a) through (e) of this section. 
Public consultation procedures will be developed in accordance with the requirements for public 
involvement in 23 CFR part 450. 
(c) Interagency consultation procedures: Specific processes. Interagency consultation 
procedures shall also include the following specific processes: 
(1) A process involving the MPO, State and local air quality planning agencies, State and local 
transportation agencies, EPA, and DOT for the following: 
(i) Evaluating and choosing a model (or models) and associated methods and assumptions to 
be used in hot-spot analyses and regional emissions analyses; 
(ii) Determining which minor arterials and other transportation projects should be considered 
“regionally significant” for the purposes of regional emissions analysis (in addition to those 
functionally classified as principal arterial or higher or fixed guideway systems or extensions 
that offer an alternative to regional highway travel), and which projects should be considered 
to have a significant change in design concept and scope from the transportation plan or TIP; 
(iii) Evaluating whether projects otherwise exempted from meeting the requirements of this 
subpart (see §§93.126 and 93.127) should be treated as non-exempt in cases where potential 
adverse emissions impacts may exist for any reason; 
(iv) Making a determination, as required by §93.113(c)(1), whether past obstacles to 
implementation of TCMs which are behind the schedule established in the applicable 
implementation plan have been identified and are being overcome, and whether State and 
local agencies with influence over approvals or funding for TCMs are giving maximum priority 
to approval or funding for TCMs. This process shall also consider whether delays in all the 
applicable implementation plan to remove TCMs or substitute TCMs or other emission 
reduction measures; 
(v) Notification of transportation plan or TIP amendments which merely add or delete exempt 
projects listed in §93.126 or §93.127; and 
(vi) Choosing conformity tests and methodologies for isolated rural nonattainment and 
maintenance areas, as required by §93.109(g)(2)(iii). 

(2) A process involving the MPO and State and local air quality planning agencies and 
transportation agencies for the following: 
(i) Evaluating events which will trigger new conformity determinations in addition to those 
triggering events established in §93.104; and 
(ii) Consulting on emissions analysis for transportation activities which cross the borders of 
MPOs or nonattainment areas or air basins. 

(3) Where the metropolitan planning area does not include the entire nonattainment or 
maintenance area, a process involving the MPO and the State department of transportation for 
cooperative planning and analysis for purposes of determining conformity of all projects outside 
the metropolitan area and within the nonattainment or maintenance area. 
(4) A process to ensure that plans for construction of regionally significant projects which are 
not FHWA/FTA projects (including projects for which alternative locations, design concept and 
scope, or the no-build option are still being considered), including those by recipients of funds 
designated under title 23 U.S.C. or the Federal Transit Laws, are disclosed to the MPO on a 
regular basis, and to ensure that any changes to those plans are immediately disclosed. 
(5) A process involving the MPO and other recipients of funds designated under title 23 U.S.C. 
or the Federal Transit Laws for assuming the location and design concept and scope of 
projects which are disclosed to the MPO as required by paragraph (c)(4) of this section but 
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whose sponsors have not yet decided these features, in sufficient detail to perform the regional 
emissions analysis according to the requirements of §93.122. 
(6) A process for consulting on the design, schedule, and funding of research and data 
collection efforts and regional transportation model development by the MPO (e.g., household/ 
travel transportation surveys). 
(7) Interagency consultation procedures shall include a process for providing final documents 
(including applicable implementation plans and implementation plan revisions) and supporting 
information to each agency after approval or adoption. This process is applicable to all 
agencies described in paragraph (a)(1) of this section, including Federal agencies (40 CFR 
93.105). 

§93.106 Content of transportation plans and timeframe of conformity determinations. 
(c) Transportation plans for other areas. Transportation plans for other areas must meet the 
requirements of paragraph (a) of this section at least to the extent it has been the previous 
practice of the MPO to prepare plans which meet those requirements. Otherwise, the 
transportation system envisioned for the future must be sufficiently described within the 
transportation plans so that a conformity determination can be made according to the criteria 
and procedures of §§93.109 through 93.11 

§93.110 Criteria and procedures: Latest planning assumptions. 
(a) If new data that become available (after the analysis begins) they are required to use it for 
the conformity determination only if a significant delay in the analysis has occurred (as 
determined through interagency consultation).  
(b) The assumptions are required to be derived from the estimates of current and future 
population, employment, travel, and congestion most recently developed by the MPO or other 
agency authorized to make such estimates and approved by the MPO.  The conformity 
determination must also be based on the latest assumptions about current and future 
background concentrations.   
(c) The conformity determination for each transportation plan and TIP must discuss how transit 
operating policies (including fares and service levels) and assumed transit ridership have 
changed since the previous conformity determination.  
(d) The conformity determination must include reasonable assumptions about transit service 
and increases in transit fares and road and bridge tolls over time.  
(e) The conformity determination must use the latest existing information regarding the 
effectiveness of the TCMs and other implementation plan measures which have already been 
implemented.  
(f) Key assumptions shall be specified and included in the draft documents and supporting 
materials used for the interagency and public consultation required by §93.105 (40 CFR 
93.110(f)).  

§93.111 Criteria and procedures: Latest emissions model. 
(a) The conformity determination must be based on the latest emission estimation model 
available. This criterion is satisfied if the most current version of the motor vehicle emissions 
model specified by EPA for use in the preparation or revision of implementation plans in that 
State or area is used for the conformity analysis. Where EMFAC is the motor vehicle emissions 
model used in preparing or revising the applicable implementation plan, new versions must be 
approved by EPA before they are used in the conformity analysis. 

§93.122 Procedures for determining regional transportation-related emissions. 
(a) General requirements. 
(1) The regional emissions analysis required by §§93.118 and 93.119 for the transportation 
plan, TIP, or project not from a conforming plan and TIP must include all regionally significant 
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projects expected in the nonattainment or maintenance area. The analysis shall include 
FHWA/FTA projects proposed in the transportation plan and TIP and all other regionally 
significant projects which are disclosed to the MPO as required by §93.105. Projects which are 
not regionally significant are not required to be explicitly modeled, but vehicle miles traveled 
(VMT) from such projects must be estimated in accordance with reasonable professional 
practice. The effects of TCMs and similar projects that are not regionally significant may also 
be estimated in accordance with reasonable professional practice. 
(7) Reasonable methods shall be used to estimate nonattainment or maintenance area VMT on 
off-network roadways within the urban transportation planning area, and on roadways outside 
the urban transportation planning area. 

§93.122 Procedures for determining regional transportation-related emissions.  
(d) In all areas not otherwise subject to paragraph (b) of this section, regional emissions 
analyses must use those procedures described in paragraph (b) of this section if the use of 
those procedures has been the previous practice of the MPO. Otherwise, areas not subject to 
paragraph (b) of this section may estimate regional emissions using any appropriate methods 
that account for VMT growth by, for example, extrapolating historical VMT or projecting future 
VMT by considering growth in population and historical growth trends for VMT per person. 
These methods must also consider future economic activity, transit alternatives, and 
transportation system policies. 

Title 23 CFR §450 
§450.324 Development and content of the metropolitan transportation plan. 
(a) In nonattainment and maintenance areas, the effective date of the transportation plan shall 
be the date of a conformity determination issued by the FHWA and the FTA. 
(c) The MPO shall review and update the transportation plan at least every 4 years in air quality 
nonattainment and maintenance areas to confirm the transportation plan’s validity and 
consistency with current and forecasted transportation and land use conditions and trends and 
to extend the forecast period to at least a 20-year planning horizon. 
(d) In metropolitan areas that are in nonattainment for ozone or carbon monoxide, the MPO 
shall coordinate the development of the metropolitan transportation plan with the process for 
developing transportation control measures (TCMs) in a State Implementation Plan (SIP). 

Group B2:  Non-TMA MPOs – Nonattainment or Maintenance Areas -- State 
Requirements (Shalls)  
This section includes all of Group A and B1 state requirements.  No new requirements are 
identified in this section. 

Group B2:  Non-TMA MPOs - Nonattainment or Maintenance Areas -- Federal 
Recommendations (Shoulds) 
This section includes all of Group A and B1 federal recommendations.  No new requirements 
are identified in this section. 

Group B2:  Non-TMA MPOs - Nonattainment or Maintenance Areas -- State 
Recommendations (Shoulds) 
This section includes all of Group A and B1 state recommendations.  No new requirements are 
identified in this section. 
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Group C1:  TMA MPOs - Attainment Areas -- Federal Requirements (Shalls) 
This section includes all Group B1 and B2 federal requirements and the following requirements  
Title 23 CFR §450 
§450.322 Congestion management process in transportation management areas. 
a) The transportation planning process in a TMA shall address congestion management through 
a process that provides for safe and effective integrated management and operation of the 
multimodal transportation system, based on a cooperatively developed and implemented the 
metropolitan-wide strategy, of new and existing transportation facilities eligible for funding under 
title 23 U.S.C. and title 49 U.S.C. Chapter 53 through the use of travel demand reduction 
(including intercity bus operators, employer-based commuting programs such as a carpool 
program, vanpool program, transit benefit program, parking cash-out program, shuttle program, 
or telework program), job access projects, and operational management strategies.  
(d) The congestion management process shall be developed, established, and implemented as 
part of the metropolitan transportation planning process that includes coordination with 
transportation system management and operations activities.  The congestion management 
process shall include. 

(1) Methods to monitor and evaluate the performance of the multimodal transportation system, 
identify the underlying causes of recurring and nonrecurring congestion, identify and evaluate 
alternative strategies, provide information supporting the implementation of actions, and 
evaluate the effectiveness of implemented actions; 
(2) Definition of congestion management objectives and appropriate performance measures to 
assess the extent of congestion and support the evaluation of the effectiveness of congestion 
reduction and mobility enhancement strategies for the movement of people and goods; 
(3) Establishment of a coordinated program for data collection and system performance 
monitoring to define the extent and duration of congestion, to contribute in determining the 
causes of congestion, and evaluate the efficiency and effectiveness of implemented actions;  
(4) Identification and evaluation of the anticipated performance and expected benefits of 
appropriate congestion management strategies that will contribute to the more effective use 
and improved safety of existing and future transportation systems based on the established 
performance measures. 

Group C1:  TMAs MPOs - Attainment Areas -- State Requirements (Shalls) 
Includes all state requirements in Group B.  No new requirements are identified in this section. 

Group C1:  TMA MPOs - Attainment Areas -- Federal Recommendations 
(Shoulds) 
Includes all federal recommendations in Group B and the following requirements. 
Title 23 CFR §450 
§450.322 Congestion management process in transportation management areas 
(d)(3) To the extent possible, TMA’s data collection programs should be coordinated with 
existing data sources, archived operational/ITS data, and coordinated with operations managers 
in metropolitan areas. 

Group C1:  TMA MPOs - Attainment Areas -- State Recommendations (Shoulds) 
Includes all state recommendations in Group B.  No new requirements are identified in this 
section. 
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Group C2:  TMA MPOs - Nonattainment or Maintenance Areas -- Federal 
Requirements (Shalls) 
Includes all federal requirements in Group B and C (1) and the following requirement. 
Title 40 CFR §93 
§93.106 Content of transportation plans and timeframe of conformity determinations. 
(a) Transportation plans adopted after January 1, 1997 in serious, severe, or extreme ozone 
nonattainment areas and in serious CO nonattainment areas. If the metropolitan planning area 
contains an urbanized area population greater than 200,000, the transportation plan must 
specifically describe the transportation system envisioned for certain future years which shall be 
called horizon years 
(1) The agency or organization developing the transportation plan may choose any years to be 
horizon years, subject to the following restriction:  
(i) Horizon years may be no more than 10 years apart;  
(ii) The first horizon year may be no more than 10 years from the base year used to validate 
the transportation demand planning model;  
(iii) The attainment year must be a horizon year if it is in the timeframe of the transportation 
plan and conformity determination;  
(iv) The last year of the transportation plan's forecast period must be a horizon year; and 
(v) If the timeframe of the conformity determination has been shortened under paragraph (d) of 
this section, the last year of the timeframe of the conformity determination must be a horizon 
year.  

(2) For these horizon years described in:  
(i) The transportation plan shall quantify and document the demographic and employment 
factors influencing expected transportation demand, including land use forecasts, in 
accordance with implementation plan provisions and the consultation requirements specified 
by §93.105;  
(ii) The highway and transit system shall be described in terms of the regionally significant 
additions or modifications to the existing transportation network which the transportation plan 
envisions to be operational in the horizon years. Additions and modifications to the highway 
network shall be sufficiently identified to indicate intersections with existing regionally 
significant facilities, and to determine their effect on route options between transportation 
analysis zones. Each added or modified highway segment shall also be sufficiently identified in 
terms of its design concept and design scope to allow modeling of travel times under various 
traffic volumes, consistent with the modeling methods for area-wide transportation analysis in 
use by the MPO. Transit facilities, equipment, and services envisioned for the future shall be 
identified in terms of design concept, design scope, and operating policies that are sufficient 
for modeling of their transit ridership. Additions and modifications to the transportation network 
shall be described sufficiently to show that there is a reasonable relationship between 
expected land use and the envisioned transportation system; and iii) Other future 
transportation policies, requirements, services, and activities, including intermodal activities, 
shall be describe; 
(iii) Other future transportation policies, requirements, services, and activities, including 
intermodal activities, shall be described. 

§93.122 Procedures for determining regional transportation-related emissions. 
(b) Regional emissions analysis in serious, severe, and extreme ozone nonattainment areas 
and serious CO nonattainment areas must meet the requirements of paragraphs (b) (1) through 
(3) of this section if their metropolitan planning area contains an urbanized area population over 
200,000. 
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(1) By January 1, 1997, estimates of regional transportation-related emissions used to support 
conformity determinations must be made at a minimum using network-based travel models 
according to procedures and methods that are available and in practice and supported by 
current and available documentation.  These procedures, methods, and practices are available 
from DOT and will be updated periodically.  Agencies must discuss these modeling procedures 
and practices through the interagency consultation process, as required by §93.105(c)(1)(i). 
Network-based travel models must at a minimum satisfy the following requirements:  
(i) Network-based travel models must be validated against observed counts (peak and off-
peak, if possible) for a base year that is not more than 10 years prior to the date of the 
conformity determination.  Model forecasts must be analyzed for reasonableness and 
compared to historical trends and other factors, and the results must be documented;  
(ii) Land use, population, employment, and other network-based travel model assumptions 
must be documented and based on the best available information;  
(iii) Scenarios of land development and use must be consistent with the future transportation 
system alternatives for which emissions are being estimated.  The distribution of employment 
and residences for different transportation options must be reasonable; 
(iv) A capacity-sensitive assignment methodology must be used, and emissions estimates 
must be based on a methodology which differentiates between peak and off-peak link volumes 
and speeds and uses speeds based on final assigned volumes;  
(v) Zone-to-zone travel impedances used to distribute trips between origin and destination 
pairs must be in reasonable agreement with the travel times that are estimated from final 
assigned traffic volumes.  Where use of transit currently is anticipated to be a significant factor 
in satisfying transportation demand, these times should also be used for modeling mode splits; 
and;  
(vi) Network-based travel models must be reasonably sensitive to changes in the time(s), 
cost(s), and other factors affecting travel choices; 

(2) Reasonable methods in accordance with good practice must be used to estimate traffic 
speeds and delays in a manner that is sensitive to the estimated volume of travel on each 
roadway segment represented in the network-based travel model;  
(3) Highway Performance Monitoring System (HPMS) estimates of vehicle miles traveled 
(VMT) shall be considered the primary measure of VMT within the portion of the nonattainment 
or maintenance area and for the functional classes of roadways included in HPMS, for urban 
areas which are sampled on a separate urban area basis.  For areas with network-based travel 
models, a factor (or factors) may be developed to reconcile and calibrate the network-based 
travel model estimates of VMT in the base year of its validation to the HPMS estimates for the 
same period. These factors may then be applied to model estimates of future VMT.  In this 
factoring process, consideration will be given to differences between HPMS and network-based 
travel models, such as differences in the facility coverage of the HPMS and the modeled 
network description. Locally developed count- based programs and other departures from 
these procedures are permitted subject to the interagency consultation procedures of 
§93.105(c)(1)(i). 

Title 23 CFR §450 
§450.322 Congestion management process in transportation management areas.  
(f) In TMAs designated as nonattainment for ozone or carbon monoxide, the congestion 
management process shall provide an appropriate analysis of reasonable (including multimodal) 
travel demand reduction and operational management strategies for the corridor in which a 
project that will result in a significant increase in capacity for SOVs (as described in paragraph 
(d) of this section) is proposed to be advanced with Federal funds.  If the analysis demonstrates 
that travel demand reduction and operational management strategies cannot fully satisfy the 
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need for additional capacity in the corridor and additional SOV capacity is warranted, then the 
congestion management process shall identify all reasonable strategies to manage the SOV 
facility safely and effectively (or to facilitate its management in the future).  Other travel demand 
reduction and operational management strategies appropriate for the corridor, but not 
appropriate for incorporation into the SOV facility itself, shall also be identified through the 
congestion management process.  All identified reasonable travel demand reduction and 
operational management strategies shall be incorporated into the SOV project or committed to 
by the State and MPO for implementation.  

Group C2:  TMA MPOs – Nonattainment or Maintenance Areas -- State 
Requirements (Shalls) 
Includes all state requirements in Group A and B.  No new requirements are identified in this 
section. 

Group C2:  TMA MPOs – Nonattainment or Maintenance Areas -- Federal 
Recommendations (Shoulds) 
Includes all federal recommendations in Group B and C1.  No new recommendations are 
identified in this section.  

Group C2:  TMA MPOs – Nonattainment or Maintenance Areas -- State 
Recommendations (Shoulds) 
Includes all state recommendations in Group B.  No new recommendations are identified in this 
section.   
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RTP CONSULTATION & COORDINATION 
 
4.1   Consultation & Coordination 
 
Transportation planning is a collaborative process, led by the MPO and other key stakeholders 
in the regional transportation system.  Transportation planning activities include visioning, 
forecasting population/employment, identifying major growth corridors, projecting future land 
use in conjunction with local jurisdictions, assessing needs, developing capital and operating 
strategies to move people and goods, and developing a financial plan.  Consistent with SB 375 
and Title 23 CFR Part 450.316, the required planning processes are designed to foster 
involvement by all interested parties, such as walking and bicycling representatives, public 
health departments and public health non-governmental organizations, affordable housing 
advocates, transportation advocates, neighborhood and community groups, environmental 
advocates, home builder representatives, broad-based business organizations, landowners, 
commercial property interests and homeowner associations, the Native American community, 
neighboring MPOs and the general public through a proactive public participation process.  
Review all sections of this chapter for detailed public participation requirements.    
 
Coordination is the cooperative development of plans, programs and schedules among 
agencies and entities with legal standing in order to achieve general consistency.  Consultation 
means that one or more parties confer with other identified parties in accordance with the 
established process and, prior to taking action(s), considers the views of the other parties and 
periodically informs them about action(s) taken.  It is very important for the development of the 
RTP to be conducted both in coordination and consultation with interested parties. 
 
In addition to having an extensive public participation process, each MPO should coordinate its 
regional transportation planning activities with all transportation providers, facility operators such 
as airports, appropriate federal, state, local agencies, Native American Tribal Governments, 
environmental resource agencies, air districts, pedestrian and bicycle representatives and 
adjoining MPOs.  The RTP shall (Title 23 CFR Part 450.324(g)(1) and (2)) reflect consultation 
with resource and permit agencies to ensure early coordination with environmental resource 
protection and management plans, for additional information regarding consultation with 
resource agencies see Section 4.10. 
 
RTPs are required to be developed in coordination with local and regional air quality planning 
authorities and shall reflect specific consultation activities with air quality agencies on the 
development of the RTP (Title 40 CFR Part 93.105 (b)).  MPOs participate in air quality planning 
by providing travel activity data for emissions inventories.  They also implement Transportation 
Control Measures to reduce transportation related emissions.  This participation helps lay the 
groundwork for future SIP conformity determinations. All MPOs in nonattainment and 
maintenance areas shall coordinate the development of their RTPs with their respective Air 
Quality Management District(s), the California Air Resources Board, Caltrans, local 
transportation agencies, EPA, and US DOT in order to ensure conformity with the SIP. The 
federal Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990 requires SIP development to be coordinated with the 
transportation planning process (Title 42 Section 7504(b)).  Detailed requirements may also be 
found in Title 40 CFR Parts 51 and 93 (Transportation Conformity rules).  
 
Development of the Public Participation Plan and the RTP shall include consultation and 
coordination with all interested parties and shall, at a minimum, describe explicit procedures, 
strategies and desired outcomes (Title 23 CFR Part 450.316). 

ATTACHMENT B



Final Draft  January 2017 
 
 

Final Draft 2017 MPO RTP Guidelines            
 
 

74 

In summary, the consultation process shall: 
 

1. Provide adequate public notice and the opportunity to comment on proposed RTPs and 
public participation plans; 

2. Employ visualization techniques to describe the RTP; 
3. Make the RTP electronically accessible, such as placing it on the Internet; 
4. Hold public hearings at convenient and accessible locations and times; 
5. Demonstrate explicit consideration and response to public input on the RTP 

(documentation); 
6. Seek out and consider the needs of those traditionally underserved by existing 

transportation systems, such as low income and minority households; 
7. Provide additional opportunities to comment on the RTP and the FTIP, if the final version 

differs due to additional comments; 
8. Coordinate with the state transportation planning and public involvement processes; 

and, 
9. Periodically review intended RTP outcomes, products and/or services.   

 
Requirements (Shalls) 
Federal: Transportation Conformity Regulations of Title 40 CFR Part 93.105; Title 23 CFR Part 
450.316 requires MPOs to develop a process and mechanism in which all parties may provide 
comments/input on the MPOs public participation plan and in the development of the RTP. 
 
State: Government Code Section 65080(b)(2)(E) 
 
Planning Practice Examples: Available in Appendix L  
 

 
4.2   Title VI & Environmental Justice Considerations in the RTP 
 
Evaluation of the entire range of a region’s needs is a key element in the process of developing 
an RTP, and like consideration of public comment is required by both federal and state law. 
Providing more transportation and mobility choices such as increased transit, bicycle, and 
pedestrian facilities, as well as appropriate housing choices near job centers increases 
opportunities for all segments of the population at all income levels. Each region is required by 
federal regulation and state laws to plan for and implement transportation system improvements 
that will provide a fair share of benefits to all residents, regardless of race, ethnicity or income 
level.  As discussed in Section 4.4, the public participation plan must provide for “Seeking out 
and considering the needs of those traditionally underserved by existing transportation systems, 
such as low-income and minority households as well as people with limited English proficiency, 
who may face challenges accessing employment and other services.”  This section discusses 
separate legal requirements that protect low-income and minority individuals: Title VI of the 
federal Civil Rights Act of 1964, Section 11135 of the California Government Code, Presidential 
Executive Order 12898 on Environmental Justice (EJ), and the US DOT EJ Order 5610.2(A).  
As discussed below, these laws and orders require MPOs to conduct analyses to determine 
(under Title VI) whether transportation and land use changes identified in the RTP result in 
disparate impacts to minority communities and populations and (with respect to EJ) to identify 
and address, as appropriate, disproportionately  high and adverse human health or 
environmental effects of programs, policies, and activities on low-income populations and 
minority populations resulting from the transportation and land use changes in the RTP.   
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Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 
 
Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 prohibits discrimination by recipients of federal funds on 
the basis of race, color or national origin. A similar prohibition applies to recipients of state funds 
under California Gov. Code section 11135, which prohibits discrimination on the basis of race, 
color or national origin, as well as ethnic group identification, religion, age, sex, sexual 
orientation, genetic information, or disability. Even when an MPO receives federal  funding for 
only a limited purpose, such as a specific service or project, it  is subject to Title VI  in all of its 
“policies, programs or activities,” whether or not they are directly supported with the federal 
funds. 
 
The general prohibition of Title VI is far-reaching.  While U.S. DOT’s Title VI regulations (49 
CFR § 21.5) enumerates specific prohibitions, they also state that “the enumeration of specific 
forms of prohibited discrimination in [the regulations] does not limit the generality of the 
prohibition.” Among the numerous specific forms of discrimination the regulations call out are 
prohibitions on subjecting a person to segregation in any matter related to receipt of any benefit 
under the program; denying a person the opportunity to participate as a member of a planning, 
advisory, or similar body which is an integral part of the program; or utilizing any criteria or 
methods of administration that have the effect of subjecting persons to discrimination. Other 
discriminatory actions are specifically prohibited. Title VI and its implementing regulations (49 
CFR § 21.5) state that the recipient of federal funds may not directly or through contractual or 
other arrangements, on the grounds of race, color, or national origin: 
 

1. Deny a person any service, financial aid, or other benefit provided under the program;  
2. Provide any service, financial aid, or other benefit to a person which is different, or is 

provided in a different manner, from that provided to others under the program;  
3. Subject a person to segregation or separate treatment in any matter related to his 

receipt of any service, financial aid, or other benefit under the program;  
4. Restrict a person in any way in the enjoyment of any advantage or privilege enjoyed by 

others receiving any service, financial aid, or other benefit under the program;  
5. Treat a person differently from others in determining whether he satisfies any admission, 

enrollment, quota, eligibility, membership, or other requirement or condition which 
persons must meet in order to be provided any service, financial aid, or other benefit 
provided under the program;  

6. Deny a person an opportunity to participate in the program through the provision of 
services or otherwise or afford him an opportunity to do so which is different from that 
afforded others under the program; or  

7. Deny a person the opportunity to participate as a member of a planning, advisory, or 
similar body which is an integral part of the program.  

 
Title VI Analysis 
 
In addition to prohibiting discrimination, the Title VI regulation imposes affirmative obligations on 
recipients. Among other things, recipients are prohibited from denying a person an opportunity 
to participate in the program through the provision of services or otherwise afford him an 
opportunity to do so which is different from that afforded others under the program. The Title VI 
regulation also requires them to “take affirmative action to assure that no person is excluded 
from participation in or denied the benefits of the program or activity on the grounds of race, 
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color, or national origin,” and both as part of the Title VI report described below and more 
generally, to “have available for the Secretary racial and ethnic data showing the extent to which 
members of minority groups are beneficiaries of programs receiving Federal financial 
assistance.”  
 
As described in FTA Circular 4702.1B, “Title VI Requirements and Guidelines for FTA 
Recipients,” part of the Title VI Program for MPOs includes an analysis of impacts that identifies 
any disparate impacts on basis of race, color, or national origin.  Specifically, FTA Circular 
4702.1B requires MPOs to submit a Title VI Program report certifying compliance every three 
years. (MPOs that have the responsibility typically held by transit operators, such as 
development of new transit services or setting of transit fares must also conduct equity studies if 
proposing significant service or fare changes.)  The Circular requires that MPOs include the 
following information in their Title VI Program reports: 
 

1. All general requirements set out in section 4 of Chapter III of the Circular; 
2. A demographic profile of the metropolitan area that includes identification of the 

locations of minority populations in the aggregate; 
3. A description of the procedures by which the mobility needs of minority populations are 

identified and considered within the planning process;  
4. Demographic maps that overlay the percent minority and non-minority populations as 

identified by Census or ACS data, at Census tract or block group level, and charts that 
analyze the impacts of the distribution of State and Federal funds in the aggregate for 
public transportation purposes, including Federal funds managed by the MPO as a 
designated recipient; 

5. An analysis of impacts identified in paragraph (4) that identifies any disparate impacts on 
the basis of race, color, or national origin, and, if so, determines whether there is a 
substantial legitimate justification for the policy that resulted in the disparate impacts, 
and if there are alternatives that could be employed that would have a less 
discriminatory impact.  

 
This information is submitted to the State as the primary recipient of funding and also to FTA 
separately from the RTP. This Title VI analysis is applicable to the MPO activities and planning 
process as a whole. Federal law requires each MPO periodically to “certify . . . that the 
metropolitan transportation planning process is being carried out in accordance with . . . Title VI 
of the Civil Rights Act of 1964.”  23 C.F.R. § 450.334 (a) (3). A valid Title VI Analysis is an 
essential part of a valid Title VI certification.     
 
The Circular includes the following related definitions:  
 

1. Discrimination refers to any action or inaction, whether intentional or unintentional, in any 
program or activity of a Federal aid recipient, sub-recipient, or contractor that results in 
disparate treatment, disparate impact, or perpetuating the effects of prior discrimination 
based on race, color, or national origin. 

2. Disparate impact refers to a facially neutral policy or practice that disproportionately 
affects members of a group identified by race, color, or national origin, where the 
recipient’s policy or practice lacks a substantial legitimate justification and where there 
exists one or more alternatives that would serve the same legitimate objectives but with 
less disproportionate effect on the basis of race, color, or national origin. 

3. Disproportionate burden refers to a neutral policy or practice that disproportionately 
affects low-income populations more than non-low-income populations. A finding of 
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disproportionate burden requires the recipient to evaluate alternatives and mitigate 
burdens where practicable. 

4. Disparate treatment refers to actions that result in circumstances where similarly situated 
persons are intentionally treated differently (i.e., less favorably) than others because of 
their race, color, or national origin…. 

5. Minority population means any readily identifiable group of minority persons who live in 
geographic proximity and, if circumstances warrant, geographically dispersed/transient 
populations (such as migrant workers or Native Americans) who will be similarly affected 
by a proposed DOT program, policy, or activity. 

 
Environmental Justice 
 
Presidential Executive Order 12898 requires that “each federal agency shall conduct its 
programs, policies, and activities that substantially affect human health or the environment, in a 
manner that ensures such programs, policies, and activities do not have the effect of excluding 
persons (including populations) from participation in, denying persons (including populations) 
the benefits of, or subjecting persons (including populations) to discrimination under, such 
programs, policies, and activities, because of their race, color, or national origin.” It also requires 
federal executive agencies and the entities to which they extend financial support or project 
approval to “identify and address, as appropriate, disproportionately high and adverse human 
health or environmental effects of its programs, policies, and activities on minority populations.” 
 
The US DOT Order 5610.2(a) on EJ defines “adverse effects” as “the totality of significant 
individual or cumulative human health or environmental effects.” That phrase is defined broadly 
as extending to “interrelated social and economic effects, which may include, but are not limited 
to: bodily impairment, infirmity, illness or death; air, noise, and water pollution and soil 
contamination; destruction or disruption of man-made or natural resources; destruction or 
diminution of aesthetic values; destruction or disruption of community cohesion or a 
community's economic vitality; destruction or disruption of the availability of public and private 
facilities and services; vibration; adverse employment effects; displacement of persons, 
businesses, farms, or nonprofit organizations; increased traffic congestion, isolation, exclusion 
or separation of minority or low-income individuals within a given community or from the broader 
community.” That phrase also includes “the denial of, reduction in, or significant delay in the 
receipt of, benefits of DOT programs, policies, or activities.”  
 
Environmental justice at FHWA means “identifying and addressing disproportionately high and 
adverse effects of the agency's programs, policies, and activities on minority and low-income 
populations to achieve an equitable distribution of benefits and burdens. This includes the full 
and fair participation by all potentially affected communities in the transportation decision-
making process”. 
 
The FTA EJ Circular 4703.1 describes an EJ analysis to determine whether the activity will 
result in a “[d]isproportionately high and adverse effect on human health and environment.” The 
DOT order prohibits, if further mitigation measures or alternatives that would reduce the 
disproportionately high and adverse effects are feasible,  any “[d]isproportionately high and 
adverse effect on minority and low-income populations,” defined as “an adverse effect that: (l) is 
predominately borne by a minority population and/or a low-income population, or (2) will be 
suffered by the minority population and/or low-income population and is appreciably more 
severe or greater in magnitude than the adverse effect that will be suffered by the non-minority 
population and/or non-low-income population.” 
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DOT EJ Order 5610.2(a) and FTA EJ Circular 4703.1 provide direction related to the 
responsibilities of MPOs on environmental justice as recipients of federal funds.  There are 
three federally established guiding EJ principles, summarized in FTA Circular 4703.1, to 
consider throughout transportation planning, public outreach and participation efforts conducted 
in development of the RTP: 
 

• “To avoid, minimize, or mitigate disproportionately high and adverse human health and 
environmental effects, including social and economic effects, on minority populations 
and low-income populations.  

• To ensure the full and fair participation by all potentially affected communities in the 
transportation decision-making process.  

• To prevent the denial of, reduction in, or significant delay in the receipt of benefits by 
minority and low-income populations.” 

 
While Title VI and EJ are closely related, FTA Circular 4703.1, “Environmental Justice Policy 
Guidance for FTA Recipients,” provides an understanding of the overlap and distinction 
between the two. Title VI prohibits discrimination by recipients of federal assistance on the basis 
of race, color, and national origin.  By contrast, the Executive Order on EJ extends its 
protections not only to “minority populations” but also to “low-income populations.”   
 
DOT EJ Order 5610.2(a) defines “Minority Population” to mean “any readily identifiable groups 
of minority persons who live in geographic proximity, and if circumstances warrant, 
geographically dispersed/transient persons (such as migrant workers or Native Americans) who 
will be similarly affected by a proposed DOT program, policy or activity.” The US DOT EJ Order 
similarly defines “Low-Income Population” as “any readily identifiable groups of low-income 
persons who live in geographic proximity, and if circumstances warrant, geographically 
dispersed/transient person (such as migrant workers or Native Americans) who will be similarly 
affected by a proposed DOT program, policy or activity.”  FTA’s EJ Circular 4703.1 and FTA’s 
2012 Title VI Circular 4702.1B include similar definitions. 
 
Incorporating Environmental Justice Principles into Decision Making Processes 
 
Specific to low-income and minority populations, MPOs are required to conduct an EJ analysis. 
The requirement of an EJ analysis grows out of the requirement in the federal EJ Executive 
Order to “identify and address, as appropriate, disproportionately high and adverse human 
health or environmental effects of its programs, policies, and activities on minority populations.” 
As described in FTA Circular 4703.1, an EJ analysis starts with knowing basic socioeconomic 
information about the people who live and/or work in the region.  This information will provide a 
basis for developing a public engagement plan that will encourage the full and fair participation 
by all members of the affected communities.  The public engagement plan will then guide the 
rest of the analysis as consideration of whether the proposed programs, policies and activities 
will result in disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effects on EJ 
populations.   
 
Chapter 2 of FTA Circular 4703.1 on Environmental Justice describes a four-step process for 
conducting an EJ analysis: “Step 1: Know your community by analyzing demographic data. Step 
2: Develop Public Engagement Plan that responds to the community. Step 3: Consider 
proposed project and likely adverse effects and benefits. Step 4: Select alternative, incorporate 
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mitigation as needed.”  MPOs may adjust the above four step framework to fit the particular 
activity they are analyzing.  Each step is discussed in more detail in the Circular: Step 1 is 
discussed in chapter II; Step 2 in chapter III; and Steps 3 and 4 in Chapters IV and V. MPOs are 
advised to consult this Circular for details and specific requirements and recommendations. The 
Circular also contains recommendations for State DOTs, MPOs, and transit providers on “(1) 
how to fully engage EJ populations in the transportation decision-making process; (2) how to 
determine whether EJ populations would be subjected to disproportionately high and adverse 
human health or environmental effects of a public transportation project, policy or activity; and 
(3) how to avoid, minimize or mitigate these effects.”  
 
Title VI Analysis & EJ Analysis 
 
There may be some overlap between EJ and Title VI analyses; however, engaging in EJ 
analysis during the federal transportation planning process will not necessarily satisfy Title VI 
requirements.  Conversely, a Title VI analysis would not necessarily satisfy EJ requirements, 
since Title VI does not include low-income populations.  Moreover, Title VI applies to all 
federally-funded projects and activities, including those that will provide new benefits or 
services, not solely those activities that may have adverse human health or environmental 
effects on communities, which the US DOT Order on EJ defines very broadly. 
 
Requirements (Shalls) 
Federal: Title 23 CFR Part 450.316(a); Title 42 USC Chapter 21 Section 2000(d) (Title VI of the 
federal Civil Rights Act of 1964); Title 49 CFR Part 21 (Title VI Regulations); portions of FTA 
Circular 4702.1B – Title VI Requirements and Guidelines for FTA Recipients; Presidential 
Executive Order 12898 on Environmental Justice (1994): portions of US DOT Order  5610.2(a) 
(2012) and FHWA Order 6640.23A (2012). 
State: Government Code Section 11135   
 
Recommendations (Shoulds) 
Federal: FTA Circular 4703.1 – EJ Policy Guidance for FTA Recipients; portions of FTA 
Circular 4702.1B-Title VI Requirements and Guidance for FTA Recipients; portions of US DOT 
EJ Order 5610.2(a), and FHWA Order 6640.23A (2012). 
 
Planning Practice Examples:  Available in Appendix L 
 
 
4.3   Social Equity Factors 
 
Social equity factors relevant to RTP development include, but are not limited to, housing and 
transportation affordability, access to transportation, displacement and gentrification, and the 
jobs/housing fit. 
 
Title 23 CFR Part 450.316(a)(1)(vii) requires that an MPO’s public participation plan describe 
explicit procedures, strategies and desired outcomes for seeking out and considering the needs 
of those traditionally underserved by existing transportation systems, such as low-income 
communities and communities of color, who may face challenges accessing employment and 
other services. 
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MPOs can encourage the involvement of low-income communities and communities of color by 
proactively seeking the input of these households and by making public meetings as accessible 
as possible. Public engagement strategies may include:  

• Provide all materials related to the update with adequate time for public review and 
input. 

• Hold meetings at convenient and accessible locations and outside of traditional working 
hours (e.g. evenings and weekends); 

• Locate meetings in low-income communities and communities of color; 
• Locate meetings at sites accessible via affordable transit;  
• Translate meeting materials for non-English speakers;  
• Consider the needs to low-income and individuals with limited English proficiency when 

translating outreach materials and ensuring that documents are easy to understand (i.e. 
evaluate the reading level of the materials and quality of translations); 

• Technology and the Internet can reach many people, but efforts should be made to 
reach individuals with limited/no internet access; 

• Provide interpretation at meetings for non-English speakers; and,  
• Ensure meetings are attended by MPO decision makers in addition to MPO staff.  

 
In addition to the practices listed above, MPOs are also encouraged, to the extent practicable, 
to develop partnerships with local, regional and state-wide organizations that can assist in 
achieving RTP participation goals. 
 
Planning Practice Examples:  Available in Appendix L 
 
 
4.4   Participation Plan  
 
Involving the public in planning and project development poses a major challenge as well as an 
opportunity.  Many people are skeptical about whether they can truly influence the outcome of a 
transportation project.  Others feel that transportation plans are too abstract and long-term to 
warrant attention. At the same time, especially for MPOs as a result of SB 375, there has been 
and continues to be, increased interest in regional transportation planning by individuals and 
groups not previously involved.   
 
The RTP is one of the key processes an MPO undertakes. It is a primary avenue for public 
participation in the long-range transportation planning process.  Title 23 CFR Part 450.316(a) 
states the following concerning participation and consultation: 
 
“The MPO shall develop and use a documented participation plan that defines a process for 
providing individuals, affected public agencies, representatives of public transportation 
employees, public ports, freight shippers, providers of freight transportation services, private 
providers of transportation, representatives of users of public transportation, representatives of 
users of pedestrian walkways and bicycle transportation facilities, representatives of the 
disabled, and other interested parties with reasonable opportunities to be involved in the 
metropolitan transportation planning process.” 
 
Title 23 CFR Part 450.316(a)(1) also requires that public participation plans be developed by 
MPOs in consultation with all interested parties and describe explicit procedures, strategies, and 
desired outcomes for: 
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(i) Providing adequate public notice of public participation activities and time for public review 
and comment at key decision points, including but not limited to a reasonable opportunity to 
comment on the proposed metropolitan transportation plan and the TIP; 
(ii) Providing timely notice and reasonable access to information about transportation issues and 
processes; 
(v) Holding any public meetings at convenient and accessible locations and times; 
(vii) Seeking out and considering the needs of those traditionally underserved by existing 
transportation systems, such as low-income and minority households, who may face challenges 
accessing employment and other services. 
 
The purpose of the MPO’s participation plan is to establish the process by which the public can 
participate in the development of regional transportation plans and programs.  The public 
participation plan should be designed to assist MPO staff in implementing an effective public 
participation process through a variety of strategies.  It provides MPO staff with a menu of 
techniques or activities from which they can tailor their specific program’s input process.  MPOs 
should also refer to the CTP Public Participation Plan document, or the CTP/FSTIP Public 
Participation Plan, which can provide the most effective methods for engaging with the public.  
This document can be accessed through the following link:  
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/tpp/offices/osp/ppp_files/CTPE_PPP_Final_052913_dg_29.pdf#zoom
=75.  Which public participation methods the MPO uses will require a careful analysis of what is 
desired to be accomplished as well as the scope of the particular transportation project(s).  
Plenty of flexibility is available to MPOs in developing specific public involvement programs.  
Every given situation or region in California is different, and each approach to a specific public 
involvement challenge will be unique.   
 
When significant written and oral comments are received on the draft RTP and as a result of the 
participation process or the interagency consultation process required under the EPA 
transportation conformity regulations (Title 40 CFR Part 93), a summary, analysis, and report of 
the proposed comments shall be made as part of the final RTP. 
   
It is important to note that the public participation plan should be prepared prior to the 
development of the RTP.  The public participation plan should have public input during its 
preparation and have a 45-day comment period before the MPOs board adopts it.  This 
enhanced public participation plan is a federal requirement. MPOs that currently have a public 
participation plan per federal requirements do not need to adopt another plan to meet new SB 
375 requirements for additional public participation. The public participation requirements for 
development of the Sustainable Communities Strategy, pursuant to the requirements of SB 375, 
can be incorporated into the existing plan.  
   
Title 23 CFR Part 450.316(a)(1)(iii) requires the participation plan to use visualization 
techniques to describe the RTP and FTIP. Visualization techniques range from a simple line 
drawing or hand written chart to technologically complex web cast public meetings, GIS 
modeling and computer generated maps. The specific type of visualization technique is 
determined by the MPO. 
 
The public participation plan, the draft and adopted RTP shall be posted on the MPO website to 
the maximum extent practicable and for the life of the RTP.  It is also recommended that MPOs 
place hard copies of the draft and adopted copies of RTPs in local libraries and other locations 
where the public would have access to these documents.  
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Public involvement programs for regional transportation plans in California are required to follow 
state and federal requirements.  If the minimum state and federal requirements are inadequate 
for the region, the MPO may develop a more specialized public involvement program if that 
promises to be more effective.   
 
In developing RTPs, the MPO should consult with agencies and officials responsible for other 
planning activities within their region that are affected by transportation or at least coordinate the 
planning process to incorporate input.  These areas include, but are not limited to, the listed 
examples: 
 

1. State and local growth; 
2. Public health; 
3. Housing; 
4. Economic development; 
5. Tourism; 
6. Natural disaster risk reduction; 
7. Environmental protection; 
8. Airport operations; and, 
9. Goods Movement. 
 

When the MPO region includes California Indian Tribal Lands (reservations, Rancherias, and 
allotments) the MPO shall appropriately involve the federally recognized Native American Tribal 
Government(s) in the development of the RTP.  The MPO should also seek input even from 
tribes that are not federally recognized or from other “interested parties” that may have a 
background and/or history of Native American culture within the region.  In addition, AB 52 
(Chapter 532, Statutes of 2014) established “Tribal Cultural Resources (TCR) as a new, 
separate, and distinct resource to be analyzed in the CEQA process.  A project that causes an 
adverse change to a TCR is one that may have a significant effect on the environment, so the 
MPO should avoid or mitigate impacts to Tribal Cultural Resources when feasible.  The MPO 
must also begin consultation with a California Native American Tribe that is traditionally and 
culturally affiliated with the MPO region prior to the release of a Negative Declaration, a 
Mitigated Negative Declaration, or an Environmental Impact Report if the tribe requested, in 
writing, to be informed by the lead agency of proposed projects in that geographic area and if 
other procedural requirements are met.  See Section 4.9 Native American Tribal Government 
Consultation and Coordination for further discussion. 
  
Similarly, when the MPO region includes federal public lands, the MPO shall appropriately 
involve the federal land management agencies in the development of RTP. 
 
The MPO shall also, to the extent practicable, develop a documented process that outlines 
roles, responsibilities, and key decision points for consulting with other governments and 
agencies. 
 
MPOs are also encouraged to involve the media, including ethnic media as appropriate, as a 
tool to promote public participation in the RTP development, review and commenting process. 
 
For MPOs, SB 375 increased the minimum level of public participation required in the regional 
transportation planning process including collaboration between partners in the region during 
the development of a Sustainable Communities Strategy (see Sections 4.7 and 4.8).  
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Public participation and consultation for the development of the RTP remains an essential 
element of the overall RTP process. Mapping and visualization tools should be used, to the 
extent practicable, to create visual representations of proposed scenarios, the SCS and the 
APS, if applicable. Use of these tools will help facilitate more effective and meaningful public 
involvement in development and refinement of the SCS and APS, if applicable. A Public 
Participation Plan includes public outreach, public awareness, and public input beginning with 
the planning stage.  
 
Periodic Evaluation of the Public Participation Plan 
 
A periodic review of the public participation plan is important to evaluate the effectiveness of the 
procedures and strategies employed during the full and open participation process.  This 
periodic review can help to ensure that the public participation plan, once adopted, is being 
implemented effectively and is achieving its goals of engaging low-income and minority 
residents in expressing and prioritizing their needs and their views on how the RTP can best 
meet those needs. 
 
Requirements (Shalls) 
Federal: Title 23 CFR Part 450.316 requires that the MPO shall develop and use a documented 
participation plan that defines a process for providing reasonable opportunities for all parties to 
comment and be involved in the metropolitan transportation planning process.  
State: Government Code Section 65080; Public Resources Code Section 5097.94, and 
Sections 21073 through 21084.3.  
 
Planning Practice Examples:  Available in Appendix L 
  
 
4.5   Private Sector Involvement 
 
Private sector involvement relates to how the goods movement industry and other business or 
commercial interests are represented in the development of the RTP.   Trucks, freight trains, 
taxis, limousines all use the transportation network and are an integral part of the regional 
transportation system.  Other examples of private sector involvement in the development of the 
RTP include Transportation Management Associations, private transit operators, developers, 
and Chambers of Commerce.  Their absence in the regional transportation planning process 
adversely impacts the efficiency of the transportation network.   
 
In urbanized areas of California, the number of trucks on the highway system has substantially 
increased.  This has had a direct impact on traffic congestion within these areas.  An increased 
level of truck activity has also had an impact in rural areas of the state, although primarily on the 
principal routes in rural counties.  For these reasons, an RTP that does not include the “Private 
Sector” in the planning process is not a viable plan.  The impact of the private sector on the 
transportation system is significant and must be included and documented in the RTP process.    
 
Unfortunately, in many plans, the private sector is not identified as a planning partner.  Where 
addressed, goods movement is discussed in the abstract with minimal long-range assumptions 
identified or assessed.   
 
MPOs should take necessary actions to ensure major trucking firms, large employers and 
business organizations are formally invited to participate in the preparation of the RTP.  The 
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MPO should strive to include any major long-range plans of these organizations that may have 
an impact on the regional transportation system.  The purpose is to provide private sector 
transportation providers a process of communication and involvement into the region’s 
transportation planning process.  The specific outreach techniques developed and ultimately 
used is dependent on the size and composition of the region.  These efforts to solicit input into 
the long-range regional transportation planning process should be documented in the RTP.   
 
Requirements (Shalls) 
Federal: Federal regulations require private sector involvement as a component of the regional 
transportation planning process.  Title 23 USC Part 134 (g)(4), Title 23 USC Section 135(e) and 
Title 23 CFR Part 450.316 (a) require the transportation planning process include input from the 
goods movement industry and other transportation organizations. 
 
Recommendations (Shoulds) 
State: California Government Code Section 14000(d) recommends that a comprehensive 
multimodal transportation planning process should be established which involves all levels of 
government and the private sector in a cooperative process to develop coordinated 
transportation plans. 
 
Planning Practice Examples:   Available in Appendix L 
 
 
4.6   Consultation with Interested Parties 
 
The US DOT defines consultation as when: “one or more parties confer with other identified 
parties in accordance with an established process and, prior to taking action(s), considers the 
views of the other parties and periodically informs them about action(s) taken.”  Some areas of 
consultation could include transportation, land use, employment, economic development, 
housing, community development and environmental issues. 
 
The US DOT definition of “interested parties” to be engaged in statewide and metropolitan 
transportation planning has been expanded.  Title 23 CFR Part 450.324(j) provides the list of 
interested parties that shall be provided with a reasonable opportunity to comment on the RTP 
using the Public Participation Plan developed under 450.316(a). The MPO shall provide the 
following interested parties with reasonable opportunity to comment on the proposed RTP: 
 

1. Individuals; 
2. Affected public agencies; 
3. Representatives of public transportation employees; 
4. Public ports; 
5. Freight shippers; 
6. Private providers of transportation; 
7. Representatives of users of public transportation; 
8. Representatives of users of pedestrian walkways and bicycle transportation facilities; 
9. Representatives of people with disabilities; 
10. Providers of freight transportation services; and, 
11. Other interested parties. 

 
Consistent with SB 375, the MPO shall adopt a Public Participation Plan in advance of 
developing an SCS and/or APS to also include consultation with congestion management 
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agencies, transportation agencies, and transportation commissions. Reference Section 4.4 for 
Public Participation requirements and Section 4.5 for Private Sector Involvement.  The 
remaining sections of this chapter provide more detailed requirements for RTP/SCS input, 
consultation and coordination. 
 
Requirements (Shalls) 
Federal: Consulting with interested parties on plans, programs and projects shall include 
individuals or organizations that are mentioned in Title 23 CFR Part 450.316(a). Title 23 CFR 
Part 450.316(d) requires MPOs to consult with federal land use management agencies as 
appropriate during the development of RTP.  Title 23 CFR part 450.324(g) states that MPOs 
shall consult as appropriate with state and local agencies responsible for land use 
management, natural resources, environmental protection, conservation and historic 
preservation during the development of their RTP. Title 23 CFR Part 450.324(j) provides the 
list of interested parties that shall be provided with a reasonable opportunity to comment on the 
RTP using the Public Participation Plan developed under 450.316(a). 
 
State: Government Code Section 65080 
 
Planning Practice Examples: Available in Appendix L 
 

 
4.7   Input & Consultation on SCS Development 
 
This section applies only to federally-designated Metropolitan Planning Organizations that are 
required to prepare a Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS), and Alternative Planning 
Strategy (APS), if applicable. 
 
Existing federal regulations require MPOs to ensure the general public, resource agencies and 
Native American Tribal Governments are consulted during the development of the RTP.  As a 
result of SB 375, this input and consultation requirement has been expanded. 
 
SCS Public Participation Plan  
 
Consistent with SB 375, the MPO shall adopt a Public Participation Plan in advance of 
developing an SCS and/or APS to include: 

• Outreach efforts encouraging the active participation of a broad range of stakeholders in 
the planning process, consistent with the MPO’s adopted Federal Public Participation 
Plan.  This includes, but is not limited to, affordable housing advocates, transportation 
advocates, neighborhood and community groups, environmental advocates, home 
builder representatives, broad-based business organizations, landowners, commercial 
property interests, and homeowner associations. 

• Consultation with congestion management agencies, transportation agencies, and 
transportation commissions. 

• Regional public workshops with information and tools providing a clear understanding of 
policy choices and issues.  At least one workshop in each county.  At least three 
workshops for counties with a population greater than 500,000.  To the extent 
practicable, each workshop shall include urban simulation computer modeling to create 
visual representations of the SCS and APS. 

• Preparation and circulation of a draft SCS (and APS, if one is prepared) not less than 55 
days before adoption of a final RTP. 
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• For multiple-county MPOs at least three public hearings shall be held on the draft SCS in 
the RTP (and APS, if any).  For a single county MPO, at least two public hearings shall 
be held.  To the maximum extent feasible, the hearings shall be in different parts of the 
region to maximize the opportunity for participation by members of the public throughout 
the region. 

• A process enabling the public to provide a single request to receive notices, information 
and updates.  

 
Pursuant to Government Code Section 65080 (b)(2)(A)(ii), the MPO shall hold at least one 
public workshop within the region, after receiving the Regional Targets Advisory Committee 
(RTAC) recommendation report regarding methods and factors for setting regional GHG targets 
(which was released on September 29, 2009). 

 
This public participation plan is not required to be reviewed or approved by any state agency, 
but it is recommended that a summary discussion of the RTP/SCS public participation process 
be included in the RTP.  However, the MPO should maintain a record of its public participation 
efforts relative to the SCS and APS if applicable, and therefore, it is recommended these 
additional requirements should be included in the federally required public participation plan.  
 
Consultation with Local Elected Officials  
 
During the development of the SCS (and APS if applicable), the MPO must conduct at least two 
informational meetings in each county for members of the board of supervisors and city 
councils.  Only one informational meeting is needed in each county if it is attended by 
representatives of the county board of supervisors and city councils that represent a majority of 
the cities representing a majority of the population in the incorporated areas of that county. The 
purpose of this meeting (or meetings) shall be to discuss the SCS (and APS if applicable), 
including the key land use and planning assumptions, with the members of the board of 
supervisors and city council members in that county and to solicit and consider their input and 
recommendations. Notices of these meetings are to be sent to the clerk of the board of 
supervisors and city councils.   
 
Continuing with a collaborative transportation planning process, MPOs work and consult with 
local elected officials as key stakeholders in the regional transportation system. While local 
elected officials serve on regional agency boards, expanded consultation is required pursuant to 
Government Code Section 65080(b)(2)(E) and (F) to provide outreach to all local elected 
officials and their member jurisdictions affected by the SCS (and APS if applicable). This is 
particularly significant in those regions where not all cities and counties have a permanent seat 
on the MPO board. Early consultation with all member agencies may avoid future conflicts with 
implementation of the RTP including the SCS (and APS, if applicable).  
 
Pursuant to Government Code Section 65080(b)(2)(G), in preparing an SCS, the MPO shall 
consider spheres of influence that have been adopted by Local Agency Formation Commissions 
(LAFCOs) within the region.  MPOs should also consult with LAFCOs regarding special districts 
within the region that provide property-related services such as water or wastewater services, 
and should consult with these regional special districts, as appropriate, during development of 
an SCS (and APS if applicable). 
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Consultation with School Districts 
 
Additionally, MPOs should consider consultation with school districts within their region during 
development of the RTP.  School-related trips constitute a significant portion of all vehicle trips. 
For that reason, MPOs are encouraged to share data on growth projections and consult with 
school districts in the development of the SCS (and APS if applicable), especially with respect to 
land uses and the regional transportation system. Where possible, an SCS should incorporate 
current and future school needs into the RTP.  Some school districts use School Facilities 
Master Plans (SFMP) as a way to compile comprehensive data on the district’s long-term 
facilities including the general location of planned new schools and the expansion, revitalization 
and reuse of existing schools.  A SFMP may also contain Board of Education adopted policies 
related to joint use and the district’s sustainability efforts which can dovetail with community and 
regional efforts (e.g. infill, reuse, busing, pedestrian/bike safe routes to schools, etc.).   
 
For additional information on the consultation process please refer to Section 4.1, 4.9, and 4.10. 
 
 
4.8   Interagency Coordination on SCS Development 
 
As the MPO works on RTP development and approval, interagency coordination with both 
federal and State agencies provides necessary information for the RTP, and notification to all 
interested parties.  Advanced and continuous coordination with all appropriate agencies is 
highly recommended. MPO development of the RTP should include interagency coordination 
with, but not limited to, the following entities: 
 

1. Federal agencies including: Federal Highways Administration (FHWA), Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA), and Federal Transit Administration (FTA) 

2. California Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD) 
3. California Air Resources Board (ARB) 
4. California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) 
5. Appropriate Resources Agencies (see list in Section 4.10) 
6. Adjacent MPOs with which the MPO shares a significant amount of interregional travel. 

 
ARB must exchange technical information with Caltrans, MPOs, local air districts, and local 
governments in developing the regional GHG reduction targets for the MPOs.  MPOs are 
strongly encouraged to participate in the target update process by providing ARB with region-
specific target recommendations supported by modeling, technical data and analysis. 
 
The California Transportation Commission (CTC) also encourages State agencies to work with 
the MPOs to provide the best data and information available as they develop their greenhouse 
gas emissions modeling methodology together with ARB. 
 
MPOs are also encouraged to work with HCD to incorporate the appropriate Regional Housing 
Needs Allocation (RHNA) within their RTPs. 
 
A Sequencing Flowchart showing the RTP development and approval process for MPOs as 
they work with these entities is located in Section 2.8 of the RTP Guidelines. 
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4.9   Native American Tribal Government Consultation and Coordination 
 
During the development of the RTP, Tribal Government consultation can be described as the 
meaningful and timely process of seeking, discussing, and considering carefully the views of 
leaders of federally recognized Tribal Governments and, where feasible, seeking agreement on 
important matters.  The MPO can do this by sharing information and conducting meetings with 
leaders of the federally recognized Tribal Governments during the preparation of the RTP prior 
to taking action(s) on the plan and by making sure to consider input from the tribe as decisions 
are made.  Consultation should be conducted in a way that is mutually respectful of each party’s 
sovereignty. Tribal Government coordination is the comparison of the MPOs transportation 
plans, programs, projects and schedules with similar documents prepared by the tribe.  The 
MPO needs to ensure consistency with tribal plans and the RTP. 
 
Currently there are 109 federally recognized tribes in California.  The federally recognized Tribal 
Governments hold inherent power of limited sovereignty and are charged with the same 
responsibility as other governmental authorities.  In addition, California is home to the largest 
Native American population in the country, including non-federally recognized tribes, and urban 
Indian communities.   
 
When the MPO region includes California Indian Tribal Lands (reservations, Rancherias, and 
allotments) the MPO shall appropriately involve the federally recognized Native American Tribal 
Government(s) in the development of the RTP.  The MPO should also seek input even from 
tribes that are not federally recognized or from other “interested parties” that may have a 
background and/or history of Native American culture within the region.  In addition, AB 52 
mandates that agencies must consult with tribes regarding impacts to Tribal Cultural Resources 
as an impact under CEQA. 
 
The MPO should include a discussion of consultation, coordination and communication with 
federally recognized Tribal Governments when the tribes are located within the boundary of an 
MPO/RTPA.  The MPO should establish a government-to-government relationship with each 
tribe in the region.  This refers to the protocol for communicating between the MPOs and the 
Tribal Governments as sovereign nations.  This consultation process should be documented in 
the RTP.  The initial point of contact for Tribal Governments should be the Chairperson for the 
tribe.     
 
The MPO should develop protocol and communication methods for outreach and consultation 
with the Tribal Governments.  However these protocol and communication methods should be 
re-evaluated if the agencies are un-successful in obtaining a response during the development 
of the RTP. 
 
It is important to ensure that efforts in establishing channels of communication are documented 
in the RTP.  For further information and assistance in the consultation process, contact the 
Caltrans Native American Liaison Branch (NALB) at: http://dot.ca.gov/hq/tpp/offices/ocp/nalb.  
The NALB webpage also provides contact information for the Caltrans Districts’ Native 
American Liaisons. 
 
As mentioned above, California is home to many non-federally recognized tribes as well as 
Native Americans living in urban areas.  MPOs should involve the Native American communities 
in the public participation processes.  Establishing and maintaining government-to-government 
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relations with federally recognized Tribal Governments through consultation is separate from, 
and precedes the public participation process.  
 
Requirements (Shalls) 
Federal: Title 23 CFR part 450.316(c) requires MPOs to involve the federally recognized Native 
American Tribal Government in the development of the RTP and FTIP.  Title 23 CFR part 
450.316 (a)(1), the participation plan shall be developed by the MPO in consultation with all 
interested parties and shall, at a minimum, describe explicit procedures, strategies and desired 
outcomes.  The requirement of including interested parties in the development of the 
participation plan and the RTP would include federally recognized or non-federally recognized 
tribes.  
  
State:  Public Resources Code Section 5097.94, and Sections 21073 through 21084.3. 
AB 52 added Tribal Cultural Resources as an impact under CEQA and required consultation to 
mitigate those impacts with the California Native American tribes as defined in California Public 
Resources Code Section 21073.  Because RTPs are subject to CEQA and a program EIR is 
prepared to analyze the impacts of implementing an RTP, AB 52 means that MPOs must 
consult with tribes with regards to Tribal Cultural Resources as part of the CEQA process. 
 
Planning Practice Examples:  Available in Appendix L 
 
 
4.10   Consultation with Resource Agencies 
 
Current federal regulations require MPOs to consult with resource agencies, State and local 
agencies responsible for land use management, environmental protection, conservation, and 
historic preservation concerning the development of the RTP. As part of SCS development, 
MPOs must gather and consider the best available scientific information on resource areas and 
farmlands within the region which may be impacted by the RTP. State and federal resource 
agencies may be able to assist MPOs by providing data, maps, or other information. 
 
The consultation efforts shall involve: 
 

1. Comparing transportation plans with State conservation plans, maps and other data, if 
available; and, 

 
2. Comparing transportation plans with inventories of natural and historic resources, if 

available. 
 
Federal requirements seek to receive input/comments from resource agencies early in the 
planning process.  The reason for proactive consultation and engagement is to prevent project 
delays at a later time.  In other words, coordinating and consulting with resources agencies 
early in the planning process, may lead to better coordination, minimal litigation, possible project 
cost savings and an upfront understanding of resource agency issues. 
 
Some examples of resource agencies that could be included in a more seamless multi-agency 
process, but are not limited to California Environmental Protection Agency (CalEPA), California 
Coastal Commission, and US Fish and Wildlife, U.S. Army Corp of Engineers, California 
Department of Fish and Game and California Department of Parks and Recreation.   
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The FHWA Eco-Logical and Integrated Ecological Framework and the state Regional Advance 
Mitigation Planning model provides a process by which early consultation with resource 
agencies and conservation non-profit organizations to develop regional greenprints or 
conservation plans that identify of areas of conservation value can satisfy federal requirements 
for early consultation and result in benefits for both transportation agencies and environmental 
protection. Programmatic mitigation plans, Natural Communities Conservation Plans and 
Habitat Conservation Plans can provide early consultation and identification of natural resources 
that need to be avoided or minimized in order to reduce risk and streamline project delivery.  For 
additional information related to coordination of regional mitigation activities with other planning 
processes, see Chapter 5. 
 
An MPO shall coordinate and consult with resource agencies on data or information sharing, if 
available. The following is a preliminary list of resource agencies that should be consulted in the 
development of the RTP: 
 

1. Federal Highway Administration; 
2. Federal Transit Administration;  
3. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency;  
4. U.S. Army Corps of Engineers;  
5. NOAA Fisheries Services;  
6. U.S. National Park Service;  
7. U.S. National Marine and Fishery Service; 
8. U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service; 
9. California Coastal Commission; 
10. California Ocean Protection Council; 
11. California Energy Commission; 
12. California Office of Planning and Research; 
13. California Environmental Protection Agency; 
14. California Natural Resources Agency; 
15. California Water Resources Control Board; 
16. California Regional Water Quality Control Board; 
17. California Department of Fish and Wildlife; 
18. California Department of Resources, Recycling, and Recovery; 
19. California Air Resources Board; 
20. California Department of Parks and Recreation; 
21. California Department of Conservation;  
22. California State Mining and Geology Board;  
23. Any additional California environmental, energy, resource and permit agencies; 
24. Bay Conservation and Development Commission (Bay Area); 
25. Regional Air Quality Management Districts, and; 
26. California Office of Historic Preservation. 

 
It may be challenging to obtain timely responses and comments to the RTP, its programs and 
projects, when the commenting period is announced to the general public and stakeholders.  It 
is understandable that these efforts will depend on the specific region.  MPOs in the 
Sacramento Valley and Southern California have chosen a targeted approach and send letters 
to specific stakeholders requesting comment/s on plans, programs and projects.  When 
responses are not received, these MPOs follow-up on the request by asking for a reason from 
the resource agency as to why a response was not received.   
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Interagency Consultation for Transportation Conformity – The transportation conformity rule 
requires that State and local agencies establish formal procedures to ensure interagency 
coordination on critical transportation conformity issues.  Nonattainment and maintenance areas 
have adopted consultation procedures to meet these requirements.  These procedures are 
federally enforceable and must be followed for each conformity determination.   
 
Additional guidance regarding federally required consultation with resource agencies during the 
RTP development process is available in Section 5.2 Federal Environmental Requirements.  
 
Requirements (Shalls) 
Federal: Title 23 CFR part 450.324(g)(1) & (g)(2) requires that the MPO shall consult, as 
appropriate, with State and local agencies responsible for land use management, natural 
resources, environmental protection, conservation, and historic preservation concerning the 
development of the transportation plan. The consultation shall involve, as appropriate: (1) 
Comparison of transportation plans with State conservation plans or maps, if available; or (2) 
Comparison of transportation plans to inventories of natural or historic resources, if available. In 
addition, the discussion of mitigation activities required by 23 CFR 450.324(f)(10) (and 
described more fully in Section 5.2) shall be developed in consultation with Federal, State, and 
Tribal land management, and regulatory agencies. 23 CFR 93.105 for interagency consultation 
for transportation conformity.   
 
State: California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), consultation with agencies, governments 
or individuals that could potentially be impacted by transportation projects in the RTP. 
Government Code Section 65080(b)(2)(B)(v) requires that MPOs develop a sustainable 
communities strategy (which is part of the RTP) that shall gather and consider the best 
practically available scientific information regarding “resource areas” and “farmland” as defined 
in subdivisions (a) and (b) of Government Code Section 65080.01. 
 
Planning Practice Examples:  Available in Appendix L 
 
 
4.11   Coordinated Public Transit/Human Services Transportation Plans 
 
The aim of the Coordinated Public Transit/Human Services Transportation Plan is to improve 
transportation services for persons with disabilities, older adults and individuals with lower 
incomes by ensuring that communities coordinate the available transit resources.  Coordination 
enhances transportation access, minimizes duplication of services and facilitates the most 
appropriate cost-effective transportation system possible with available resources.   
 
Federal transit law requires that projects selected for funding under the following Federal Transit 
Administration (FTA) programs be derived from a coordinated plan: Enhanced Mobility of 
Seniors and Individuals with Disabilities Program (Title 49 U.S.C Section 5310).  Information on 
this program can be found at: 
 
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/MassTrans 
 
MPOs are not required to be the lead agency in the development of the coordinated plan.  
Federal guidance states that the coordinated plan may be developed separately or as a part of 
the metropolitan transportation planning process. In any case, MPOs should ensure that the 
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plan is coordinated and consistent with their regions’ metropolitan transportation planning 
process.   
 
The coordinated plan must be developed through a process that includes representatives of 
public, private, and non-profit transportation and human services providers and participation by 
members of the public.  The public participation requirements may be shared with those for the 
development of the RTP. 
 
As with all FTA programs, transit projects selected for funding must be consistent with the RTP 
and FTIP.  Further, the annual list of obligated projects is a planning requirement that will 
necessitate active involvement by the MPO in those programs. 
 
Recommendations (Shoulds) 
Federal: Title 23 CFR Part 450.306(h) states the regional planning process should be 
coordinated and consistent with the preparation of the coordinated public transit-human services 
transportation plan as required by Title 49 USC Section 5310. 
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RTP ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS 
 
 
5.0   Introduction 
 
This section will briefly discuss the context for environmental requirements, options for RTP 
environmental document preparation, federal requirements and recommendations outlined in 
the Statewide and Nonmetropolitan Transportation Planning and Metropolitan Transportation 
Planning Final Rule (FHWA/FTA Planning Final Rule), key resource areas for avoidance and 
mitigation and finally, a description of air quality and transportation conformity will be provided.  
 
The federal government has shown its commitment to the environment through the passage of 
the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) in 1969, which requires federal agencies to 
consider the environmental impacts of their actions.  In a similar vein, California passed the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) in 1970, which was designed to ensure that public 
agencies consider the environmental impacts of their decisions.   
 
In California, the environmental review associated with the RTP and the subsequent project 
delivery process is two-fold.  MPOs are responsible for the planning contained in the RTP that 
precedes project delivery.  Typically a local government, consultant or Caltrans is responsible 
for the actual construction of the project i.e. project delivery. CEQA applies to the planning 
document (RTP) while both NEPA and CEQA may apply to the individual projects that 
implement the RTP during the project delivery process.  Likewise, all RTP CEQA Analysis and 
subsequent transportation project CEQA analysis assess all environmental issue areas 
identified in the CEQA Guidelines Environmental Checklist Form, Appendix G. 
 
A change to transportation analysis in environmental review under CEQA occurred with the 
Governor’s approval of SB 743 which requires an update in the metrics of transportation impact 
used in CEQA from Level of Service and vehicle delay to one that promotes the reduction of 
GHGs, the development of multimodal transportation networks, and a diversity of land uses for 
transit priority areas.  Except any of the events specified in Public Resources Code Section 
21166, a residential, employment center, or mixed-use development project, including a 
subdivision or any zoning change is exempted from SB 743 requirements if the project is (a) 
within a transit priority area; (b) to implement and consistent with a specific plan for which an 
EIR has been certified; (c) consistent with the general use designation, density, building 
intensity, and applicable policies specified for the project area in an ARB-accepted SCS/APS 
(Public Resources Code Sections 21155.4 and 21099; Government Code Section 65080).  Per 
ARB Vision Model results, reductions in VMT growth and widespread transportation 
electrification are needed to achieve sufficient greenhouse gas emissions reduction for climate 
stabilization, as reflected in executive orders on 2030 and 2050 greenhouse gas targets. The 
regulatory language (CEQA Guidelines changes) to implement the law are pending, though 
VMT has been identified by the Governor’s Office as a potential metric to determine significant 
impacts.  A future update of the RTP Guidelines will capture any “shoulds” or “shalls” resulting 
from the formal rulemaking process.  Lead agencies should refer to current CEQA statutes, 
regulations, and case law when performing CEQA analysis for their RTPs/SCSs.   
 
Given that protection of the environment is an important public policy goal and it is an important 
aspect of public acceptance during project delivery, best regional planning practices would seek 
to plan and implement transportation projects that would avoid or minimize environmental 
impacts. 
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5.1   Environmental Documentation  
 
The RTP planning document as well as the projects listed in it are considered to be projects for 
the purposes of CEQA.  Subsequent RTP amendments or updates are discretionary actions 
that can also trigger CEQA compliance.  As defined in CEQA statute section 21065, a project 
means “an activity which may cause either a direct physical change in the environment, or a 
reasonably foreseeable indirect physical change in the environment, and which is any of the 
following: (a) An activity directly undertaken by any public agency or (b) An activity undertaken 
by a person which is supported, in whole or in part, through contracts, grants, subsidies, loans, 
or other forms of assistance from one or more public agencies”. 
 
To initiate CEQA compliance, the MPO as the lead agency determines if the proposed action is 
a project and whether the project is statutorily or categorically exempt.  If the project is not 
exempt from CEQA, an Initial Study or equivalent environmental assessment is completed.  
Based on the outcome of the Initial Study the appropriate type of environmental document is 
then prepared.  The Initial Study can indicate the use of an Environmental Impact Report (EIR), 
a Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) or a Negative Declaration (ND).  Additionally, there are 
several types of EIRs such as a Master EIR, a Project EIR or a Program EIR.  Information 
regarding the CEQA process and guidelines for implementation can be found at: 
 
www.opr.ca.gov 
http://opr.ca.gov/index.php?a=ceqa/index.html 
http://resources.ca.gov/ceqa/ 
http://www.califaep.org/policy 
http://ag.ca.gov/globalwarming/ceqa.php 
 
California Air Pollution Control Officers Association (CAPCOA) White Paper on CEQA and 
Green House Gases: 
http://www.capcoa.org/wp-content/uploads/2012/03/CAPCOA-White-Paper.pdf 
 
Program EIR 
 
Many MPOs prepare a Program Environmental Impact Report (PIER) to analyze the 
environmental impacts of implementing their RTP. The purpose of the PEIR is to enable the 
MPO to examine the overall effects of the RTP i.e. broad policy alternatives, program wide 
mitigation, growth inducing impacts and cumulative impacts can be considered at a time when 
the agency has greater flexibility to avoid unnecessary adverse environmental effects.  The 
PEIR is a device that was originally developed by federal agencies under NEPA.  The County of 
Inyo v. Yorty court case established its use under CEQA. 
 
Additionally, environmental documents subsequently prepared for the individual projects 
contained in the RTP can be tiered off of the PEIR thus saving time and reducing duplicative 
analysis.  Tiering refers to environmental review of sequential actions, where general matters 
and environmental effects are examined in a broad EIR for a decision such as adoption of a 
policy, plan, program, or ordinance, and subsequent narrower or site‐specific EIRs are prepared 
that incorporate by reference the prior EIR and concentrate on environmental effects that can be 
mitigated or that were not analyzed in the prior EIR.  In such instances, the later narrow EIR 
“tiers” off the prior broad EIR.  If a project‐specific EIR tiers off from a broader prior EIR such as 
the PEIR prepared for a RTP, it could help eliminate repetitive discussions of the same 
environmental issues; facilitate project‐level impact analysis by focusing on issues specific to 
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the later project; reduce the burdens from duplicative reconsiderations of a program, plan or 
policy with a certified EIR; and, reduce CEQA delay and paperwork at project level. (See 
Appendix J Glossary for a definition of ‘tiering’)  
 
Changes to the RTP/FTIP 
 
When the MPO modifies its RTP/FTIP, it must determine whether the proposed changes have 
the potential to impact the environment and trigger CEQA review.  As a lead agency under 
CEQA, it is the responsibility of each MPO to analyze the potential environmental affects that 
proposed changes of their RTP may have on the environment. This should be done by providing 
substantial evidence that proposed changes to the RTP would be "minor" or "technical" in 
nauture, if there would be "new" or "more severe" significant environmental impacts, if 
"circumstances" of the project or "new environmental information" is discovered, or if 
"substantial" or "major changes" to the RTP are proposed.  An abbreviated or focused type of 
CEQA document will usually suffice.  The most common alternatives to an EIR, MND or ND are 
an Addendum, a Supplement, or a Subsequent environmental document.    
 
Addendum 
 
An Addendum may be prepared when minor technical changes or additions are made to the 
RTP.  The Addendum makes the prior EIR, MND or ND adequate when the proposed changes 
to the RTP do not create any new or substantially more severe significant environmental 
impacts.  An addendum does not require public circulation.   
 
Supplement 
 
A Supplement to the EIR need contain only the information necessary to make the previous EIR 
adequate for the project as revised.  The supplement only needs to meet the circulation and 
public review requirements of a draft EIR.  
    
Subsequent 
 
A Subsequent EIR, MND or ND is used when there are substantial or major changes in the 
project, in the circumstances of the project or when new environmental information is 
discovered.  A subsequent EIR, MND or ND is intended to be a complete environmental 
document and it requires the same full level of circulation and public review as the previous EIR, 
MND or ND.    
 
NEPAs Applicability to the RTP 
 
NEPA does not apply to the RTP. In the Atlanta Coalition on the Transportation Crisis, Inc. v. 
Atlanta Regional Commission, 559 F.2d 1333 (5th Cir. 1979) court case, federal judges found 
that “Congress did not intend NEPA to apply to state, local or private actions…”  The courts 
recognized the development of the RTP and TIP as a matter of state and local sovereignty.  
 
However, NEPA review does apply to the individual projects identified in the RTP during the 
project delivery process when the individual projects are federally funded and/or a federal 
approval is required (e.g. a permit for wetlands impacts).  When NEPA review is required, 
implementing agencies should reference the Federal Council on Environmental Quality’s (CEQ) 
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memorandum published on August 1, 2016 entitled, Final Guidance for Federal Departments 
and Agencies on Consideration of Greenhouse Gas Emissions and the Effects of Climate 
Change in NEPA reviews.  Section 6.28 provides further guidance for GHG reduction and 
Section 6.30 provides guidance for addressing adaption of the regional transportation system to 
climate change.  The full CEQ guidance is available at:    
 
https://ceq.doe.gov/current_developments/ceq_guidance_nepa-ghg-
climate_final_guidance.html. 
 
Requirements (Shall) 
State: Public Resources Code 21000 et seq, Environmental Protection, and CEQA guidelines 
section 15000 et seq. 
 
 
5.2   FHWA/FTA Planning Final Rule – Federal Environmental Requirements   
 
Federal requirements are intended to enhance the consideration of environmental issues in the 
transportation planning process.  Pursuant to Title 23 CFR Part 450.324, the RTP must provide 
a discussion of potential environmental mitigation activities and areas, including those mitigation 
activities that might maintain or restore the environment that is affected by the plan.  This 
mitigation discussion must happen in consultation with Federal, State and Tribal land 
management and wildlife regulatory agencies.  Additionally, federal regulations contain a 
planning process mandate that requires the MPO to compare the RTP with available state 
conservation plans or maps and inventories of natural or historic resources.  This comparison is 
facilitated by the requirement to “consult as appropriate with state and local agencies 
responsible for land use management, natural resources, environmental protection, 
conservation and historic preservation”.  For additional information related to consultation with 
resource agencies on regional mitigation activities, see Section 4.10. 
 
Requirements (Shall) 
Federal:  
Title 23 CFR Part 450.324(f)(10):  
Requires that the RTP shall include a discussion of types of potential environmental mitigation 
activities and potential areas to carry out these activities, including activities that may have the 
greatest potential to restore and maintain the environmental functions affected by the 
metropolitan transportation plan. The discussion shall be developed in consultation with 
Federal, State, and Tribal land management, wildlife, and regulatory agencies.  
Title 23 CFR Part 450.324(g)(1) and (2): 
Requires that the MPO shall consult, as appropriate, with State and local agencies responsible 
for land use management, natural resources, environmental protection, conservation, and 
historic preservation concerning the development of the transportation plan. The consultation 
shall involve, as appropriate: (1) Comparison of transportation plans with State conservation 
plans or maps, if available; or (2) Comparison of transportation plans to inventories of natural or 
historic resources, if available. 
Title 23 CFR Part 450.306(b)(5):  
Requires that the metropolitan transportation planning process shall be continuous, cooperative, 
and comprehensive, and provide for consideration and implementation of projects, strategies, 
and services that will address the following factors: 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 

ATTACHMENT B

https://ceq.doe.gov/current_developments/ceq_guidance_nepa-ghg-climate_final_guidance.html
https://ceq.doe.gov/current_developments/ceq_guidance_nepa-ghg-climate_final_guidance.html


Final Draft  January 2017 
 
 

Final Draft 2017 MPO RTP Guidelines            
 
 

99 

patterns. See Section 5.4 for key resource areas for avoidance and mitigation as well as 
planning practice examples in Appendix L. 
 
Planning Practice Examples:   Available in Appendix L 
 
 
5.3   FHWA/FTA Planning Final Rule – Federal Environmental Recommendations   
 
Appendix A - Linking the Transportation Planning and NEPA processes  
 
Appendix A of Title 23 CFR Part 450 encourages environmental information developed during 
the transportation planning process to be applied to the project delivery process.  The goal is to 
make planning decisions more sustainable and to maximize the effectiveness of mitigation 
strategies.  Appendix A is optional. It provides details on how the information and analysis from 
the RTP can be incorporated into and relied upon in the NEPA documents prepared for the 
individual projects that will implement the RTP in the future.  Appendix A presents 
environmental review as a continuum of sequential study, refinement, and expansion of 
information.  The actual text of Appendix A to Title 23 CFR Part 450 is contained in Appendix D 
of this document.  More guidance is available in Appendix E, which addresses the legal aspects 
of integrating planning and project delivery. Implementation of the strategies contained in 
Appendix A of Title 23 CFR Part 450 is a state of the art practice. 
 
Recommendations (Shoulds) 
Federal: Title 23 CFR Part 450.318 and Appendix A to Part 450 “Linking Planning and NEPA” 
describes the steps for streamlining the project delivery process by providing environmental 
information in the RTP.  
 
Programmatic Mitigation 
 
Recently updated federal regulations governing the development of metropolitan transportation 
plans include an updated section on programmatic mitigation. In particular, Title 23 CFR 
Sections 450.214 (State) and 450.320 (MPO), on the development of programmatic mitigation 
plans, indicate that “a State/MPO may utilize the optional framework to develop programmatic 
mitigation plans as part of the statewide transportation planning process to address the potential 
environmental impacts of future transportation projects.” The FHWA supports an ecological 
approach to planning infrastructure and transportation projects and provides guidance on 
establishing a Regional Ecological Framework (REF). Eco-logical is a nine-step, voluntary 
framework that identifies an ecosystem approach to developing infrastructure projects.  It 
outlines a framework for partners to integrate their planning processes, share data, and 
prioritize areas of ecological significance in order to harmonize economic, environmental, and 
social needs and objectives.  Regionally significant resources like fish passage, terrestrial and 
aquatic habitat connectivity, migration corridors, and coastal trails can be incorporated into the 
regional transportation planning process.  In addition, regional and local planning stakeholders 
can coordinate on mitigation strategies and conservation priorities as part of the regional 
transportation planning process. If the region elects to include the preparation of a REF or 
programmatic mitigation plan as part of the Regional Transportation Plan update, the region can 
notify other stakeholders to allow for a more collaborative partnering and planning effort.  This 
environmental review toolkit is available at: 
 

https://www.environment.fhwa.dot.gov/ecological/ImplementingEcoLogicalApproach/. 
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5.4   Key Resource Areas for Avoidance and Mitigation 
 
Taking these environmental resources and laws into account during the transportation planning 
process can expedite the delivery of the projects that are contained in the RTP.  The 
transportation planning process and the NEPA environmental analysis required during project 
delivery can work in tandem with the results of the transportation planning process informing the 
NEPA process.  The RTP can identify plan-level environmental constraints and consider 
potential impacts that could allow projects in the plan to be modified to avoid or minimize 
impacts. Additional information regarding environmental planning considerations can be found 
in Section 2.7 and Appendix L.  For a more in-depth discussion of potential environmental 
impact and resource areas, please see Volume 1 of the Standard Environmental Reference at: 
 
http://www.dot.ca.gov/ser/vol1/vol1.htm 

During project delivery SAFETEA-LU Section 6002 (23 USC Section 139, Efficient 
Environmental Reviews for Project Decision-making) set forth a new environmental review 
process.  MAP-21/FAST made revisions to 23 USC 139 although the revisions are minor. The 
first step under Efficient Environmental Reviews for Project Decision-making is to initiate the 
environmental review process by notifying FHWA’s Secretary of the type of work, termini, 
length, general location of the project, and a listing of anticipated federal permits.  One means of 
initiating the process is to include the required information in the discussion of each EIS-level 
project that is contained in the RTP.  The resource areas of concern are enumerated below. 
 
Wetlands 
 
Wetlands and other waters are protected under a number of laws and regulations, including the 
federal Clean Water Act, federal Executive Order for the Protection of Wetlands (E.O. 11990), 
and state Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act and parts of the state Fish and Wildlife 
Code.  Section 404 of the Clean Water Act establishes a permit program that prohibits any 
discharge of dredged or fill material into wetlands or other “waters of the United States” if a 
practicable alternative exists that is less damaging to the aquatic environment or if the nation’s 
waters would be significantly degraded.  The Section 404 permit program is run by the U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE) with oversight by the US Environmental Protection Agency 
(US EPA). 
 
The Executive Order for the Protection of Wetlands (EO 11990) states that a federal agency, 
such as the Federal Highway Administration, cannot undertake or provide assistance for new 
construction located in wetlands unless the head of the agency finds that there is no practicable 
alternative to the construction and the proposed project includes all practicable measures to 
minimize harm.  Strategic retreat or relocation shall be one alternative to be considered. 
 
At the state level, primarily the Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) and the Regional Water 
Quality Control Boards (RWQCB) regulate wetlands and waters. (In certain circumstances, the 
California Coastal Commission or Bay Conservation and Development Commission may also 
be involved.)  Impacts on wetlands, lakes, streams or rivers may require a Lake or Streambed 
Alteration agreement with CDFW. The RWQCB issues water quality certifications in compliance 
with Section 401 of the Clean Water Act. 
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Parks, Refuges, Historic Sites 
 
Section 4(f) of the DOT Act (Title 49 U.S.C. Section 303) states that FHWA and FTA may not 
approve the use of land from a significant publicly-owned park, recreation area, wildlife and 
waterfowl refuge, or any significant historic site unless a determination is made that there is no 
other feasible and prudent alternative to the use of that land.  Section 4(f) evaluations require 
the development of an avoidance alternative, however, if no feasible choices exist, extensive 
planning must be done to minimize harm to the property resulting from such use. 
 
http://www.parks.ca.gov/ 
 
Cultural Resources 
 
Cultural Resources are protected under a number of laws and regulations, including the 
National Historic Preservation Act (Section 106) and CEQA and the California Public Resources 
Code (PRC) 5024 et seq.  Under Section 106 of the NHPA, federal agencies are mandated to 
take into account the effect of federal undertakings on historic properties affected by federally 
funded or federally approved undertakings.  If avoidance is not an option, then minimization of 
impacts and mitigation of the effects are required.  Under CEQA, a project which may cause a 
substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource would require mitigation 
of the project effects by the project’s lead CEQA agency. 
 
California Coastal Trail (CCT) 
 
The CCT is a state-mandated trail system pursuant to the passage of SB 908 in 2001. AB 1396 
in 2007 added Section 65080.1 to the Government Code, which mandates that provision for the 
CCT be provided in each RTP for those MPOs located along the coast. More information and 
guidance relative to the CCT can be found in Section 6.11 and at: 
 
http://www.scc.ca.gov/ 
 
www.coastal.ca.gov 
 
http://www.scc.ca.gov/webmaster/pdfs/CCT_Siting_Design.pdf 
 
Floodplains 
 
Executive Order 11988 (Floodplain Management) directs all federal agencies to refrain from 
conducting, supporting, or allowing actions in floodplains unless it is the only practicable 
alternative. 
 
Threatened and Endangered Species 
 
The primary federal law protecting threatened and endangered species is the federal 
Endangered Species Act (ESA) (Title 16 USC Section 1531 et seq.).  This act provides for the 
conservation of endangered and threatened species and the ecosystems upon which they 
depend.  Under Section 7 of this act, federal agencies, such as the Federal Highway 
Administration, are required to consult with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and the 
National Marine Fisheries Service (NOAA Fisheries) to ensure that they are not taking actions 
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likely to jeopardize the continued existence of listed species or destroy or adversely modify 
critical habitat.  
 
California has enacted a similar law at the state level, the California Endangered Species Act 
(CESA) (Fish and Game Code, 2050, et seq.).  CESA emphasizes early consultation to avoid 
potential impacts to rare, endangered, and threatened species and to develop appropriate 
planning to offset project caused losses of listed species populations and their essential 
habitats.  
 
http://www.dfg.ca.gov/ 
 
http://bios.dfg.ca.gov/ 
 
Cumulative Impacts 
 
As defined in CEQA, cumulative impacts refer to “two or more individual impacts that, when 
considered together, are considerable or that compound or increase other environmental 
impacts”.  Because the RTP addresses long-range future transportation improvements, 
cumulative impacts are inherent and need to be fully discussed within the environmental 
document.  Guidance on preparing cumulative impact analysis is available at: 
 
http://www.dot.ca.gov/ser/cumulative_guidance/approach.htm. 
 
Habitat Connectivity 
 
Section 1797.5 of the California Fish and Game Code expresses the State’s policy to promote 
the voluntary protection of wildlife corridors and habitat strongholds in order to enhance the 
resiliency of wildlife and their habitats to climate change, protect biodiversity, and allow for the 
migration and movement of species by providing connectivity between habitat lands. In order to 
further these goals, it is the policy of the State to encourage voluntary steps to protect the 
functioning of wildlife corridors through various means, such as the acquisition or protection of 
wildlife corridors as open space through conservation easements; the installation of wildlife-
friendly or directional fencing; siting of mitigation and conservation banks in areas that provide 
habitat connectivity for affected fish and wildlife resources; and the provision of roadway 
undercrossings, overpasses, oversized culverts, or bridges to allow for fish passage and the 
movement of wildlife between habitat areas. Transportation facilities should be designed, 
engineered, planned, and programmed with habitat connectivity in mind in keeping with these 
State goals in order to maintain healthy ecological function and climate change resiliency in and 
between habitat areas.  
 
AB 2087 (Levine, 2016) established a conservation planning tool called a Regional 
Conservation Investment Strategy to promote the conservation of species, habitats and other 
natural resources and enable advance mitigation for public infrastructure projects, including 
transportation. An RCIS provides a non-regulatory assessment and analysis of conservation 
needs in a region including habitat connectivity and climate resilience. Transportation agencies 
can use an approved RCIS to secure mitigation credit for conservation investments consistent 
with the RCIS. 
 
Below are tools that can help speed along habitat corridor projects in a cost-effective way during 
the initial phases of project planning and design: 
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California Water Action Plan: 2016 Update: 
http://resources.ca.gov/docs/california_water_action_plan/Final_California_Water_Action_Plan.
pdf 
 
California Essential Habitat Connectivity Project: 
https://www.wildlife.ca.gov/conservation/planning/connectivity/CEHC 
 
Western Governors Association’s Crucial Habitat Assessment Tool: 
http://www.wafwachat.org/map 
 
California State Wildlife Action Plan: https://www.wildlife.ca.gov/SWAP/Final 
 
Growth-Related Indirect Impacts 
 
Growth-related indirect impacts are those impacts associated with a project or plan that would 
encourage or facilitate development or would change the location, rate, or type, or amount of 
growth.  RTPs typically contain proposed actions that will be built along a new alignment and/or 
provide new access and those are the types of projects that will typically require a growth-
related impact analysis.  Where such impacts are identified, appropriate and reasonable steps 
to avoid or minimize indirect impacts can be considered early in the process, and incorporated 
into the RTP and its associated environmental document.  Additional guidance on growth-
related indirect impacts is available at: 
 
www.dot.ca.gov/ser/Growth-related_IndirectImpactAnalysis/gri_guidance.htm 
 
Air Quality Impacts 
 
The Clean Air Act as amended in 1990 is the primary federal law that governs air quality.  This 
law mandates the US Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) to establish national air quality 
standards. The US EPA must review the standards every five years and revise them as 
necessary to protect public health and welfare.  RTPs for MPOs in nonattainment/maintenance 
areas are required to show compliance with the federal Clean Air Act through the transportation 
conformity process.   
 
There is a California Clean Air Act in the Health and Safety Code that is generally similar in 
concept to the Federal Clean Air Act.  Under the California Clean Air Act, the California Air 
Resources Board sets and updates State air quality standards. The California Clean Air Act 
requires attainment as expeditiously as practicable, but does not require RTPs to demonstrate 
conformity like the federal Clean Air Act.  
 
Reducing emissions is critical to achieving improved health outcomes and meeting air quality 
standards.  The regional planning process provides an excellent forum to promote measures to 
improve health and reduce emissions.  When practicable, RTPs may discuss the public health 
impact associated with the operations of on-road passenger and freight vehicles, and seek to 
promote the implementation of the lowest emission technologies available to provide the 
needed utility for a proposed transportation network.  
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Requirements (Shalls) 
Federal: Title 23 CFR Part 450.306(b)(5) requires that the metropolitan planning process 
addresses protection and enhancement of the environment, among other planning factors 
State: Government Code Section 65080(b)(2)(B)(v) requires that MPOs develop a sustainable 
communities strategy (which is part of the RTP) that shall gather and consider the best 
practically available scientific information regarding resource areas and farmland in the region 
as defined in subdivisions (a) and (b) of Government Code Section 65080.01. 
 
Recommendations (Shoulds) 
Federal: Title 23 CFR 450.318 and Appendix A to Part 450 “Linking Planning and NEPA” 
describe the steps for streamlining the project delivery process by providing environmental 
information in the RTP.  
 
Planning Practice Examples:  Available in Appendix L 
 
 
5.5   Project Intent Statements/Plan Level Purpose and Need Statements 
 
The 2003 RTP Guidelines Supplement referred to “Project Intent Statements” which were 
defined as Plan Level Statements of Purpose and Need.  A Plan Level Statement of Purpose 
and Need is a short statement, which serves as a justification for a project or a group of 
projects.  These brief plan level justifications would be contained in the RTP.  An example of a 
Plan Level Statement of Purpose and Need would be the problem of reducing congestion on a 
specific route.  The Plan Level Statements of Purpose and Need briefly identify the 
transportation needs or problems and describe the intended outcome of the project(s) that 
would meet these needs or solve the identified problems. 
 
A more detailed, project specific Project level Purpose and Need Statement is written during 
the project delivery process and is contained in the project initiation document (Project Study 
Report) and the subsequent environmental document.   
 
MPOs may wish to prepare Plan Level Statements of Purpose and Need during the 
development of the RTP for the following reasons: 
 

1. To provide justification for the lead agency’s projects in the RTIP 
2. To justify expenditure of transportation funds to the public and the CTC 
3. During project selection, to provide the rationale for selecting specific projects over other 

projects 
4. To provide the foundation for Project Level Purpose and Need information in the 

environmental documents. 
5. To provide consistent project justification from planning through project   

Implementation. 
 
Recommendations (Shoulds) 
State: The 2003 RTP Guidelines Supplement states that the RTP should include a project 
justification that identifies the specific need for the project and describes how these needs or 
problems will be addressed. 
 
Planning Practice Examples:  Available in Appendix L 
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5.6   Air Quality and Transportation Conformity 
  
Federal and State Clean Air Act 
 
The Clean Air Act as amended in 1990 is the primary federal law that governs air quality.  This 
law mandates the US Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) to establish the standards for the 
concentrations of pollutants that can be in the air.  The US EPA must review the standards 
every five years and revise them as necessary to protect public health and welfare.  These 
standards are called National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS).  Standards have been 
established for six criteria pollutants that have been linked to health concerns; the criteria 
pollutants are: carbon monoxide (CO), nitrogen dioxide (NO2), ozone (O3), particulate matter 
(PM), lead (Pb), and sulfur dioxide (SO2).  The State Implementation Plan (SIP) is the statewide 
plan for achieving the goals of the Clean Air Act and describes how the NAAQS will be met. The 
SIP has both statewide and regional components. The California Air Resources Board is 
responsible for submitting the SIP to the US EPA, and for developing and implementing 
statewide control measures such as those related to on-road mobile sources (vehicle emission 
controls).  Local air pollution control and air quality management districts (APCD or AQMD) are 
responsible for regional control measures, which may also include measures that affect mobile 
sources (e.g., fleet rules, indirect source review requirements).   
 
There is a California Clean Air Act in the Health and Safety Code that is generally similar in 
concept to the Federal Clean Air Act.  Under the California Clean Air Act, the California Air 
Resources Board sets and updates State air quality standards.  The State air quality standards 
are usually more stringent than the Federal, but the State air quality planning structure does not 
include the fixed attainment deadlines and conformity process found in the Federal program. 
 
APCD or AQMD perform regional air quality planning in consultation with the MPO, including 
development of on-road mobile source emission budgets that are part of the State 
Implementation Plan (SIP) required by the Federal Clean Air Act.  APCDs and AQMDs are the 
main implementation agencies for stationary source emission control programs.   
 
The US EPA designates an area as “attainment” if the area meets the NAAQS mandated by the 
Clean Air Act.  If the area does not meet the NAAQS, it is designated as a nonattainment area. 
The area must then submit an attainment plan showing how the area will meet the NAAQs.  
Once a nonattainment area attains a NAAQS, the area may develop a maintenance SIP and 
submit a re-designation request, the US EPA can re-designate the area as a “maintenance” 
area. The shaded areas on the map below illustrate the areas of the State that have not 
attained, or have attained with a maintenance SIP, the NAAQS.  All of California except Lake 
County fails to attain one or more of the State ambient air quality standards.   
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SIP Transportation Conformity Requirement 
 
Transportation conformity is required by section 176(c) of the 1990 Federal Clean Air Act.  
Transportation conformity to a SIP means that on-road transportation activities will not produce 
new air quality violations, worsen existing violations, or delay timely attainment of the NAAQS.  
In nonattainment and maintenance areas, federal regulations require that RTPs, FTIPs and 
Federally funded or approved highway and transit activities demonstrate transportation 
conformity. Under the 1990 Federal Clean Air Act Amendments, the US DOT cannot fund, 
authorize, or approve Federal actions to support programs or projects that are not first found to 
conform to the SIP (Clean Air Act Section 176 (c), codified in 42 USC 7506(c)).  The US EPA 
has issued extensive regulations covering how conformity is determined for transportation  
planning, programming, and projects in 40 CFR 93 Subpart A.  Under the EPA regulations, the 
RTP’s regional transportation conformity analysis must include all regionally significant 
transportation (road and transit) activities regardless of funding source. 
 
RTP Conformity 
 
Transportation conformity is intended to ensure that Federal funding and approval are given to 
those transportation activities that support the purpose and goals of the SIP.  Conformity 
ensures that these transportation activities do not degrade air quality and that they support 
attainment of the NAAQS.  The MPO and the US DOT (FHWA/FTA) have a responsibility to 
ensure that the RTP conforms to the SIP. 
 
Transportation conformity requirements apply to all US EPA designated nonattainment and 
maintenance areas.  When areas are designated as nonattainment for the first time, or for a 
new NAAQS, a conformity determination must be made within one year of the effective date of 
the designation. RTP and FTIP amendments, Federal project approvals and Federal funding are 
all contingent upon the conformity determination that shows that the total emissions projected in 
the RTP and FTIP are within the motor vehicle emission limits or ‘budgets’ established in the 
SIP.  Before budgets are established in the SIP, “interim” emission tests are also available.  The 
conformity regulations also contain specific requirements for fiscal constraint and assumptions 
to be used in the emissions analysis. 
 
No new transportation conformity requirements were created by MAP-21/FAST Act.  However, 
previous requirements were modified to shorten or lengthen the time period for conformity 
determinations and re-determinations, to add or substitute transportation control measures 
(TCMs) in an approved SIP, and to adjust the frequency of conformity determinations. The 
Clean Air Act section 176(c) (42 USC 7506(c)) was amended, and US EPA regulations at 40 
CFR 93 Subpart A have been amended to conform to the Clean Air Act changes, as noted 
below. 
 
RTPs are subject to regional conformity, while RTP projects not exempt from conformity are 
subject to project level conformity.  Project cost, scope, and schedule must be consistent with 
the RTP.  MPOs are encouraged to work closely with project sponsors to ensure no project 
delivery delays result from development of project level conformity determinations. 
 
For more detailed information about transportation conformity please see the following key 
websites: 
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/env/air/index.htm 
http://www.epa.gov/otaq/stateresources/transconf/index.htm 
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Requirements (Shalls):  
Federal: RTPs prepared by MPOs in areas subject to transportation conformity requirements 
shall meet the requirements of Title 42 USC Section 7506(c) and Title 40 CFR Part 93 Subpart 
A regarding transportation conformity.  All of the specific conformity requirements are listed in 
CFR Section 93.100-129 and apply to all nonattainment and maintenance areas.   
 
Title 40 CFR Part 93.104(b)(3) and (c)(3) sets the required frequency of transportation 
conformity determinations for RTPs and FTIPs at four years; Title 42 USC Section 7506(c)(2)(E) 
and Title 40 CFR Part 93.104(e) provide two years to determine conformity after new SIP motor 
vehicle emissions budgets are either found adequate, approved or promulgated; Title 42 USC 
Section 7506(c)(9) adds a one-year grace period before the consequences of a conformity 
lapse apply; Title 42 USC Section 7506(c)(4)(e) and Title 40 CFR Part 93.105 streamline 
requirements for conformity SIPs; and, Title 42 USC Section 7506(c)(8), Title 40 CFR Part 
93.113, and EPA’s policy January 2009 guidance (EPA420-B-09-002) identify procedures for 
areas to use in substituting or adding transportation control measures (TCMs) to approved SIPs. 
 
Transportation Control Measures 
 
The RTP shall discuss ways in which activities in the plan will conform to the SIP, including 
TCM implementation.  To achieve consistency between the RTP and the SIP, all TCMs 
identified in the SIP and approved by US EPA must be identified in the RTP by MPOs in areas 
subject to conformity requirements (Title 40 CFR Part 93.113). 
 
The conformity analysis prepared for the RTP shall describe both completed TCMs and TCMs 
that are underway.  TCMs that are included in the SIP must be implemented in a timely fashion.  
Implementation of the TCMs must be coordinated with the SIP implementation schedule.  When 
there is a delay in TCM implementation, the conformity analysis document must describe the 
measure and the steps that the MPO is taking to address the delay.  TCM projects must receive 
priority for funding. 
 
Interagency Consultation 
 
There is a formal interagency consultation requirement in areas subject to conformity 
requirements; see Title 40 CFR Parts 93.105 and 93.112.  Consultation for key decisions 
related to the conformity analysis (and to many individual projects in areas subject to conformity 
because of particulate matter NAAQS nonattainment or maintenance) must include FHWA, 
FTA, US EPA, ARB, Caltrans, the MPO, and local transit providers.  The air pollution control/air 
quality management districts(s) shall also be included.  Identifying the consultation partners and 
defining the form of local consultation procedures is the core of the “Conformity SIP” required by 
Title 40 CFR Part 51.390. 
 
State: None. There is no conformity process in the California Clean Air Act.  However, air 
quality is normally addressed as part of the CEQA environmental documentation for the RTP. 
 
Recommendations (Shoulds) 
Federal: Title 42 USC Section 7506(c)(7)(A) and Title 40 CFR Part 93.106 provide an option for 
reducing the time period addressed by conformity determinations.  Normally, a regional 
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conformity analysis must cover at least 20 years, but under certain circumstances the time 
period covered may be reduced to not less than 10 years. 
 
Planning Practice Examples:  Available in Appendix L 
 
 
5.7   Analysis of GHGs & Achievement of SB 375 GHG Targets 
 
Pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21083.05 and Sections 15064 and 15064.4 of the 
California Code of Regulations, the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines 
require analysis of the potential direct, indirect, and cumulative greenhouse (GHG) emissions 
impacts and mitigation of any significant impacts. California Government Code Section 65080 
requires that an MPO demonstrate that its SCS would, if implemented, achieve the GHG 
reduction targets set by ARB.  These targets are established for each MPO region, for the years 
2020 and 2035.  MPOs are required to submit their final SCSs and quantification of the GHG 
emissions reductions to ARB for review and concurrence with the MPO’s determination.  If the 
SCS would not achieve the targets, then the MPO must prepare and adopt an Alternative 
Planning Strategy, describing the obstacles to achievement of the targets and alternative 
measures that would need to be taken to achieve the targets. Integration of climate change 
policies in the RTP coupled with analysis of climate impacts, and mitigation of significant 
impacts identified in the environmental document, supports the statewide effort to reduce GHG 
emissions and combat the effects of climate change. Additional information regarding state 
goals and policies relating to climate change is available in Section 2.2.  
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RTP CONTENTS 
 
6.1   Summary of RTP Components 
 
The development of the RTP is based on state and federal statutory and regulatory 
requirements in addition to CTC policy direction.  As per Government Code 65080, each MPO 
shall prepare and adopt an RTP directed at achieving a coordinated and balanced regional 
transportation system including, but not limited to, mass transportation, highway, railroad, 
maritime, bicycle, pedestrian, goods movement and aviation.  In addition, the RTP shall be 
action oriented and pragmatic, considering both short-term (0-10 years) and long-term (10-20 
years) periods.  The RTP shall be an internally consistent document and shall include all of the 
following: 
 
The Policy Element 
 
The purpose of the Policy Element is to identify legislative, planning, financial and institutional 
issues and requirements, as well as any areas of regional consensus.  Consider referring to the 
CTP policy framework which provides goals and policies that can help with development of 
policies and strategies at the most regional level. The Policy Element presents guidance to 
decision-makers of the implications, impacts, opportunities, and foreclosed options that will 
result from implementation of the RTP.  Moreover, the Policy Element is a resource for providing 
input and promoting consistency of action among state, regional and local agencies including; 
transit agencies, congestion management agencies, employment development departments, 
the California Highway Patrol, private and public groups, tribal governments, etc.  California 
statutes state that each RTP shall (Government Code Section 65080 (b)) include a Policy 
Element that: 
 

1. Describes the transportation issues in the region; 
2. Identifies and quantifies regional needs expressed within both short and 

long-range planning horizons (Government Code Section 65080 (b) (1));and,  
3. Maintains internal consistency with the Financial Element and fund 

estimates. 
 
State law requires that the objectives shall (Government Code Section 65080 (b)(1)) be linked 
to short-range and long-range transportation implementation goals or horizons.  Each objective 
should be consistent with the needs identified in the RTP as a means of strengthening the 
linkage between statewide system planning and ultimate project implementation.  The RTP shall 
consider factors specified in Section 134 of Title 23 of the United States Code.  
 
The Policy Element should clearly convey the region’s transportation policies and supportive 
strategies and related land use forecast assumptions. These land-use assumptions take into 
account the latest planning documents and associated policies of the local jurisdictions. As part 
of this Element, the discussion should: (1) relay how these policies were developed, (2) identify 
any significant changes in the policies from the previous plans and (3) provide the reason for 
any changes in policies from previous plans.  The Policy Element should clearly describe the 
SCS strategies, including land use, transportation, and other measure intended to reduce per 
capita GHG emissions from passenger vehicles. It should also explain how the financial 
commitments are consistent with and support the land use pattern and personal mobility 
objectives of the RTP. 
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Although not required by law, MPOs should identify a set of indicators that will be used to 
assess the performance of the RTP.  In addition, the RTP should identify the criteria that the 
MPO or RTPA/County Transportation Commission used to select the transportation projects on 
the constrained and unconstrained project lists.  More information for performance 
measurement is available in Chapter 7. 
 
The Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) 
 
The second component of the RTP (for MPOs only) is a Sustainable Communities Strategy 
(SCS), as required by Government Code Section 65080(b)(2)(B). The SCS is statutorily 
required to: 
 

1. Identify the general location of uses, residential densities, and building intensities within 
the region. 

2. Identify areas within the region sufficient to house all the population of the region, 
including all economic segments of the population over the course of the planning period 
of the regional transportation plan taking into account net migration into the region, 
population growth, household formation and employment growth. 

3. Identify areas within the region sufficient to house an eight-year projection of the regional 
housing need for the region pursuant to Government Code Section 65584. 

4. Identify a transportation network to service the transportation needs of the region. 
5. Gather and consider the best practically available scientific information regarding 

resource areas and farmland in the region as defined in subdivisions (a) and (b) of 
Government Code Section 65080.01. 

6. Consider the state housing goals specified in Sections 65580 and 65581. 
7. Utilize the most recent planning assumptions, considering local general plans and other 

factors (see Section 6.25 for additional guidance).  
8. Set forth a forecasted development pattern for the region, which, when integrated with 

the transportation network, and other transportation measures and policies, will reduce 
the greenhouse gas emissions from automobiles and light trucks to achieve, if there is a 
feasible way to do so, the greenhouse gas emission reduction targets approved by the 
ARB. 

9. Provide consistency between the development pattern and allocation of housing units 
within the region (Government Code 65584.04(i)(1) 

10. Allow the regional transportation plan to comply with Section 176 of the federal Clean Air 
Act (42 U.S.C. Section 7506) 
 

The Action Element 
 
The third major component as required in Government Code Section 65080 states that RTPs 
shall have an Action Element.  The Action Element of the RTP must describe the programs and 
actions necessary to implement the RTP, including the SCS, and assigns implementation 
responsibilities.  The action element may describe the transportation projects proposed to be 
completed during the RTP plan horizon, and must consider congestion management activities 
within the region.  All transportation modes (highways, local streets and roads, mass 
transportation, rail, maritime, bicycle, pedestrian and aviation facilities and services) are 
addressed.  The action element is critical to providing clear direction about the roles and 
responsibilities of the MPO and other agencies to follow through on the RTP’s policies and 
projects.   It consists of short and long-term activities that address regional transportation issues 
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and needs.  In addition, the Action Element should also identify investment strategies, 
alternatives and project priorities beyond what is already programmed.   
 
The Action Element is divided into two sections.  The first section includes a discussion of the 
preparatory activities such as identification of existing needs, assumptions, and forecasting and 
potential alternative actions.  The second section addresses the data and conclusions.  
 
The Financial Element 
 
The Financial Element is also statutorily required.  The Financial Element is fundamental to the 
development and implementation of the RTP.  It identifies the current and anticipated revenue 
sources and financing techniques available to fund the planned transportation investments 
described in the Action Element. The intent of the Financial Element is to define realistic 
financing constraints and opportunities.  Finally, with this financing information, alternatives are 
developed and used by State and local decision-makers to determine which projects should be 
planned for funding.   
 
There are six major components that constitute the Financial Element: 

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 Plan; 
3. Inventory of existing and potential transportation funding sources; 
4. List of candidate projects if funding becomes available; 
5. Potential funding shortfalls; and, 
6. Identification of alternative policy directions that affect the funding of projects. 

 
Government Code Section 65080 (b)(4)(C) states that the MPO or county transportation 
agency, whichever entity is appropriate, shall consider financial incentives for cities and 
counties that have resource areas or farmland, as defined in Government Code Section 
65080.01, for the purposes of, for example, transportation investments for the preservation and 
safety of the city street or county road system and farm to market and interconnectivity 
transportation needs. The MPO or county transportation agency, whichever entity is 
appropriate, shall also consider financial assistance for counties to address countywide service 
responsibilities in counties that contribute towards the greenhouse gas emission reduction 
targets by implementing policies for growth to occur within their cities. 
 
It is very important that RTPs reflect the transportation needs of the specific region.  There are 
State statutory content requirements for the SCS, Policy, Action and Financial Elements of the 
RTP; however, there is flexibility in choosing a format for the presentation of this information.  
Most MPOs/RTPAs use the categories of Policy, Action and Financial to organize their RTP.  
 
Consistency between the SCS and the RTP Policy, Financial and Action Elements 
 
The RTP shall be an “internally consistent” document. This means that the contents of the 
Policy, Action, Financial Elements, and Sustainable Communities Strategy shall be consistent 
with one another. As a result, transportation investments and the forecasted development 
pattern in the SCS should be complementary and not contradictory. For information regarding 
transportation projects exempt from the internal consistency provisions of SB 375 pursuant to 
Government Code Section 65080(b)(2)(L) please refer to Section 6.16 of these Guidelines. 
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For more detailed information regarding the contents of an SCS please refer to Section 6.25 of 
the RTP Guidelines. 
 
Other RTP Contents 
 
The RTP should also include the following: 
 

1. Executive Summary – An Executive Summary of the RTP as an introductory chapter.  
The Executive Summary should provide a regional perspective, and identify the 
challenges and transportation objectives to be achieved. 

2. Reference to regional environmental issues and air quality documentation needs. 
3. Discussion of types of potential environmental mitigation activities that might maintain or 

restore the environment that is affected by the RTP (refer to Section 5.2 for Federal 
Environmental Requirements) 

 
Requirements (Shalls) 
Federal: Title 23 CFR Part 450.324 
State: California Government Code Section 65080 
 
 
6.2   Financial Overview 
 
Federal statute and regulations and California State statute requires RTPs to contain an 
estimate of funds available for the 20-year planning horizon.  This discussion of financial 
information is fundamental to the development and implementation of the RTP.  The financial 
portions of the RTP identify the current and anticipated revenue sources and financing 
techniques available to fund the planned transportation investments described in other portions 
of the RTP.  The intent is to define realistic financing constraints and opportunities.  All projects, 
except illustrative projects i.e. unconstrained projects, must be fully funded in order to be 
included in the RTP.   With this financing information, alternatives are developed and used by 
the MPO, local agencies and State decision-makers in funding transportation projects. During 
programming and project implementation the total cost of the project is refined and broken out 
by cost per phase. 
 
Federal law requires each transportation plan and each transportation improvement program 
prepared by the MPO to include a financial plan that demonstrates how the adopted Plan and 
TIP can be implemented. The Financial Plan should also indicate resources from public and 
private sources that are reasonably expected to be made available to carry out the 
transportation plan and FTIP, identify innovative financing techniques to finance projects, 
programs and strategies, and recommend any additional financing strategies for needed 
projects and programs.  The Federal statutory requirements are codified in Title 23 USC Section 
134(i)(2)(C) and 134(j)(2)(B).  Federal regulations pertaining to financial planning and constraint 
for statewide and metropolitan transportation plans and programs are codified in Title 23 CFR 
Part 450. 
 
There are six major components that should be addressed in the financial portion of the RTP: 
 

1. Projected Available Funds – The MPO, public transit operators and the State shall 
cooperatively develop estimates of funds that will reasonably be available to support 
RTP implementation.  All anticipated public and private financial resources available 
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over the next 20 years, including estimated highway, local streets and roads, bicycle and 
pedestrian and transit funds, shall be identified. The financial plan shall include 
recommendations for additional financing strategies. New funding sources and 
strategies shall also be identified.  All revenue estimates for the financial plan must use 
an inflation rate that reflects the “year of expenditure dollars” developed cooperatively by 
the MPO, State and transit operators. 

 
2. Projected Costs – The MPO shall take into account all projects and strategies proposed 

for funding with Federal, State, local and private fund sources in developing the financial 
plan.   Estimate of costs to implement the projects identified in the four year FTIP and 
the RTP must be included.  Both the revenue and construction cost estimates must use 
inflation rates to reflect “year of expenditure dollars” based on reasonable financial 
principles and information developed cooperatively by the MPO State and public 
transportation operators. 

 
3. Projected Operation and Maintenance Costs – The financial plan shall contain system 

level estimates of costs and revenue sources that are reasonably expected to be 
available to adequately operate and maintain Federal-aid highways and public 
transportation.  Planning practice examples in developing the RTP financial plan would 
also include revenue sources for the operation and maintenance of local streets and 
roads as well as bicycle and pedestrian facilities. A summary of costs to operate and 
maintain the current transportation system should be included.  This should be identified 
by mode and include the cumulative cost of deferred maintenance on the existing 
infrastructure.  Financial plans that support the RTP process must assess capital 
investment and other measures necessary to ensure the preservation of: 

 
A) The existing transportation system, including requirements for operational 

improvements; 
B)  Resurfacing, restoration, and rehabilitation of existing and future major 

roadways, as well as operations, maintenance, modernization, and rehabilitation 
of existing and future transit facilities.  

 
4. Constrained RTP - Financially constrained list of candidate projects with the available 

funding (short and long-term).  MPOs are encouraged to provide the timing or year of 
construction for major investments, as practicable.   

 
5. Un-Constrained (Illustrative) List of Projects - Un-constrained (Illustrative) list of 

candidate projects if additional funding becomes available (short and long-term).  The 
financial plan may include additional projects that would be included in the adopted 
transportation plan if additional resources were to become available.  

 
6. Potential Funding Shortfall.  The short and long-term needs for system operation, 

preservation, and maintenance can be enormous.  Simply maintaining the existing 
system can demand a huge investment, while system expansion demands investments 
of a similar scale.  At times, the combination of these competing demands can cause 
temporary shortfalls to an MPOs budget.  To the extent there appear to be shortfalls, the 
MPO must identify a strategy to address these gaps in funding prior to the adoption of a 
new RTP - or the amendment of an existing RTP.  The strategy should include an action 
plan that describes the steps to be taken that will make funding available within the time 
frame shown in the financial plan and needed to implement the projects in the long-
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range transportation plan.  There should be, among other things, a range of options to 
address projected shortfalls.  The strategy may rely upon the MPO or transit operators’ 
past record of obtaining funding.  If it relies on new funding sources, the MPO must 
demonstrate that these funds are reasonably expected to be available. 

 
Requirements (Shalls) 
Federal: Title 23 CFR Part 450.324(f)(11) 
State: California Government Code Section 65080(b) 
 
Planning Practice Examples:  Available in Appendix L 
  
 
6.3   Fiscal Constraint 
 
Fiscal constraint is the demonstration of sufficient funding (Federal, State, local and private) to 
operate and maintain transportation facilities and services and to implement planned and 
programmed transportation system improvements. Fiscal constraint can also be thought of as 
the description of fully funded projects in the RTP based on the projected available revenues 
during the 20 plus year planning horizon.   
 
Title 23 CFR Part 450.104 provides the following definition of fiscal constraint or fiscally 
constrained: “(it) means that the metropolitan transportation plan, TIP, and STIP includes 
sufficient financial information for demonstrating that projects in the metropolitan transportation 
plan, TIP and STIP can be implemented using committed, available or reasonably available 
revenue sources, with reasonable assurance that the federally supported transportation system 
is being adequately operated and maintained. For the TIP and the STIP, financial 
constraint/fiscal constraint applies to each programming year. Additionally, projects in air quality 
nonattainment and maintenance areas can be included in the first two years of the TIP or STIP 
only if funds are ‘available’ or ‘committed’.” 
 
To support air quality planning under the 1990 Clean Air Act Amendments, a special 
requirement has been placed on air quality nonattainment and maintenance areas, as 
designated by the U. S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA).  Specifically, projects in air 
quality nonattainment and maintenance areas can be included in the first two years of the FTIP 
only if funds are "available or committed" (Title 23 CFR Part 450.324(e)).  Available funds 
include those derived from an existing source of funds dedicated to or historically used for 
transportation purposes.  For Federal funds, authorized and/or appropriated funds and the 
extrapolation of formula and discretionary funds at historic rates of increase are considered 
“available.” Committed funds include funds that have been bound or obligated for transportation 
purposes.  For State funds that are not dedicated to or historically used for transportation 
purposes, only those funds over which the Governor has control may be considered as 
“committed.”  For local and private sources not dedicated to or historically used for 
transportation purposes, a commitment in writing/letter of intent by the responsible official or 
body having control of the funds constitutes a “commitment.”  Additionally, EPA's transportation 
conformity regulations specify that an air quality conformity determination can only be made on 
a fiscally constrained RTP and FTIP (Title 40 CFR Part 93.108).  New funding for RTP projects 
from a proposed gas tax increase, a proposed regional sales tax, or a major funding increase 
still under consideration would not qualify as "available or committed" until it has been enacted 
by legislation or referendum i.e. the period of time between the sunset date of the current 
regional sales tax and before the next legislative or referendum action to restore or increase 
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funding.  Therefore, nonattainment and maintenance areas may rely on existing revenue, newly 
approved tax revenue, or other newly approved revenue sources for the first two years of the 
FTIP. 
 
Requirements (Shalls) 
Federal: Title 23 CFR Part 450.324(f)(11) 
State: California Government Code Section 65080(b)  
 
Planning Practice Examples:  Available in Appendix L 
 
 
6.4   Listing of Constrained & Un-constrained Projects 
 
In addition to the current list of financially constrained projects identified in the RTP, each Plan 
should contain a list of needed unconstrained projects (Illustrative projects). Illustrative projects 
are additional transportation projects that may (but is not required to) be included in the RTP if 
reasonable additional resources were to become available.  This unconstrained list will identify 
projects that are recommended by the MPO without a funding source identified.  The list should 
be included separately from the financially constrained project list.  It is also preferred that 
projects on the unconstrained list be identified by transportation corridor within the region.   
 
The following is accomplished by including a list of regionally desired un-funded (Illustrative) 
transportation projects in the RTP: 
 

1. Identifies projects that could be funded, should additional funding become available. 
2. Allows for a more accurate determination of overall transportation needs. 

 
Requirements (Shalls) 
Federal: Title 23 CFR Part 450.324(f)(11) Requires a fiscally constrained list of projects. 
 
Recommendations (Shoulds) 
Federal: Title 23 CFR part 450.324(f)(11)(vii) For illustrative purposes, the list of projects may 
include additional projects if an additional source of funds is located. 
 
Planning Practice Examples:  Available in Appendix L 
 
 
6.5   Revenue Identification & Forecasting  
 
Revenue forecasts for RTPs can take into account new funding sources that are "reasonably 
expected to be available."  New funding sources are revenues that do not currently exist or that 
may require additional steps before the MPO or transit agency can commit such funding to 
transportation projects.  As codified in federal regulations, strategies for ensuring the availability 
of these planned new revenue sources must be clearly identified.  Future revenues may be 
projected based on historical trends, including consideration of past legislative or executive 
actions.  The level of uncertainty in projections based on historical trends is generally greatest 
for revenues in the "outer years" (10 years or more) of an RTP. 
 
According to Title 23 CFR Part 450.324(f)(11)(iv), the MPO shall take into account all projects 
and strategies proposed for funding under Title 23 U.S.C.; Title 49 U.S.C. Chapter 53; other 
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Federal funds; State transportation funds; local funding sources and private sources of funds for 
transportation projects.  Beginning December 11, 2007, funding estimates contained in the RTP 
must use an inflation rate to reflect “year of expenditure dollars”.   
 
Title 23 CFR Part 450.324(f)(11)(viii) states: “In cases that the FHWA and the FTA find a 
metropolitan transportation plan to be fiscally constrained and a revenue source is subsequently 
removed or substantially reduced (i.e. by legislative or administrative actions), the FHWA and 
FTA will not withdraw the original determination of fiscal constraint; however, in such cases, the 
FHWA and FTA will not act on an updated or amended metropolitan transportation plan that 
does not reflect the changed revenue situation.”  The same policy applies if project costs or 
operations/maintenance cost estimates change after an RTP or FTIP is adopted.  Such a 
change in cost estimates does not invalidate the adopted transportation plan or program.  
However, the revised costs must be provided in new or amended RTPs and FTIPs.  In such 
cases, FHWA will expect the MPO to identify alternative sources of revenue as soon as 
possible.  In such cases the FHWA/FTA will not act on new or amended RTPs or FTIPs unless 
they reflect the changed revenue and project cost situation.  If FHWA and FTA find an RTP or 
FTIP to be fiscally constrained and the planned/programmed projects are included based on 
outdated or invalid cost estimates, then FHWA/FTA will not make funding or environmental 
approval actions for the listed project(s) unless the RTP and FTIP are updated or amended to 
reflect the latest project cost estimate.   
 
The estimated revenue by existing revenue source (local, State, Federal and private) available 
for transportation projects shall be determined and any shortfalls identified. Proposed new 
revenues and/or revenue sources to cover shortfalls shall be identified, including strategies for 
ensuring their availability for proposed investments.  Existing and proposed revenues shall 
cover all forecasted capital, operating, and maintenance costs.  All cost and revenue projections 
shall be based on the data reflecting the existing situation and historical trends.  For 
nonattainment and maintenance areas, the financial plan element shall address the specific 
financial strategies required to ensure the implementation of projects and programs (TCMs) to 
reach air quality compliance 
 
Requirements (Shalls) 
Federal: Title 23 CFR Part 450.324(f)(11) 
State: California Government Code Section 65080(b) 
 
Planning Practice Examples:  Available in Appendix L 
 
 
6.6   Estimating Future Transportation Costs  
 
Federal regulations require that (Title 23 CFR Part 450.324(f)(11)(iv)) costs of future 
transportation projects must use “year of expenditure dollars” rather than “constant dollars” in 
cost and revenue estimates to better reflect the time-based value of money.  MPOs must ensure 
project costs identified in both the RTP and FTIP are in year of expenditure dollars.  This is 
particularly crucial for large-scale projects with construction/implementation dates stretching into 
the future.  For those MPOs located in air quality nonattainment and maintenance areas the 
financial plan developed by the MPO shall address the specific financial strategies and funding 
sources required to ensure the implementation of TCMs whether or not the TCMs are identified 
in the SIP pursuant to Title 23 CFR Part 450.324(f)(11)(vi).     
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Reporting the costs in year of expenditure dollars will provide the proper context to express a 
more realistic estimate of future construction costs.  After cost estimates are prepared for the 
RTP and FTIP, the costs should be expressed in year of expenditure dollars.  This can be done 
by assigning an inflation rate per year to the proposed midpoint of construction.  Make certain 
that the selected year of expenditure reflects a realistic scenario, taking into account project 
planning and development durations, as well as construction.  Inflation rates may be different for 
specific cost elements (e.g. construction vs. right-of-way).  The RTP should clearly specify how 
inflation is considered in the estimate and clearly State that the estimate is expressed in year of 
expenditure dollars.  Consider multiple sources for determining the inflation rate, including 
nationwide and local references.  Include consideration of any locality-specific cost factors that 
may reflect a growth rate significantly in excess of the inflation rate, such as land acquisition 
costs in highly active markets.  The inflation rate(s) should be based on sound, reasonable 
financial principles and information, developed cooperatively by the MPO and transit agencies.  
To ensure consistency, similar financial forecasting approaches ideally should be used for both 
the RTP and FTIP.  In addition, the financial forecast approaches, assumptions, and results 
should be clear and well documented. 
Revenues and related cost estimates for operations and maintenance should be based on a 
reasonable, documented process. Some accepted practices include: 
 
Trend analysis - A functional analysis based on expenditures over a given duration, in which 
costs or revenues are increased by inflation, as well as a growth percentage based on historic 
levels.  This analysis could be linear or exponential.  When using this approach, however, it is 
important to be aware of new facilities or improvements to existing facilities.  Transit operations 
and maintenance costs will vary with the average age of the bus or rail car fleet. 
 
Cost per unit of service – Examples include: lane-mile costs; centerline mile costs; traffic 
signal cost; transit peak vehicles by vehicle type; revenue hours; and vehicle-miles by vehicle 
type. 
Regardless of the methodology employed, the assumptions should be adequately documented 
by the MPO and transit agency.  Estimating current and reasonably available new revenues and 
required operations and maintenance costs over a 20-year planning horizon is not an exact 
science.  To provide discipline and rigor, MPOs and transit operators should attempt to be as 
realistic as possible, as well as ensure that all costs assumptions are publicly documented. 
 
Requirements (Shalls) 
Federal: Title 23 CFR Part 450.324(f)(11) 
State: California Government Code Section 65080(b)  
 
Recommendations (Shoulds) 
Federal: Title 23 CFR Part 450.324(f)(11)(v) authorizes the option to use aggregate cost ranges 
or bands in the outer years of the RTP.  
 
Planning Practice Examples:  Available in Appendix L 
 
 
6.7   Asset Management 
 
The transportation system in California continues to experience substantial wear and tear from 
increased vehicle miles traveled, growing population, and greater congestion to aging 
infrastructure and escalating operating costs. These challenging circumstances put greater 
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demands than ever on the transportation system.  The goal of asset management is to 
minimize the life-cycle costs for managing and maintaining transportation assets, including 
roads, transit, bridges, tunnels, runways, rails, and roadside features.  
 
As the state becomes more multimodal, consideration of policies from the CTP regarding the 
importance of evaluating the multimodal life cycle cost can help preserve and maintain 
transportation facilities.  These policies can also assist in developing a strategic approach to 
assess and prioritize transit assets helping to select projects most in need of funding. 
 
The American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO) define 
asset management as: 
 

“A strategic and systematic process of operating, maintaining, upgrading, and expanding 
physical assets effectively through their life cycle.  It focuses on business and engineering 
practices for resource allocation and utilization, with the objective of better decision making 
based upon quality information and well defined objectives."   

 
Through the use of asset management systems, engineering and economic analysis, and other 
tools, MPOs and transit operators can more comprehensively view the big picture and evaluate 
collected data before making decisions as to how specific resources should be deployed.  Asset 
management principles and techniques should be applied throughout the planning process, 
from initial goal setting and long-range planning to development of the TIP and then through 
operations, preservation, and maintenance. 
 
MPOs should ensure the transportation system is managed to meet both current and future 
condition and performance demands and that expenditures are optimal.  Asset management 
principles and techniques are valuable tools that can be applied by an MPO and result in more 
effective decision making.  The MPO role in a successful asset management program includes 
defining performance measures for assets through public involvement, serving as a repository 
for asset data, and promoting standard data collection technology applications, and making 
investment decisions based on measured performance relative to established goals.  MPOs can 
also educate the public and decision makers and work cooperatively with stakeholders across 
transportation modes. 
 
Title 23 CFR Part 450.306(e) states the following concerning asset management: 
 

“In carrying out the metropolitan transportation planning process, MPOs, States, and public 
transportation operators may apply asset management principles and techniques in 
establishing planning goals, defining TIP priorities, and assessing transportation 
investment decisions, including transportation system safety, operations, preservation, and 
maintenance, as well as strategies and policies to support homeland security and to 
safeguard the personal security of all motorized and non-motorized users.” 

 
MPOs should consider including asset management principles in the development of their 
RTPs. The following are the benefits of applying transportation asset management during the 
planning process:  
 

1. Maximize transportation system performance.  
2. Improve customer satisfaction.  
3. Minimize life-cycle costs.  
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4. Mitigate system vulnerabilities. 
5. Match service provided to public expectations.  
6. Make more informed, cost-effective program decisions and  
7. Better use of existing transportation assets.  

 
Additional information is available from the FHWA at: 
 

http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/infrastructure/asstmgmt/tpamb.cfm 
 
Requirements (Shalls) 
Federal: MAP-21/FAST Act establish limitations on federal funding flexibility if the aggregate 
bridge condition in California does not meet certain minimum conditions for National Highway 
System (NHS) bridges.  Caltrans or the appropriate entity shall monitor the current structurally 
deficient bridge deck area and make the necessary investment decisions that result in less 
than 10% of the agencies’ NHS bridge deck area being structurally deficient. 
 
Recommendations (Shoulds) 
Federal: Title 23 CFR Part 450.306(e) - MPOs, States, and public transportation operators 
may apply asset management principles and techniques in establishing planning goals, 
defining TIP priorities, and assessing transportation investment decisions. 
State: None 
 
Planning Practice Examples:  Available in Appendix L 
 
 

Modal Discussion 
 
The RTP is the key document prepared by the MPO that reflects future plans of the 
transportation system for the region.  This future vision includes all modes of transportation and 
is one of the key functions of the RTP.   
 
Both federal regulations and state statute require RTPs to address each transportation mode 
individually.  Title 23 CFR Part 450.324(b) states: “the transportation plan shall include 
strategies/actions that lead to the development of an integrated multimodal transportation 
system to facilitate the safe and efficient movement of people and goods in addressing current 
and future transportation demand.” 
 
It is also important for MPOs to integrate modal considerations to enable the development of a 
complete and connected multimodal transportation system.  As modes often overlap (e.g. transit 
vehicles and private vehicles use the same modes, and people and goods use multiple modes), 
consider how all transportation modes interact with one another, and how improvements in one 
mode can benefit the entire transportation system.  
 
SB 375 requires MPOs to meet GHG per capita reduction targets, if feasible.  It allows 
discretion in scenario development.  Transportation infrastructure investment, among many 
other factors, affect travel patterns, mode choice, and VMT. In general, the RTP Guidelines 
recognize that some studies suggest that investments in roadway capacity tend to cause 
increases in VMT and GHGs; however, there are exceptions depending on project location and 
the current transportation network.  
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These studies are summarized in materials available on the following Caltrans and ARB 
websites: 
 
National Center for Sustainable Transportation Research Brief: 
http://www.dot.ca.gov/newtech/researchreports/reports/2015/10-12-2015-
NCST_Brief_InducedTravel_CS6_v3.pdf 
Air Resources Board Brief: 
http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/sb375/policies/hwycapacity/highway_capacity_brief.pdf 
Air Resources Board Technical Background Document: 
http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/sb375/policies/hwycapacity/highway_capacity_bkgd.pdf 
 
Title 23 CFR Part 450.324(f)(2) requires that RTPs address both existing and proposed 
transportation facilities such as major roadways, transit lines (both rail and primary bus routes), 
multimodal and intermodal connector facilities, pedestrian walkways and bicycle facilities.    
 
California Government Code Section 65080(a) states that transportation planning agencies shall 
prepare and adopt an RTP directed at achieving a coordinated and balanced regional 
transportation system that includes mass transportation, highway, railroad, maritime, bicycle, 
pedestrian, goods movement, and aviation facilities.  
 
 
6.8   Highways 
 
The section of the RTP discussing highways should consider the following: 
 

1. An overview of the primary highway and arterial road system within the region; 
2. National and State highway system, and regionally significant streets and roads; 
3. Any corridor preservation processes for possible future transportation projects (i.e. right 

of way, historic highways, abandoned highways or rails); 
4. Maintenance of State highways; 
5. Data collection and other infrastructure requirement for ITS; 
6. Unmet highway needs; 
7. Consider CTP policy suggesting strategic investing to optimize performance; 
8. Consider CTP policy suggesting the application of sustainable preventative maintenance 

and rehabilitation strategies; 
9. Consider investing in HOV-related emerging technologies and by promoting the use of 

zero-emission vehicles on the highway network to reduce GHG emissions; 
10. Consider investing strategically to advance widespread transportation electrification; 

and,  
11. Consider emissions from highways, and their impact on adjacent communities. 

 
Requirements (Shalls) 
Federal: Title 23 CFR Part 450.324(b) requires short and long-range strategies for an 
integrated multimodal transportation system. 
State: Government Code Section 65080(a) requires that the RTP shall be directed at 
achieving a coordinated and balanced regional transportation system. 
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6.9   Local Streets & Roads 
 
Local streets and roads are critical to provide an interconnected, multi-modal transportation 
system where every trip begins and ends.  Investment in local streets and roads is an 
investment in public safety, economic growth, goods movement and farm to market needs.  
According to 2013 California Public Road Data compiled by Caltrans Division of Research, 
Innovation & System Information, counties and cities maintain 81 percent of the maintained 
miles within the State of California and carry 45 percent of the total annual miles of vehicle 
travel. The condition of local streets and roads continue to deteriorate due to the funding 
shortfalls and will be further challenged by the escalating repair costs in future years.  
Adequately investing in the local system is critical to protect the public’s current investment.  
The local system will become ever more important in supporting the goals of climate change 
and building sustainable communities, as local streets and roads serve as the right-of-way for 
transit, bicycle and pedestrian travel. 
 
The section of the RTP discussing local streets and roads should consider the following: 
  

1. The preservation needs for the local road system, including but not limited to pavement 
and essential components to support travel by bicycle, bus, pedestrian, or automobile 
(including the unmet need for maintaining and preserving the existing local streets and 
road, public transit, bicycling and pedestrian transportation system); 

2. Bi-annual Data collection and periodic collaborative efforts to update system-wide local 
streets and road preservation needs (including deferred maintenance); 

3. Encouraging all agencies to utilize Pavement Management Software (PMS) in their data 
collection efforts; 

4. The benefits of achieving Best Management Practices (BMPs) for the local streets and 
roads and maintaining them at that level; 

5. The issue of declining local streets and roads maintenance revenues in connection with 
rising maintenance costs and achieving SB 375 goals; 

6. System preservation assessments such as bridges, safety, traffic signals, transit stop, 
signage, lane and crosswalk striping, sidewalks, curb ramps, lighting, drainage, 
landscaping, and other elements within the road right-of-way to support a functioning 
and integrated multi-modal system; and, 

7. The benefits of active transportation and how the RTP supports active transportation 
planning. 

 
References 

1. 2013 California Public Road Data – Statistical Information derived from the Highway 
Performance Monitoring System. Prepared by Caltrans Division of Research, Innovation 
& System Information. Available online at: 

 

http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/tsip/hpms/datalibrary.php 
 
 
Requirements (Shalls) 
Federal: Title 23 CFR Part 450.324(b) requires short and long-range strategies for an 
integrated multimodal transportation system. 
State: Government Code Section 65080(a) requires that the RTP shall be directed at 
achieving a coordinated and balanced regional transportation system. 
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6.10   Transit 
 
Transit plays a key role in the regional effort to reduce traffic congestion, VMT and vehicle 
emissions particularly in urbanized areas.  The increased use of transit is a key element to 
meeting legislative requirements such as AB 32 and SB 375 that aim to reduce greenhouse gas 
emissions that contribute to global warming.  Transit systems also play an important role in the 
mobility for those who are unable to drive, including youth and the elderly, as well as low-
income individuals, and people with disabilities.  Given these reasons, it is crucial for MPOs to 
engage in a continual and comprehensive dialogue with the transit operators within their region.   
The CTP highlights the positive impacts of public transportation and suggests the integration of 
multimodal transportation and land use development which can help establish areas within 
regions that can be possible locations for Transit Oriented Developments (TODs). 
 
The section of the RTP addressing mass transportation issues (including regional transit 
services and urban rail systems) should address: 
 

1. Identification of passenger transit modes within the region (bus, light and heavy rail, 
etc.); 

2. Integration with transit, highway, street and road projects (including identification of 
priorities); 

3. Implementation plans, operational strategies and schedule for future service (including 
construction and procurement); 

4. Operational integration between transit fleets, and other modes (passenger rail, aviation, 
taxis, etc.); 

5. First/last mile transit connectivity considerations;  
6. Summation of the short and long range transit plans along with the capital finance plans 

for the 20-year period of the RTP; 
7. Short and long-range transit plans and capital finance plans for the 20-year RTP period; 
8. Inventory of bus fleets by fuel type (diesel, natural gas, and other alternative fuels); 
9. Unmet transit needs; 
10. Urban and commuter rail project priorities;  
11. ITS elements to increase efficiency, safety and level of service; 
12. Integration with local land use plans that could increase ridership and, 
13. A measure of transit capacity utilization for peak and off-peak service to evaluate service 

effectiveness. 
 
In addition, MAP-21/FAST added a new requirement for RTPs to also include transportation and 
transit enhancement activities, including consideration of the role that intercity buses may play 
in reducing congestion, pollution, and energy consumption in a cost-effective manner and 
strategies and investments that preserve and enhance intercity bus systems, including systems 
that are privately owned and operated, including transportation alternatives, as defined in 23 
USC 101(a), and associated transit improvements, as described in 49 USC 5302(1), as 
appropriate. The timeline for implementation of this MAP-21/FAST planning requirement is 
outlined in 23 CFR Part 450.340.  Prior to May 27, 2018, an MPO may adopt an RTP that has 
been developed using the SAFETEA-LU requirements or the provisions of the Statewide and 
Nonmetropolitan Transportation Planning and Metropolitan Transportation Planning Final Rule 
(23 CFR Part 450 and 771 and 49 CFR Part 613).  On or after May 27, 2018, an MPO may not 
adopt an RTP that has not been developed according to the provisions of MAP-21/FAST as 
specified in the Planning Final Rule.  MPOs are encouraged to communicate with Caltrans and 
FHWA/FTA to discuss schedules for RTP adoption.   
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Requirements (Shalls) 
Federal: Title 23 CFR Part 450.324(b) requires short and long-range strategies for an 
integrated multimodal transportation system. 23 CFR 450.325(f)(8) is an added requirement for 
the RTP pursuant to MAP-21/FAST to include consideration of the role that intercity buses play 
in reducing congestion, pollution, and energy consumption.   
State: Government Code Section 65080(a) the RTP shall be directed at achieving a 
coordinated and balanced regional transportation system. 
 
Planning Practice Examples:  Available in Appendix L 
 
 
6.11   Bicycle & Pedestrian – Including AB 1396 California Coastal Trail 
 
The use of bicycles and walking as a means of transportation has increased dramatically in 
California over the last 20 years.  Both modes of transportation promote a healthy lifestyle and 
reduce environmental impacts. Higher levels of physical activity are associated with well-
connected transportation networks that are coordinated with land use development.  The CTP 
acknowledges that viable and equitable multimodal choices are created through Complete 
Streets and high quality transit access in communities.  The CTP can be a helpful resource for 
MPOs to refer to during their RTP development.  Additional information regarding the 
Complete Streets planning process which emphasizes bicycle and pedestrian access and 
circulation is available in Section 2.7. The RTP section discussing bicycle and pedestrian 
issues should identify the following: 
 

1. A well-connected transportation network within the region that includes routes with all 
types of bicycle and pedestrian facilities on local streets which provide trips to 
destinations; 

2. Policies, plans and programs used to promote the usage of bikes and walking; 
3. Transit and rail interface with bicyclists and pedestrians;  
4. Unmet bicycle and pedestrian needs; and, 
5. Existing and potential California Coastal Trail (CCT) network segments and linkages, as 

well as gaps and related coastal access trail needs. 
 

AB 1396 – California Coastal Trail 
 
Enacted in 2007, AB 1396 added Section 65080.1 to the Government Code which requires 
transportation planning agencies whose jurisdictions include a portion of the California Coastal 
Trail (or property designated for the coastal trail) to coordinate with specified agencies regarding 
development of the coastal trail.  The law also requires that RTPs include provisions for the 
coastal trail.  As RTPs are updated, the CCT provisions from each respective certified Local 
Coastal Program Land Use Plan’s policies, programs and maps should be integrated into the 
RTP update. 
 
Provisions for the CCT should include identification of existing and potential trail network 
segments and linkages as well as gaps and related coastal access trail needs. Coastal access 
trail needs could include identification of accommodations for non-motorized modes, critical 
linkages to parking, bicycle racks, bathrooms and other support facilities, and connections to 
CCT trailheads. Any necessary trail alignment near motorized traffic should provide for 
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adequate separation.  Prioritization of projects within RTPs could include consideration of 
connecting the CCT across identified critical gaps in the coastal trail system.  
 
Additional information and maps regarding the California Coastal Trail is available from the 
State Coastal Conservancy and the California Coastal Commission at: 
 
www.yourcoast.org 
 
http://scc.ca.gov/2010/01/07/the-california-coastal-trail/ 
 
http://coastal.ca.gov/access/ctrail-access.html. 
 
http://www.coastal.ca.gov/access/accndx.html 
 
http://www.coastal.ca.gov/access/coastal-trail-map.pdf 
 
Requirements (Shalls) 
Federal: Title 23 CFR Part 450.324(f)(12) requires MPOs to include a discussion of pedestrian 
walkways and bicycle transportation facilities in accordance with Title 23 USC Section 217(g) 
State: Government Code Section 65080(a) requires that the RTP shall be directed at 
achieving a coordinated and balanced regional transportation system.  
Government Code Section 65080.1 requires that transportation planning agencies whose 
boundaries include a portion of the California Coastal Trail or property designated for the trail, 
coordinate with appropriate agencies including the State Coastal Conservancy, the California 
Coastal Commission and Caltrans regarding development of the California Coastal Trail, and 
include provisions for the California Coastal Trail in their Regional Transportation Plan. 
 
Planning Practice Examples:  Available in Appendix L 
 
 
6.12   Goods Movement (Maritime/Rail/Trucking/Aviation) 
 
Developing, operating and maintaining a robust goods movement transportation system is vital 
to California’s economy. For many reasons, including its proximity to Asian markets and 
Mexican near-shoring markets, its strong agricultural economy, and its large population, high 
volumes of goods are moved within and through California.  With the diversity of products being 
moved, and the complexity of origins and destinations, the transportation system that supports 
goods movement within California must be multimodal.  The system spans the entire state, and 
the needs for urban and rural goods movement infrastructure can differ between, and within, 
regions. However, throughout the state, goods movement has both positive and negative 
impacts.  Through the regional planning process, MPOs can create strategies for improving the 
regional goods movement transportation system so positive impacts (e.g. job creation, access 
to goods and product diversity, improvements to truck speed and reliability, freight bottleneck 
relief) are maximized and negative impacts (e.g. land use conflicts, air pollution, roadway 
congestion and delays, disproportionately high and adverse impact on low income or 
disadvantaged communities) are minimized.   
 
MPO must plan for the goods movement infrastructure in the same way they plan the 
transportation infrastructure for the movement of people to support projected population growth 
and economic development.  Goods movement planning is in the public interest because of the 
potential benefits to the regional economy, environment, public health, and community well-
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being.  Improvements to the goods movement transportation system can result in co-benefits to 
the overall system when California’s economic, equity, and environmental goals are 
simultaneously considered. For example, as a rail improvement project could ideally take trucks 
off the highway, congestion could be reduced and potentially reduce GHG emissions.  The CTP 
recognizes the importance of enhancing freight mobility, reliability, efficiency, and global 
competitiveness, which is why MPOs should consider deploying, as appropriate and feasible, 
cost-effective technologies that can help expedite goods movement and reduce congestion at 
our ports, including ports of entry.  A seamless, efficient, low-emitting, and well-maintained 
multi-modal transportation system is paramount to the state’s economic strength and its 
residents’ quality of life.  Planning this system involves a broad base of stakeholders, including 
affected community representatives, local organizations, agencies in charge of seaports and 
airports, trucking associations, Class I and short line railroads, freight carriers and shippers, 
local air districts, electric and gas utilities, and multiple State agencies (e.g., ARB, California 
Energy Commission, Caltrans, California Public Utilities Commission).   
 
The RTP section discussing goods movement should include the following: 
 

1. A discussion of the role of goods movement within the region (the types and the  
magnitudes of goods moved through the region and their economic importance); 

2. An inventory of all major highway and roadway routes consistent with the National 
Highway Freight Network, including critical urban freight corridors; 

3. An inventory of seaport facilities, air cargo facilities, freight rail lines, and major 
warehouses and freight transfer facilities within the region; 

4. An analysis of the efficiency of the overall freight transportation system capacity, 
including existing land side freight transportation infrastructure (e.g. bottlenecks, gaps, 
etc.) and identification of expansion or improvement needs at seaport and airport 
facilities that handle cargo and issues regarding land side access to these facilities;   

5. Specific projections, by mode, of future freight demand; 
6. Identification of freight-related highway and roadway improvement needs; 
7. Identification of expansion or improvement needs for freight rail lines within the region; 
8. Identification of intermodal connection issues between different modes (e.g. freight, rail 

and seaport facilities), as applicable; 
9. Identification of USA/Mexico border crossing issues, if applicable; 

10. Discussion of ITS and advanced technology opportunities for goods movement, with the 
aim of maximizing operational efficiencies and minimizing emissions;  

11. Identification of opportunities or innovations that improve freight efficiency and support 
the State’s freight system efficiency target as established in the California Sustainable 
Freight Action Plan; and,  

12. Identification of opportunities or innovations that reduce GHG emissions and criteria air 
pollutant emissions associated with freight.  

 
California Sustainable Freight Action Plan 
 
In July 2015, Governor Brown issued Executive Order B-32-15 which prioritizes California’s 
transition to a more efficient and less polluting freight transportation system.  This transition of 
California’s freight transportation system is essential to supporting the State’s economic 
competitiveness in the coming decades while reducing greenhouse gas emissions and air 
quality impacts.  The Executive Order directed State agencies to develop an integrated action 
plan by July 2016 that established clear targets to improve freight efficiency, transition to zero-
emission technologies, and increase the competitiveness of California’s freight system.  It is 
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suggested that regional transportation agencies consult the California Sustainable Freight 
Action Plan when developing the freight-related strategies in their respective RTPs. 
 
California Freight Mobility Plan 
 
The state’s California Freight Mobility Plan (CFMP) is a policy and action agenda document that 
supports the improvement of California’s goods movement infrastructure while preserving the 
environment.  MPOs are encouraged to review the CFMP for guidance, and ensure consistency 
while addressing goods movement within their RTPs.   The RTPs and the CFMP will ideally 
function in a feedback loop, as the goods movement strategies and projects identified in RTPs 
will be incorporated into the next update of the CFMP. 
 
Requirements (Shalls) 
Federal: Title 23 CFR Part 450.324(b) requires short and long-range strategies for an 
integrated multimodal transportation system to facilitate the safe and efficient movement of 
people and goods.  Title 23 CFR Part 450.324(f)(1) states that the RTP shall include the 
€§§§projected transportation demand of persons and goods in the metropolitan planning area 
over the period of the plan, and Title 23 CFR Part 450.324(f)(3) states that the RTP shall include 
operational and management strategies to improve  the performance of existing transportation 
facilities to relieve  vehicular congestion and maximize the safety and mobility of people and 
goods.  Title 23 CFR Part 450.324(j) and Title 23 Part 450.316(a) require that the MPO shall 
provide freight shippers and providers of freight transportation services, among other 
stakeholders, a reasonable opportunity to comment on the RTP using the adopted Public 
Participation Plan.  Title 23 USC Section 134 reflects similar requirements in federal statutes. 
State: Government Code Section 65080(a) requires that the RTP shall be directed at achieving 
a coordinated and balanced regional transportation system. 
 
Recommendations (Shoulds) 
Federal:  The FAST Act continues the Metropolitan Planning program.  The Program 
establishes a cooperative, continuous, and comprehensive framework for making transportation 
management decisions in metropolitan areas.  Program oversight is a joint Federal Highway 
Administration/Federal Transit Administration responsibility, FAST Act § 1201; 23 USC 134.  
The FAST Act continues to encourage MPOs to consult with officials responsible for other types 
of planning activities, including freight. 
 
The FAST Act directs the Department of Transportation to establish a National Multimodal 
Freight Network to:   

• Assist States in strategically directing resources toward improved system performance 
for the efficient movement of freight on the Network; 

• Inform freight transportation planning; 
• Assist in the prioritization of Federal investment; and  
• Assess and support Federal investments to achieve the goals of the National Multimodal 

Freight Policy established in 49 USC 70101 and of the National Highway Freight 
Program described in 23 USC 167. 

 
The FAST Act established a National Highway Freight Network (NHFN). The NHFN includes the 
following subsystems of roadways: 

• Primary Highway Freight System (PHFS): This is a network of highways identified as 
the most critical highway portions of the U.S. freight transportation system determined by 
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measurable and objective national data. The network consist of 41,518 centerline miles, 
including 37,436 centerline miles of Interstate and 4,082 centerline miles of non-
Interstate roads. 

• Other Interstate portions not on the PHFS: These highways consist of the remaining 
portion of Interstate roads not included in the PHFS. These routes provide important 
continuity and access to freight transportation facilities. These portions amount to an 
estimated 9,511 centerline miles of Interstate, nationwide, and will fluctuate with 
additions and deletions to the Interstate Highway System. 

• Identification and Designation of Critical Urban Freight Corridors (CUFCs): These 
are public roads in urbanized areas which provide access and connection to the PHFS 
and the Interstate with other ports, public transportation facilities, or other intermodal 
transportation facilities. 

 
Planning Practice Examples:  Available in Appendix L 

 
 
6.13   Regional Aviation System 
 
Aviation contributes to California’s triple bottom line (people, prosperity, and planet) at all levels 
from local to global. Aviation gives the State’s multimodal transportation system access, range, 
and speed. California’s aviation system consists of 246 public-use airports made up of both 
commercial and general aviation airports, 68 special-use airports, 8 sea plane bases, 356 
hospital and/or corporate, police, fire, or private heliports, 22 military/NASA bases, and 1 joint-
use facility. (Division of Aeronautics Aviation in California: Fact Sheet (May 2016) 
 
Aviation improves mobility options, generates tax revenue, saves lives through emergency 
response, medical, and firefighting services, produces over $170 billion in air cargo revenues 
annually, and generates over $14 billion to the State’s tourism industry. The Division of 
Aeronautics Economic study, Aviation in California: Benefits to Our Economy and Way of Life 
(2003), reports that aviation creates almost 9 percent to the State’s jobs (1.7 million jobs), and 
generates revenues totaling ($110.7 billion). The report is available on line at: 
http://dot.ca.gov/hq/planning/aeronaut/publication.htmhttp://dot.ca.gov/hq/planning/aeronaut/pub
lication.htm 
 
The 2014 Caltrans Airport Forecasting Study, The Role of California Airports in Smart Growth 
and Economic Vitality created tools for communities and regions to use for developing their local 
airports to their full economic potential. Airports can be used to help locate new business 
opportunities for a region, and improve quality of life by providing a unique access opportunity. 
The study includes best practices, available at: http://www.dot.ca.gov/aeronaut/index.htm 
 
To preserve the economic and access benefits aviation contributes to California, airports must 
be protected through comprehensive planning practices at all levels of government. A large part 
of protecting airports comes from policies that protect airports from encroachment from 
incompatible land uses. Every county in California having an airport that is “operated for the 
benefit of the general public” (PUC Section 21670(b) must have an airport land use commission 
(ALUC) whose function is accomplish proper airport land use compatibility planning. The PUC 
recognizes six types of ALUC. Counties are free to select the type of ALCU that works best for 
their needs. The PUC further specifies the types of powers and duties reserved for ALCU (PUC 
Section 21674). ALUCs do not have jurisdiction over airports, but their airport land use 
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compatibility plans (ALUCP) are developed from an airport’s layout plan or master plan. And, 
general plans shall be consistent with ALUCPs, (PUC Sections 21674(c) and 21675).  
 
Federal laws (Title 23 CFR Part 450.324(g) and Title 23 CFR Part 450.316(a) (1)) requires 
MPOs to consult with stakeholders responsible for land use management, as appropriate. 
Although not specifically named in statute, airports and ALUCs meet this criteria, and should be 
included in the consultation process during the RTP development.   See Chapter 4 for guidance 
on the consultation process. State law (California Government Code Section 65080(a) and 
California Government Code Section 65080(a)) requires a coordinated and balanced regional 
transportation system. State law further requires RTPAs that have a primary air carrier airport 
(i.e. an airport with over 10,000 annual enplanements) within their jurisdiction shall have an 
Airport Ground Access Improvement Program (AGAIP). Annual passenger enplanement and air 
cargo reports are available from either the Caltrans Division of Aeronautics or from the Federal 
Aviation Administration (FAA), Airports Office: Passenger Boarding (Enplanement) and All-
Cargo Data for U.S. Airports.  See the Division of Aeronautics web site for annual reports of 
both enplanement and cargo data at:  
http://dot.ca.gov/hq/planning/aeronaut/documents/statistics/paxstats.htm 
 
Requirements (Shalls)  
Federal: Title 23 CFR 450.324, Development, and Content of the Metropolitan Transportation 
Plan. Subsection (b) requires short and long-range strategies for an integrated multimodal 
transportation system.  Title 23 CFR Part 450.324(g) states that MPOs shall consult as 
appropriate with stakeholders and local agencies responsible for land use management, 
natural resources, environmental protection, conservation, and historic preservation during the 
development of the RTPs. Title 23 CFR Part 450.316(a) (1) also requires that public 
participation plans be developed by MPOs in consultation with all interested parties and 
describe explicit procedures, strategies, and desired outcomes. 
 
State: California Government Code Section 65080(a) states that “Each transportation planning 
agency…shall prepare and adopt a regional transportation plan directed at achieving a 
coordinated and balanced regional transportation system, including…aviation facilities and 
services.” Government Code Section 65081.1(b) requires consideration of highway, rail, and 
mass transportation and states that, “The program shall address the development and 
extension of mass transit systems, including passenger rail service, major arterial, and highway 
widening and extension projects, and any other ground access improvement projects the 
planning agency deems appropriate.” 
 
Recommendations (Shoulds) 
State: MPOs should consider the needs of public-use airports, special-use heliports and 
military airfields when planning transportation and infrastructure projects (i.e. by consulting with 
the sponsors) to further sustainable and compatible land use and circulation patterns. 
 
Planning Practice Examples:  Available in Appendix L 
 
Military Airfields and Installations 
 
California’s military installations are vital to America’s national security, and the State is home to 
some of the Department of Defense’s (DOD) most important military installations globally. All 
five of the services (Army, Navy, Air Force, Marines, and Coast Guard) have a major presence 
in the State. They are major contributors to the State’s triple bottom line (people, prosperity, 
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place), and users of the transportation system. In 2009 California’s DOD installations employed 
over 354,769 civilian and military personnel, with a payroll of over $56 billion.  Military 
expenditures and contracts awarded to California companies totaled almost $99 billion. Source: 
DOD in California brochure. Military installations are subject to strict environmental regulation, 
and vulnerable to climate change impacts, and sea level rise. Each installation has plans that 
address environmental and sustainability needs for their installation and practices in place that 
protect the environment and ensure the Service’s ability to execute their mission.  
 
Military transportation needs can be broken down into three broad categories, troop transport, 
military cargo, and installation employees commuter needs. These needs include surge 
capabilities as needed. Military facilities are spread throughout California, in all sizes of 
communities from rural locations to heavily urbanized areas. They share the same 
transportation needs as their neighboring communities. Although not specifically named in 
planning statue and codes, the requirement to consult with all users of the transportation system 
apply to the military as well, see Chapter 4 RTP Consultation and Coordination for detailed 
discussion of users and the consultation process. In addition to transportation needs, military 
installations also need protection from encroachment of incompatible land uses that could 
hamper the facilities ability to meet its mission needs. Military installations with airfields are 
required by DOD to prepare Air Installation Compatible Use Zone Plan (AICUZ) that address 
their compatibility needs. ALUC are required to develop an ALUCP for the airfield that is 
consistent with the AICUZ.  The federal government, Transportation Research Board, and some 
states (Texas, Colorado, North Carolina, New Jersey, and Virginia) offer guidance and best 
practices regarding how to address land use compatibility issues for military installations. 
General plans must be consistent with the AICUZ and ALUCP for the military airfields in their 
jurisdiction.  California’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR) publishes a guide for how to 
incorporate land use compatibility planning for military installations in the State. 
https://www.opr.ca.gov/docs/Military_GPG_Supplement.pdf. 
 
Requirements (Shalls) 
Federal: Consulting with interested parties on plans, programs, and projects shall include 
individuals or organization that are mentioned in Title 23 CFR Part 450.316(a). Title 23 CFR 
Part 450.316(d) requires MPOs to consult with federal land use management agencies as 
appropriate during the development of RTP. Title 23 CFR part 450.324(g) states that MPOs 
shall consult as appropriate with stakeholders and local agencies responsible for land use 
management, natural resources, environmental protection, conservation, and historic 
preservation during the development of the RTPs. Title 23 CFR Part 450.316(a) (1) also 
requires that public participation plans be developed by MPOs in consultation with all 
interested parties and describe explicit procedures, strategies, and desired outcomes.  
 
Recommendations (Shoulds) 
State: MPOs should consider the needs of public-use airports, and heliports and military 
airfields when planning transportation and infrastructure projects (i.e. by consulting with the 
sponsors) to further encourage sustainable and compatible land use and circulation patterns. 
 
Planning Practice Examples:  Available in Appendix L 
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Programming/Operations 
 
6.14   Transportation System Management & Operations 
 
The RTP shall address management and operations strategies aimed at improving the 
performance of the existing regional transportation system in order to reduce transportation 
congestion issues and maximize the safety and mobility of people and goods.  Examples of 
operational and management include: (a) Traffic incident management (b) Travel information 
services(c) Roadway weather information (d) Freeway management (e) Traffic signal 
coordination and (f) Bicycle and transit trip planning. 
 
Although operational and management strategies may be implemented on a regional, area-
wide, or project-specific basis, those strategies included in an RTP should typically be those that 
have importance on a regional level. 
 
RTPs shall include existing and proposed transportation facilities (including major roadways, 
transit, multimodal and intermodal facilities, pedestrian walkways and bicycle facilities and 
connectors) that should function as an integrated regional transportation system with emphasis 
on those facilities that serve important national and regional needs. 
If applicable, the locally preferred alternative selected from an Alternative Analysis under the 
FTA’s Capital Investment Grant Program (Section 5309) needs to be adopted as part of the 
RTP as a condition for funding under Title 49 USC Section 5309.  
 
Requirements (Shalls) 
Federal: Title 23 USC Section 134 and Title 23 CFR Part 450.324(f)(5) requires strategies for 
improving the regional transportation system and reducing congestion. 
 
Planning Practice Examples:  Available in Appendix L 
 
 
6.15   Coordination with Programming Documents 
 
The Federal Transportation Improvement Program (FTIP) is a four-year prioritized listing of 
federally funded and non-federally funded regionally significant transportation projects that is 
developed and formally adopted by an MPO as part of the metropolitan transportation planning 
process.  MPOs work cooperatively with public transportation agencies as well as other local, 
state, and federal agencies to propose projects for inclusion in the FTIP.   Each project or 
project phase in the FTIP must be consistent with the approved RTP.  The FTIP must be 
updated at least every four years.  MPOs may also refer to the FTIP as the Metropolitan 
Transportation Improvement Program (MTIP).  Specific requirements for the development and 
content of the FTIP are contained in Title 23 CFR Part 450.326. 
As with the RTP, some MPOs refer to their four-year FTIP by other terms.  Below is a table 
outlining the various terms used by federal, state and the MPOs to refer to the same 
documents: 
 

Federal Term Used State Term Used Terms Used by MPOs 
TIP FTIP TIP, MTIP, FTIP, RTIP 

STIP FSTIP FSTIP 
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Projects included in the FTIP may include projects from two other State programming 
documents: (1) the State Highways Operation and Protection Program (SHOPP), and (2), the 
State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP).  The purpose of the SHOPP program is to 
maintain safety, operational integrity and rehabilitation of the State Highway System.  The STIP 
is a five-year capital improvement program of transportation projects on and off the State 
Highway System funded with revenues from the State Highway Account and other sources.  
Caltrans manages the SHOPP program, while the CTC manages the STIP.  The STIP is a five-
year document and is updated every other year.  The SHOPP is a ten-year document and is 
adopted by the CTC in August of each odd numbered year.  These two programs are major 
components of the FTIP. 
 
The Federal Statewide Transportation Improvement Program (FSTIP) is a compilation of the 
FTIPs prepared by the 18 MPOs.  It also includes projects in rural areas of the state not 
represented by an MPO (Caltrans programs projects in the FSTIP for the rural areas).  The 
FSTIP is prepared by Caltrans and submitted to the Federal Highway Administration and 
Federal Transit Administration for approval.  The FSTIP covers a four-year period and must be 
updated at least every four years.  States have the option to update more frequently, if desired. 
Federally funded projects or non-federally funded regionally significant projects cannot be 
added to the FTIP or FSTIP unless they are included in the RTP.  Specific requirements for the 
development and content of the FSTIP are contained in Title 23 CFR Part 450.218. 
 
The diagram in Appendix B illustrates the federal/state programming process. 
 
Requirements (Shalls) 
Federal: Title 23 CFR Part 450.326(a) requires MPOs to prepare a transportation improvement 
program (TIP). Title 23 CFR Part 450.218(k) states that each project or project phase included 
in the STIP shall be consistent with the long range statewide transportation plan developed 
under Title 23 CFR Part 450.216 and, in metropolitan planning areas, consistent with the 
approved metropolitan transportation plan developed under Title 23 CFR Part 450.324. 
 
 
6.16   Transportation Projects Exempted from Senate Bill 375 
 
Government Code Section 65080 (b)(2)(L) provides that projects programmed for funding on or 
before December 31, 2011, are not required to be subject to the provisions required in 
Government Code Section 65080 (b)(2), a Sustainable Communities Strategy and Alternative 
Planning Strategy, if they are: 
 

• Contained in the 2007 or 2009 Federal Statewide Transportation Improvement Program, 
or 

 

• Funded pursuant to the Highway Safety, Traffic Reduction, Air Quality, and Port Security 
Bond Act of 2006, Chapter 12.49 (commencing with Section 8879.20) of Division 1 of 
Title 2, or 

 

• Were specifically listed in a ballot measure prior to December 31, 2008, approving a 
sales tax increase for transportation projects. 

 
Nothing in Government Code Section 65080 (b)(2)(L) shall require a transportation sales tax 
authority to change the funding allocations approved by the voters for categories of 
transportation projects in a sales tax measure adopted prior to December 31, 2010.  For 
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purposes of this subparagraph of the Government Code, a transportation sales tax authority is a 
district, as defined in Section 7252 of the Revenue and Taxation Code that is authorized to 
impose a sales tax for transportation purposes. 
 
Programmed for funding refers to the inclusion of funding in the 2007 or 2009 FSTIP; the 
approval of funding by the State Legislature or appropriate administrative agency; or the 
approval of funding by voters in a sales tax expenditure plan. 
 
For the purposes of Government Code Section 65080 (b)(2)(H), prior to adopting a Sustainable 
Communities Strategy (SCS), the MPO shall quantify the reduction in greenhouse gas 
emissions (GHG) projected to be achieved by the SCS and set forth the difference, if any, 
between the amount of that reduction and the target for the region established by the ARB. As a 
result, an MPO shall include exempted projects in their SCS for purposes of modeling the 
impacts of the RTP on regional greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions.  
 
Pursuant to Government Code Section 65080(b), the RTP is required to be an internally 
consistent document. This means the contents of the Policy, Action, Financial elements, and the 
Sustainable Communities Strategy must be consistent with one another and with the Goals, 
Policies, and Objectives of the RTP as adopted by the MPO. 
 
Projects meeting the criteria in this section, however, are exempt from these internal 
consistency requirements. In other words, these projects may be included in the RTP even if 
they are inconsistent with the SCS or other policies to reduce regional GHG emissions.   
 
However, exempted projects must meet all federal consistency requirements. In particular, 
pursuant to 23 CFR. 450.306 (b)(5), the RTP “planning process shall . . . promote consistency 
between transportation improvements and State and local planned growth and economic 
development”; and pursuant to 23 CFR 450.306 (f), “An MPO shall carry out the metropolitan 
transportation planning process in coordination with the statewide transportation planning 
process required by 23 USC. 135 and 49 USC 5304,” and pursuant to 23 CFR 450.104, 
“Coordination means the cooperative development of plans, programs, and schedules among 
agencies and entities with legal standing and adjustment of such plans, programs, and 
schedules to achieve general consistency, as appropriate.” 
 
A project’s status as exempt does not preclude an MPO from evaluating it for inclusion in the 
RTP and ultimately excluding it from the RTP at its discretion based on financial constraint, 
policy, or other considerations. 
 
Requirements (Shalls) 
Federal: None 
State: California Government 7Code Section 65080 (b)(2)(H) and (L) 
 
 
6.17   Regionally Significant Projects  

 
Title 40 CFR Part 93.101 defines regionally significant projects as follows: 
  

“Regionally significant project means a transportation project (other than an exempt 
project) that is on a facility which serves regional transportation needs (such as access 
to and from the area outside of the region, major activity centers in the region, major 
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planned developments such as new retail malls, sports complexes, etc., or 
transportation terminals as well as most terminals themselves) and would normally be 
included in the modeling of a metropolitan area's transportation network, including at a 
minimum all principal arterial highways and all fixed guide way transit facilities that offer 
an alternative to regional highway travel.” 

 
All regionally significant projects must be included in an RTP air quality conformity determination 
by the MPO and FHWA regardless of its funding source.  These regionally significant projects 
should be specifically identified and noted in the project-listing portion of RTP.   
 
Requirements (Shalls) 
Federal: Title 23 CFR Part 450.326(f) requires all regionally significant projects be included in 
the TIP regardless if the projects are to be funded with federal funds or not. 
 
 
6.18   Regional ITS Architecture 
 
Intelligent transportation systems (ITS) encompass a broad range of wireless and wire line 
communications-based information and electronics technologies.  When integrated into the 
transportation system's infrastructure, and in vehicles themselves, these technologies relieve 
congestion and improve safety.  ITS is one way to increase the efficiency, safety and security of 
a transportation system.  ITS involves the use of advanced computer, electronic and 
communications technologies and emphasizes enhancing travel on existing infrastructure 
(highways, streets, bridges, trains).  Some examples of ITS technologies include advanced 
traffic signals, roadway and weather monitoring stations, bus and maintenance vehicle location 
systems, electronic roadside information signs and automated vehicle control systems.  
 
The National ITS Program was established by ISTEA in 1991.  Further federal regulations 
focused on extending ITS to regional planning efforts and training transportation professionals 
to deal with the range of issues associated with the adoption of advanced transportation 
technology.  The development of the regional ITS architecture is not meant to compete with the 
formal transportation planning process.  In fact, key ITS projects and initiatives are targeted 
early in the planning process.  When updating RTPs, MPOs should be sure to comply with 
current federal regulations.  Title 23 CFR Part 450.306(g) states, “The metropolitan 
transportation planning process shall, to the maximum extent practicable, be consistent with the 
development of applicable regional intelligent transportation systems (ITS) architectures, as 
defined in Title 23 CFR Part 940.”  
 
Title 23 CFR Part 940 establishes the protocol for developing a regional architecture plan that, 
in turn, conforms to national ITS architecture standards. The ITS regulations defines the 
responsibilities for creating and maintaining Regional ITS Architecture (RA) frameworks.  
Architecture maintenance is the process of updating a regional architecture with references to 
new projects and activities, new stakeholders; additions, retirement or replacement of 
equipment; and, changes to standards and protocols. Maintenance is an ITS program 
responsibility under Title 23 CFR Part 940.   
 
The intent of the federal ITS requirement is to encourage reciprocal consistency.  Title 23 CFR 
Part 940.5, Intelligent transportation system architecture and standards, calls for the 
“development of the regional ITS architecture (to) be consistent with the (Metropolitan) 
transportation planning process…”.  It is important to coordinate the general RTP planning 
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efforts with plans for specific projects that entail the use of ITS technology.  These ‘nested’ 
plans should be developed in an open forum and they should be consistent.  The resultant plans 
would reflect consideration of both documents during the planning process. 
 
The National ITS Architecture and other related resources can be found at the US DOT 
Architecture website: 
 
http://www.its.dot.gov/arch/arch.htm  
 
Requirements (Shalls) 
Federal: Title 23 CFR Part 450.306(g) states that the RTP shall (to the extent practicable) be 
consistent with the development of applicable regional ITS architectures as defined in Title 23 
CFR Part 940. 
 
 
6.19   Future of Transportation & New Technology 
 
While maintaining the current transportation network is often a priority for MPOs, MPOs need to 
be planning ahead for a future in which technology will transform the way that people move and 
live.  MPOs are ideally positioned to anticipate and be responsive to the needs of future 
generations.  This section provides a summary of federal and State legislation to prepare for 
new technologies and innovations for the future of transportation. 
 
Connected Vehicle Program 
 
There are several activities related to the national Connected Vehicle Program that will certainly 
impact regional and local transportation agencies, in addition to Caltrans.  Since 90% of the 
roadways in California are owned and operated by local agencies, including the 58 counties and 
more than 500 incorporated cities, it is critically important for them to be aware of and to plan for 
the implementation of connected vehicles. 
 
MPOs should be aware of the pending rule being considered by the National Highway Traffic 
Safety Administration (NHTSA) to mandate that equipment for vehicle-to-vehicle (V2V) 
communications, using a technology called “Dedicated Short-Range Communications” (DSRC), 
be installed in the light-duty passenger car fleet to enable applications that improve vehicle 
safety.  As the government regulator for auto industry safety, NHTSA is expected to adopt this 
rule, as it did for other safety systems such as seat belts, airbags, and anti-lock brakes.  A future 
update of the RTP Guidelines will capture any “shoulds” or “shalls” resulting from the rulemaking 
process.   
 
MPOs should also be aware of the pending guidance from the Federal Highway Administration 
(FHWA) to transportation infrastructure owner/operators (Caltrans; counties; and cities) on what 
equipment they should consider installing in their infrastructure to support both V2V and vehicle-
to-infrastructure (V2I) communications, again using DSRC.  The best example of this equipment 
is the DSRC radios.  These radios provide the communication capability that is essential for V2I 
applications.  Roadside processors may also be necessary in some cases where the 
applications demands heavier computing requirements.  
 
Unlike connected vehicles, the development of which is being led by the federal government, in 
partnership with state DOT’s, regional transportation agencies, and the auto industry, 
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automated vehicles are being developed by the technology industry, including companies such 
as Google, Tesla, and Delphi.  So far, their philosophy has been to avoid dependence on the 
infrastructure.  However it is difficult to achieve vehicle automation and connected vehicle (CV) 
applications without appropriate support from the infrastructure. The infrastructure needs to be 
upgraded with DSRC radios and roadside processors.  The roadside processors are not an 
absolute requirement but may be required in some cases. 
 
Title 23 USC Section 518 requires the US DOT Secretary establishing guidance for 
recommended implementation path for V2V and V2I communication system deployment.  Title 
23 USC Section 519 ensures that funds are available for the development of Intelligent 
Transportation System (ITS) Infrastructure, equipment and systems. 
 
Planning Practice Examples:  Available in Appendix L 
 
Transportation Electrification 
 
Pursuant to PUC 740.12(a)(2), it is the policy of the state and the intent of the legislature to 
encourage transportation electrification as a means to achieve ambient air quality standards and 
the state’s climate goals. Agencies designing and implementing regulation, guidelines, plans, 
and funding programs to reduce GHG emissions shall take the findings described in paragraph 
(1) of PUC Section 740.12 into account.   
 
MPOs are encouraged to support widespread transportation electrification and partner with 
state agencies to advance California toward the standards and goals outlined in Public Utilities 
Code Section 740.12(a)(1). These include:   

• Reducing emissions of greenhouse gases to 40 percent below 1990 levels by 2030 and 
to 80 percent below 1990 levels by 2050.  

• Achieving the goals of the Charge Ahead California Initiative (Chapter 8.5 (commencing 
with Section 44258) of Part 5 of Division 26 of the Health and Safety Code).  

• Meeting air quality standards, reducing petroleum use, improving public health, and 
achieving greenhouse gas emission reduction goals.  

• Attracting investments and high quality jobs.  
 
See Appendix L for examples of how MPOs are planning for transportation electrification. 
 
Planning Practice Examples:  Available in Appendix L 
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6.20   Transportation Safety 
 
While Caltrans supports consideration of security as separate from safety as a planning area, it 
also recognizes that security and emergency responses efforts are often inextricably linked.  
Clearly both are linked to ensuring system security and availability of emergency response 
services in the event of a natural or human-caused disaster.  Due to unexpected large-scale 
security incidents or natural disasters, the potential for the necessity of a wide scale evacuation 
exists in almost every area of California.  MPOs can use the CTP as a resource for 
recommendations for public safety and security improvements, such as supporting the 
implementation of Positive Train Control (PTC) into existing intercity rail cars. 
 
Under a prior federal surface transportation reauthorization known as TEA-21, safety and 
security were lumped together in one federal planning factor.  SAFETEA-LU changed this in 
order to signal the importance of these two items. Safety and security were again updated with 
MAP-21/FAST and are separate federal planning factors. According to Title 23 CFR Part 
450.306(b), these two planning factors are: 
 

1. Increase the safety of the transportation system for all motorized and non-
motorized users; and,  

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

 
The public expects, and demands, that the transportation system be safe and efficient for all 
users.  Addressing the improvement of transportation safety can help alleviate a myriad of 
health, financial, and quality-of-life issues for travelers.  Fatalities and injuries from motor 
vehicles crashes are a major public health problem.  Historically, transportation safety has not 
been included as part of the transportation planning process.  A clear need has developed for 
safety to be considered as part of planning process instead of as a reactionary consideration as 
it has been.  To be adequately addressed, safety must be a key goal within the process.  
Improving the safety of the transportation network requires an active, conscious approach to 
monitoring the transportation system for safety problems and anticipating problems before they 
occur.   
 
Strategic Highway Safety Plan 
 
Federal law requires MPOs to draw a strong link between the Strategic Highway Safety 
Planning process described in Title 23 U.S.C. Section 148 and the regional planning process.  
Federal regulations also require MPOs to summarize the priorities, goals, countermeasures or 
projects of the Strategic Highway Safety Plan (SHSP) in their RTPs. SHSPs were first required 
under SAFETEA-LU, which established the Highway Safety Improvement Program (HSIP) as a 
core federal program.  The FAST Act continues the HSIP as a core Federal-aid program and 
the requirement for States to develop, implement, evaluate and update an SHSP that identifies 
and analyzes highway safety problems and opportunities on all public roads no less than every 
five years.  Each State must have a Strategic SHSP in place to receive its full share of federal 
transportation funds.   
 
Each MPO should review the California SHSP during the preparation of the portion of the RTP 
addressing safety.  The SHSP: 
 

1. Highlights challenges to roadway user safety on California’s roads; 
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2. Provides a descriptive account of fatalities experienced on California’s roads; 
3. Proposes high-level strategies to reduce fatalities for each challenge; and, 
4. Includes a five-year guide for the implementation of specific projects and 

activities. 
 
The California SHSP is available on the Caltrans website at: 
   
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/traffops/survey/SHSP/ 
 
Safety Performance Measures 

The MAP-21/FAST Act established Safety Performance Management (PM) as part of the overall 
Transportation Performance Management (TPM) program, which FHWA defines as a strategic 
approach that uses system information to make investment and policy decision to achieve 
national performance goals.  Refer to Section 7.1 for more information. 

Requirements (Shall) 
Federal: Title 23 CFR Part 450.306(b)(2) states the planning process will address the safety of 
the transportation system for the public. 
State: None 
 
Recommendations (Should) 
Federal: Title 23 CFR Part 450.306(d)(4) states that RTPs should be consistent with the 
California Strategic Highway Safety Plan (SHSP) and other transit safety and security planning 
and review processes.  Title 23 CFR Part 450.324(h) states the RTP should include a safety 
element that incorporates or summarizes the priorities, goals, countermeasures or projects for 
the MPOs region contained in the SHSP. 
 
 
6.21   Transportation Security  
 
A report was prepared by the American Highway Users Alliance titled “Emergency Evacuation 
Report Card 2006”.  The report stated: “The principal resources of urban evacuation are private 
cars and publicly provided highways.  As a result of the threat of terrorism, the interstate system 
is reasserting itself as a major element of national security (and defense), principally due to its 
capacity for handling mass evacuations.”  The report conducted an initial evacuation capacity 
evaluation for the 37 largest urbanized areas in the United States.  These urbanized areas were 
graded from “A” to “F”.  Of the four California urbanized areas identified in the report, three (San 
Diego, San Francisco and Los Angeles) received a grade of “F”.  Sacramento, the fourth 
California city identified in this report received a “D”. 
 
Due to unexpected large-scale security incidents or natural disasters, the potential for the 
necessity of a wide scale evacuation exists in almost every area of California.  One of the 
lessons learned from the terrorist attack on the World Trade Center in New York City was that 
effective coordination and communication among the many different operating agencies in a 
region is absolutely essential.  Such coordination is needed to allow law enforcement and safety 
responses to occur in an expeditious manner, while at the same time still permitting the 
transportation system to handle the possibly overwhelming public response to the incident.  
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Complementary to this is the need to make sure the public has clear and concise information 
about the situation and what actions they should take.  
 
Although the immediate organizational response to security incidents and disasters will be the 
responsibility of law enforcement/safety agencies, there is an important role that MPOs can play 
in promoting coordinated planning among first responders and transit agencies in anticipation of 
unexpected events or natural disasters.  In addition, MPOs could also provide a centralized 
location of information on transportation system conditions and the responses that might be 
useful in an emergency. 
 
In developing the RTP, MPOs are required to consult with agencies and officials responsible for 
other planning activities with in the region including natural disaster risk reduction.  The RTP 
should identify the primary agencies responsible for preparing the necessary plans should a 
wide scale evacuation be necessary.  The MPO should consult the appropriate emergency plan 
for the region to determine what evacuation plans are in place. Examples of strategies that 
could be addressed in regional mass evacuation plans could include: 
 

1. Signaling – Allows traffic signals to extend for up to four minutes in either red 
or green to allow large amounts of vehicles or pedestrians to proceed in one 
direction; 

2. Traffic Control Guides – Deploy traffic control personnel to problem 
intersections to manually direct traffic; 

3. Roadblocks and Barricades – Deploy various methods such as portable 
signs, cones or barrels; 

4. Electronic Signage – Changeable message signs have been installed along 
a number of major routes that could be used to provide information to 
evacuees;  

5. Lane Expansion – Involves the use of using road shoulders to increase 
vehicle capacity of evacuation routes; 

6. Contra flow Lanes – Contra flow or lane reversal involves directing traffic to 
use lanes in both directions to move a large amount of vehicles in one 
direction;   

7. Use of Mass Transit – Transit could be used to assist in the evacuation of the 
public should it become necessary; and, 

8. Airport Use – Airports can be used as staging areas for medical and food 
supplies as well as evacuation. 

 
Requirements (Shalls) 
Federal: Title 23 CFR Part 450.306(b)(3) states the planning process will address the security 
of the transportation system for the public. 23 CFR 450.316(b) requires MPOs to consult with 
agencies and officials responsible for planning natural disaster risk reduction. 
 
Recommendations (Shoulds) 
Federal: Title 23 CFR Part 450.324(h) states that RTPs should be consistent with emergency 
relief and disaster preparedness plans, strategies and policies that support homeland security 
and safeguard the personal security of all motorized and non-motorized users. 
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6.22   Assessment of Capital Investment and Other Strategies  
 
MAP-21/FAST added a new requirement for RTPs to also include an assessment of capital 
investment and other strategies to: 

1. Preserve the existing and projected transportation infrastructure;  
2. Provide for multimodal capacity increases based on regional priorities and needs; and,  
3. Reduce the vulnerability of the existing transportation infrastructure to natural disasters. 

 
The timeline for implementation is outlined in 23 CFR Part 450.340(a). Prior to May 27, 2018, an 
MPO may adopt an RTP that has been developed using the SAFETEA-LU requirements or the 
provisions of the Statewide and Nonmetropolitan Transportation Planning and Metropolitan 
Transportation Planning Final Rule (23 CFR Part 450 and 771 and 49 CFR Part 613).  On or 
after May 27, 2018, an MPO may not adopt an RTP that has not been developed according to 
the provisions of MAP-21/FAST as specified in the Planning Final Rule.  MPOs are encouraged 
to communicate with Caltrans and FHWA/FTA to discuss schedules for RTP adoption.   
 
The RTP may consider projects and strategies that address areas or corridors where current or 
projected congestions threatens the efficient functioning of key elements of the metropolitan 
area’s transportation system.   
 
Requirements (Shalls) 
Federal: 23 CFR 450.324(f)(7) 
 
 
6.23   Congestion Management Process  
 
The RTP shall describe and identify the transportation system management (TSM) and 
operations strategies, actions and improvements it will employ to manage and operate the 
urban freeway system, its corridors and major local parallel arterials for highest or increased 
productivity.  Increased productivity can include all modes, including transit, bicycles, and 
pedestrians.  There may be many ways to increase mobility without increasing greenhouse gas 
emissions.  One way may be to improve the efficiency and productivity of the corridor through 
operational, transit and highway projects. TSM and operations strategies, actions and 
improvements shall include at a minimum traffic detection, traffic control, incident response and 
traveler information. Transportation demand strategies shall also be identified and can include, 
but are not limited to: Pricing, Transportation Planning, and Investment Strategies. Section 6.28 
and Appendix L of the Guidelines contain additional information on strategies that can be used 
to manage congestion and reduce regional greenhouse gas emissions. The approach to TSM 
and operations shall be integrated into system planning documents.  
 
Coordination of Project Programming 
 
Programming of projects shall be scheduled so that project sequencing in a corridor achieves 
the most effective performance results. In State Highway System corridors the system planning 
documents should identify the most effective project sequencing, including projects identified for 
major local arterials. System planning strategies to address performance issues can include: 
system evaluation and monitoring, maintenance and preservation, smart land use and demand 
management, Intelligent Transportation Systems, operational capacity strategies, multimodal 
and Complete Streets concepts. 
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Congestion Management Process in the RTP 
 
The RTP should identify urban freeway corridors with current and projected recurrent daily 
vehicle hours of delay that are a priority for preparing CSMPs and TCRs. The RTP should 
include by corridor all multimodal strategies, actions and improvements identified in the adopted 
TCR or CSMP that are needed to provide for safe and effective integrated management and 
operation of the multimodal transportation system across jurisdictions and modes to improve 
corridor performance based upon performance measurement.  Approaches to improving 
corridor performance can include new and existing facilities, improved maintenance and 
operation of existing infrastructure, invest in and encouraging the use of alternative modes 
(such as transit, rail, bicycling and walking), encouraging smart land use, integrated corridor 
management strategies, among others.  
 
The RTP should describe roles and relationships among units of local government, modal 
agencies, Caltrans and related agencies for managing the corridor for highest mobility benefits 
and for measuring and evaluating performance.  
 
Title 23 CFR Part 450.322 applies only to the MPOs below and are federally designated 
Transportation Management Areas (TMAs).  These TMAs shall develop a congestion 
management process that results in a multimodal system performance measures and strategies 
that can be reflected in the RTP.  TMAs are defined as an urbanized area with a population over 
200,000 as defined by the U.S. Census Bureau.  California MPOs that are currently designated 
TMAs are: 
 

1. Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG); 
2. Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC); 
3. San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG); 
4. Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG); 
5. Fresno County Council of Governments (FCOG); 
6. Kern Council of Governments (KCOG); 
7. San Joaquin Council of Governments (SJCOG); 
8. Stanislaus Council of Governments (StanCOG);  
9. Tulare County Association of Governments (TCAG); and, 
10. Santa Barbara County Association of Governments (SBCAG)  

 
Congestion Management Plan 
 
Effective with the MAP-21/FAST Act, MPOs serving a TMA may develop a congestion 
management plan that includes projects and strategies that will be considered in the FTIP.  If 
developed, the MPO shall consult with employers, private and nonprofit providers of public 
transportation, transportation management organizations, and organizations that provide job 
access reverse commute projects or job-related services to low-income individuals.   
  
If an MPO elects to develop the congestion management plan, it shall consist of the following: 

• Develop regional goals to reduce VMT during peak commuting hours and improve 
transportation connections between areas with high job concentration and high 
concentrations of low-income households;  

• Identify existing public transportation services, employer based commuter programs, and 
other existing transportation services that support access to jobs in the region; and, 
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• Identify proposed projects and programs to reduce congestion and increase job access 
opportunities. 

 
Requirements (Shalls) 
Federal: Title 23 CFR Part 450.322(d) states the congestion management process shall be 
developed, established and implemented as part of the planning process. 
 
Recommendations (Shoulds) 
Federal: Title 23 CFR Part 450.322(b) states the congestion management process should 
result in performance measures that can be reflected in the RTP. 23 CFR 450.322(h) provides 
MPOs the framework for developing a congestion management plan. 
 
 

Regional GHG Emissions Requirements and                            
Considerations in the RTP 

 
6.24   GHG Emissions and Targets Background 
 
Current law requires that the California Air Resources Board (ARB) update the regional GHG 
emission reduction targets every eight years.  In 2017, ARB plans to update each MPO’s targets 
for automobile and light trucks for 2020 and 2035, with these updated targets being effective on 
January 1, 2018 to meet the eight year requirement.  In the resolution adopting the scoping 
plan, the ARB stated its intent that the SB 375 GHG emissions reduction targets will be the most 
ambitious achievable. In 2010, the first targets were established with consideration given to 
methodology recommendations from an appointed Regional Targets Advisory Committee 
(RTAC).  The RTAC released its Recommendation Report entitled: Recommendations of the 
Regional Targets Advisory Committee (RTAC) Pursuant to SB 375 on September 29, 2009 
which is available at the following link: 
 
http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/sb375/rtac/report/092909/finalreport.pdf 
 
 
6.25   Contents of the Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS)  
 
SCS Background 
 
Integrating transportation, land use, and housing, in the planning process is vital to reducing 
regional greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions from cars and light trucks. The Sustainable 
Communities Strategy or SCS, was added as a new component of the RTP following the 
passage of SB 375 in September 2008, pursuant to Government Code Section 65080(b)(2). 
  
For over 30 years, the primary purpose of the RTP has been to identify the transportation 
projects, programs and services needed to address both current conditions as well as future 
regional growth and to specify the major transportation projects to be programmed given the 
financial resources available. Pursuant to Government Code Section 65080(b)(2)(B) the SCS 
requires MPOs to work with local land use authorities and other appropriate entities to address 
regional land uses, regional housing needs, regional resource areas and farmland, as well as 
regional transportation needs in the RTP.  
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Government Code Section 65080(b)(2)(B)(vii) requires the SCS to set forth a forecasted 
development pattern for the region that when integrated with the transportation network, and 
other transportation measures and policies, will reduce regional GHG emissions from 
automobiles and light trucks to achieve, if there is a feasible way to do so, the regional GHG 
emission reduction target set by ARB. Government Code Section 65080.01(c) defines feasible 
as “capable of being accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable period of time, 
taking into account economic, environmental, legal, social, and technological factors. In its 
advisory report to the ARB board, the RTAC stated that, “if a SCS for a region cannot meet its 
target, the SCS should still be a substantial improvement over Business As Usual (BAU) land 
use and transportation planning and that their regions and member cities would see substantial 
co-benefits as a result of implementing the SCS as planned.” 
 
If the RTP, including the SCS, does not achieve the regional GHG reduction target, the MPO 
can elect to either revise the SCS or prepare an Alternative Planning Strategy (APS) that is 
separate from the RTP. If a region must prepare an APS, that alternative scenario must 
describe why the development pattern, measures, and policies in the APS are the most 
practicable choices for achievement of the GHG emissions reduction targets as required by 
Government Code Section 65080(b)(2)(I)(iii). 
 
Government Code Section 65080(b) requires that the RTP be an internally consistent 
document. This means that the contents of the Policy, Action, Financial, and Sustainable 
Communities Strategy elements of the RTP shall be consistent with one another. As a result, 
transportation investments and the forecasted development pattern in the SCS should be 
complementary and not contradictory. For information regarding transportation projects exempt 
from the internal consistency provisions of SB 375 pursuant to Government Code Section 
65080(b)(2)(L) please refer to Section 6.16 of these Guidelines. 
 
Requirements of a Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) 
 
California Government Code Section 65080(b)(2)(B) requires that all MPOs shall prepare a 
Sustainable Communities Strategy, subject to the requirements of Part 450 of Title 23 of, and 
Part 93 of Title 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations, including the requirement to utilize the 
most recent planning assumptions considering local general plans and other factors. The 
Sustainable Communities Strategy shall: 
 

1. Identify the general location of uses, residential densities, and building intensities within 
the region; 

2. Identify areas within the region sufficient to house all the population of the region, 
including all economic segments of the population, over the course of the planning 
period of the regional transportation plan taking into account net migration into the 
region, population growth, household formation and employment growth; 

3. Identify areas within the region sufficient to house an eight-year projection of the regional 
housing need for the region pursuant to Government Code Section 65584; 

4. Identify a transportation network to service the transportation needs of the region; 
5. Gather and consider the best practically available scientific information regarding 

resource areas and farmland in the region as defined in Government Code Section 
65080.01(a) and (b); 

6. Consider the state housing goals specified in Government Code Sections 65580 and 
65581; 
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7. Set forth a forecasted development pattern for the region, which, when integrated with 
the transportation network, and other transportation measures and policies, will reduce 
the greenhouse gas emissions from automobiles and light trucks to achieve, if there is a 
feasible way to do so, the greenhouse gas emission reduction targets approved by the 
state board; 

8. Allow the regional transportation plan to comply with Section 176 of the federal Clean Air 
Act (42 U.S.C. 7506) 

 
In addition, Government Code Section 65584.01(i)(1) states that it is the intent of the Legislature 
that housing planning be coordinated and integrated with the regional transportation plan. To 
achieve this goal the allocation plan shall allocate housing units within the region consistent with 
the development pattern included in the sustainable communities strategy. 
 
Requirements (Shall):  
Federal: Title 23 CFR Part 450 and Title 40 CFR Part 93 
State: Government Code Section 65080, and 65584.04(i)(1) 
 
 
6.26   SCS Development  
 
This section is intended to describe methods for the implementation of the statutory 
requirements for the development of an SCS recognizing that there is great variation among the 
18 MPOs within the state and that flexibility is an important component in SCS development. 
The SCS shall be prepared in such a way as to allow for the quantification of regional GHG 
emissions reduction required pursuant to Government Code Section 65080(b)(2)(H). 
 
Visualization and Mapping 
 
Pursuant to Title 23 CFR Part 450.316(a), an RTP is required to include visualization techniques 
such as GIS-based information, graphs, maps, charts, and other visual aids that are useable 
and understandable to the public. Additionally, Government Code Section 65080(b)(2)(F)(iii) 
requires that public workshops held during the development of the SCS, to the extent 
practicable, shall include urban simulation computer modeling to create visual representations 
of the SCS, and APS if applicable. Visualization techniques associated with SCS development 
should be documented and included in the final SCS. These visualization techniques may build 
upon existing federal and state requirements for the RTP and could include maps, illustrations, 
diagrams, and other visual aids which illustrate the SCS requirements as outlined in 
Government Code Section 65080(b)(2)(B). 
 
SCS Planning Assumptions  
 
As required by Government Code Section 65080(b)(2)(B)(i) and (vii), the SCS shall identify the 
general location of uses, residential densities, and building intensities within the region as well 
as a forecasted development pattern for the region that is based upon the most recent planning 
assumptions considering local general plans and other factors. In addition, according to 
Government Code Section 65080(b)(2)(viii), the SCS must allow the RTP to comply with 
Section 176 of the Federal Clean Air Act (42 USC Section 7506). Federal air quality conformity 
regulations require that land use, population and employment model assumptions are based 
upon the best available information and that there is a reasonable relationship between the 
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expected land use and the envisioned transportation system. The reasonableness of a 
particular planning assumption is determined through consultation involving the Federal 
Highway Administration and Environmental Protection Agency in addition to state, local, and 
MPO representatives. MPOs should refer to Part 450 of Title 23, and Part 93 of Title 40 of the 
Code of Federal Regulations as well as the EPA document Guidance for the Use of Latest 
Planning Assumptions in Transportation Conformity Determinations (Revision to January 18, 
2001 Guidance Memorandum) (see link provided below) for more information about consultation 
and the use of current planning assumptions. 
 
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/air_quality/conformity/policy_and_guidance/lpa_guid08.p
df 
 
Pursuant to Government Code Section 65080(b)(2)(K), neither the SCS nor the APS regulates 
the use of land, and does not supersede the land use authority of cities and counties within the 
region. City and county land use policies and regulations, including general plans, are not 
required to be consistent with the RTP, SCS or the APS.   
 
In developing an SCS, an MPO shall consult with cities and counties about their existing general 
plans and foreseeable changes to their general plans over the period covered by the RTP, 
including RHNA, residential zoning, and programmatic actions addressed in the local housing 
element and status of housing element update requirements MPOs are also required by 
Government Code Section 65080(b)(2)(G) to consider spheres of influence that have been 
adopted by the Local Agency Formation Commissions (LAFCOs) within the region during 
development of the SCS.  Further, MPOs should consult with LAFCOs within the region 
regarding municipal service review boundaries, foreseeable changes to those boundaries and 
service capacities over the period covered by the RTP as well as any local LAFCO adopted 
policies regarding preservation of agricultural and open space land, island annexations, 
annexations, service extensions and sphere changes. MPOs are also encouraged to request 
the most recent Municipal Service Reviews for local agencies providing services in the region, 
as well as, LAFCO-prepared GIS maps, if available, for all local agency boundaries and spheres 
of influence in the region. 
 
The legislative findings for SB 375 identify that: “greenhouse gas emissions from automobiles and 
light trucks can be substantially reduced by new vehicle technology and by the increased use of 
low carbon fuel. However, even taking these measures into account, it will be necessary to 
achieve significant additional greenhouse gas reductions from changed land use patterns and 
improved transportation. Without improved land use and transportation policy, California will not 
be able to achieve the goals of AB 32.” The legislative findings of SB 375 also recognize that: 
“California local governments need a sustainable source of funding to be able to accommodate 
patterns of growth consistent with the state’s climate, air quality, and energy conservation goals.” 
(Chapter 728, Statutes of 2008, Section 1(c) and (i)) 
 
In addition to the need for the SCS to be designed to achieve GHG emissions reductions, there 
are many other reasons why planning assumptions can be different than historical trends or 
existing plans and boundaries. The following is a non-exclusive list of circumstances when it 
may be appropriate or necessary to make an assumption that is different from historical trends 
or existing plans and boundaries: 
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1. The assumption accounts for new demographic, market, regulatory, or environmental 
trends that are likely to influence development choices, particularly in circumstances 
when it has been several years since a general plan has been updated. 

2. The assumption accounts for adopted blueprints, habitat conservation plans or other 
plans which may accurately reflect likely future growth patterns. 

3. The assumption accounts for general uses and densities within general plans that may 
be required to comply with state law. Examples required pursuant to Article 10.6 of the 
Planning and Zoning Law (housing element law) include: achieving an adequate housing 
site inventory for the previous or new planning period in order to meet the housing needs 
of all economic segments of the population; existing general plans do not yet include 
land use designations with zoning to accommodate the existing RHNA and cannot 
accommodate the next RHNA without amendment of land use designations and 
rezoning; local governments have not yet completed a scheduled rezoning program of 
an adopted housing element; or existing plans reflect ordinances, policies, voter-
approved measures, or other standards which prevent the jurisdiction from 
accommodating the RHNA. 

4. The assumption accounts for differences in the time horizons between the RTP (20 to 40 
years or more) and local general plans (often 15 - 20 years). 

5. The assumption accounts for increases or decreases in state, federal, or local funding of 
programs that influence the extent to which a program may or may not be implemented. 

6. The assumption accounts for statutory requirements or other reasons identified through 
consultation with federal, state, and local agencies. 

 
When planning and land use assumptions are made that are significantly different than historical 
trends, federal, state, and local agencies should be consulted as to whether the assumptions 
are reasonable, best available, and consistent with the transportation system set forth in the 
plan. The MPO should base its assumptions on the most reasonable forecasts taking into 
account changing population demographics and market demand over the life of the RTP. To the 
extent that they are reasonable and consistent with federal requirements, an MPO may base an 
SCS on planning assumptions that differ from historical trends, existing plans and boundaries. 
The MPO should document the assumptions made to develop the SCS.  
 
Addressing Housing Needs in the SCS 
 
The passage of SB 375 increased the linkage of the Regional Housing Need Allocation (RHNA) 
process required by State Housing Element Law with the RTP development and adoption 
process. Regional Transportation Plans are to be updated at least every four years for 
nonattainment areas, and every five years for attainment areas unless an election was made to 
update every four years pursuant to GC 65580(b)(2)(M). Housing element updates are now to 
be adopted every 8 years for jurisdictions within nonattainment areas, except for those which 
must update every four years if they fail to adopt their housing element update within 120 days 
of the due date pursuant to Government Code Section 65588(e)(4). Housing elements for 
jurisdictions within attainment area MPOs not within MPOs are to continue to be adopted every 
5 years except in those regions that elect to adopt an RTP every four years pursuant to 
Government Code Section 65080 (b)(2)(M). 
 
The SCS shall accommodate the RHNA pursuant to Government Code Section 65584 and 
consider the state housing goals specified in Government Code Section 65580 and 65581. The 
development pattern of the SCS shall consider existing residential zoning obligations to 
accommodate the RHNA of the current housing element planning period as well as residential 
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density implications for the pending RHNA with which the SCS is being coordinated. The SCS 
development pattern shall not preclude an individual community from accommodating its 
existing or pending RHNA.  
 
Pursuant to Government Code Section 65080(b)(2)(B)(ii), the SCS shall identify areas within the 
region sufficient to house all the population of the region, including all economic segments of the 
population, over the course of the planning period of the regional transportation plan, taking into 
account net migration into the region, population growth, household formation, and employment 
growth. This is separate from the requirement pursuant to 65080(b)(2)(B)(iii) to identify areas 
sufficient to house an eight year projection of the housing need pursuant to the RHNA process 
in Section 65584 et seq.  
 
Unlike the RHNA process which allocates a minimum amount and economic distribution of 
housing to be accommodated within the housing element planning period, there are not 
comparable, formal parameters for the entire RTP planning period. The planning period for the 
RTP is at least 12 years longer than the housing element planning period accommodated in the 
RTP. 
 
Thus, MPOs should include an analysis within the SCS that looks forward over the entire 
planning period and reasonably addresses what the housing need may be and where the region 
can meet its housing needs for all economic segments of the population over the course of the 
RTP planning period.  This analysis should assume a variety of housing types and densities 
including multi-family densities in each jurisdiction. Documentation to support this analysis 
should be prepared and may include a narrative description, map, data, or other resources (or 
any combination thereof) that identifies where within the region this need can be met. Like all 
planning assumptions, assumptions related to identifying housing needs beyond the RHNA 
allocation period should be reevaluated each time the RTP is updated.  
 
Government Code Section 65080(b) (2)(B)(iii) requires that the SCS identify areas within the 
region sufficient to house the projection of the regional housing need for the region pursuant to 
Government Code Section 65584.  The RHNA process establishes a minimum amount of 
housing development capacity for each city’s and county’s housing element. Each city and 
county must demonstrate this capacity with adequate sites, and development standards and 
programs to accommodate the RHNA within the planning period of an updated housing 
element. The RHNA process includes many steps and statutorily required deadlines which are 
included in more detail in Appendix I.  Key steps of the RHNA process for Councils of 
Governments (COGs) which are MPOs, or which are within or coterminous with MPO 
boundaries, are as follows: 
 

1. Consultation with HCD regarding HCD’s determination of RHNA (at least 26 months) 
prior to local governments’ housing element due date:  The regional planning agency is 
required to distribute RHNA shares to each local government at least 12 months prior to 
local governments’ housing element due date. 

2. Methodology Development for COG’s RHNA Plan (more than 24 months before housing 
element due date): the COG, with survey information and participation of its local 
governments, develops methodology for allocation of the region’s housing need 
determination. 

3. Distribution of draft Regional Housing Need Allocations (at least 18 months before the 
due date for adoption of the housing element): the COG, based on the Draft RHNA Plan, 
distributes the draft RHNA of housing unit need to each city and county government in 
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the region. The Draft RHNA Plan is first subjected to requests for revision followed by 
opportunity for local government appeals. This plan is developed concurrently with 
development of the RTP, including the SCS. 

4. RHNA Plan Adoption (adopted at least one year before the housing element due date): 
the COG is required to adopt a Final RHNA Plan within three days submit the RHNA 
Plan to HCD.  

5. HCD Approval of Final RHNA Plan (HCD’s finding for the Final RHNA Plan is due within 
60 days of receipt): the final RHNA Plan is subject to review and approval by HCD for 
consistency of the plan with its (prior) housing need determination for the region. If not, 
HCD is authorized to revise the COG allocations for a Final RHNA Plan. 

6. Local Government Housing Elements (must be updated within 18 months of adoption of 
the RTP): each local government within the region must adopt an updated housing 
element specifying housing sites, policies, and programs that will accommodate its 
allocation of units from the Final RHNA Plan approved by HCD. 

 
For the eight-year planning period for housing element revisions, the COG shall allocate 
housing units to cities and counties within the region consistent with the development pattern 
included in the SCS as required by Government Code Section 65584.04 (i). Government Code 
Section 65584.09 (a)(b)(c) also requires that if a city or county in the  prior planning period failed 
to identify or make available adequate sites to accommodate that portion of the regional housing 
need allocated pursuant to Section 65584, then the city or county shall, within the first year of 
the planning period of the new housing element, zone or rezone adequate sites to 
accommodate the un-accommodated portion of the regional housing need allocation from the 
prior planning period.  Further, the law requires that this shall be in addition to any zoning or 
rezoning required to accommodate the jurisdiction's share of the regional housing need 
pursuant to Section 65584 for the new planning period. 
 
Requirements (Shall):  
Federal: Title 23 CFR Part 450 and Title 40 CFR Part 93 
State: Government Code 65080, Government Code 65584.01 (c) & (d), Government Code 
65583.2 (c), Government Code 65584.04 (d), (f) & (i), Government Code 65584.05 (g) & (h) 
 
Relevant Links:  
 
Appendix 1 of HCD Memorandum: Amendment of State Housing Element Law – AB 2348, 
Listing of Default Densities by Jurisdiction: 
 
http://www.hcd.ca.gov/hpd/hrc/plan/he/ab2348stat04ch724.pdf 
 
Addressing Regional Transportation Needs 
 
Government Code Section 65080 (b)(2)(B)(iv) requires that an SCS identify a transportation 
system to service the transportation needs of the region. While the SCS requirements for the 
RTP do not change the process used to establish transportation needs for the region, the SCS 
forecasted development pattern and transportation network, measures, and policies should 
complement one another to reduce regional GHG emissions from light duty trucks and 
automobiles. Decisions to expand or modify the transportation system should be made in 
recognition of the effects of transportation on development location and density, and also in 
recognition of the following relationships between land use and transportation: 
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• Transit investments need supporting levels of land use density and intensity. 
• The speed of the network and the cost of travel may influence the location choices of 

new development. 
• Placing land uses closer together and minimizing unnecessary barriers to circulation 

increases travel choices such that transit, walking, and bicycling become viable while 
also reducing transportation sector energy use and GHG emissions. 

 
The SCS may also include transportation policies designed to reduce GHG emissions such as 
strategies for Transportation Demand Management (TDM) and Transportation System 
Management (TSM). Additional information regarding TDM, TSM and other strategies is 
available in Section 6.28 and Appendix L.  
 
Addressing Resource Areas and Farmland 
 
The SCS is required pursuant to Government Code Section 65080(b)(2)(B)(v) to gather and 
consider the best practically available scientific information regarding resource areas and 
farmland in the region as defined in Government Code Section 65080.01 (a) and (b), listed 
below: 
 
(a) “Resource areas” include: 
 

(1)  All publicly owned parks and open space; 
(2)  Open space or habitat areas protected by natural community conservation plans, habitat 

conservation plans, and other adopted natural resource protection plans; 
(3) Habitat for species identified as candidate, fully protected, sensitive, or species of 

special status by local, state, or federal agencies or protected by the federal Endangered 
Species Act of 1973, the California Endangered Species Act, or the Native Plan 
Protection Act;  

(4) Lands subject to conservation or agricultural easements for conservation or agricultural 
purposes by local governments, special districts, or nonprofit 501(c)(3) organizations, 
areas of the state designated by the State Mining and Geology Board as areas of 
statewide or regional significance pursuant to Section 2790 of the Public Resources 
Code, and lands under Williamson Act contracts; 

(5)  Areas designated for open-space or agricultural uses in adopted open-space elements 
or agricultural elements of the local general plan or by local ordinance; 

(6)  Areas containing biological resources as described in Appendix G of the CEQA 
Guidelines that may be significantly affected by the sustainable communities strategy or 
the alternative planning strategy; and 

(7)  An area subject to flooding where a development project would not, at the time of 
development in the judgment of the agency, meet the requirements of the National Flood 
Insurance Program or where the area is subject to more protective provisions of state 
law or local ordinance. 

 
 (b) “Farmland” means farmland that is outside all existing city spheres of influence or city limits 

as of January 1, 2008, and is one of the following:  
 

(1)  Classified as prime or unique farmland or farmland of statewide importance. 
(2)  Farmland classified by a local agency in its general plan that meets or exceeds the 

standards for prime or unique farmland or farmland of statewide importance. 
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The SCS may include a narrative description, map, data, or other resources (or any combination 
thereof), developed in consultation with the appropriate resource agencies including cities and 
counties, which identifies regional resource areas and farmland.  
 
Additionally Sections 5.3, 5.4, and Appendix L of the Guidelines include more information 
regarding the consideration of regional environmental resource areas and farmland and 
advanced resource mitigation planning in RTP development.  
 
Designing a Forecasted Development Pattern in the SCS 
 
MPOs are required to develop a forecasted development pattern for the region that, when 
integrated with the regional transportation network and other transportation measures and 
policies, will reduce regional greenhouse gas emissions from cars and light trucks to achieve, if 
there is a feasible way to do so, the regional targets set by ARB. In preparing the forecasted 
development pattern, empirical relationships between land use, transportation and the resulting 
GHG emissions should be considered. Such factors may include, but are not limited to: 
 

• Destination-proximity, or the accessibility of an area to other activities. 
• Density and clustering of land uses, typically measured by the number of dwelling units, 

shops, and/or employees per acre or square mile, floor area ratio (FAR), and other 
similar measurements.  

• Diversity or mixture of land uses, including residential, commercial, and business land 
uses within buildings and/or in proximity to one another.  

• Distance to transit, including rail, bus, and/or ferry. 
• Design and layout of an area’s transportation facilities to accommodate multiple modes 

of transportation. 
 
In developing the forecasted development pattern for the SCS, local context should also be 
considered. MPOs, local jurisdictions, and other stakeholders should strive to create a 
supportive consensus on an SCS, so that the SCS may guide local jurisdictions in future 
general plan updates.  
 
Considering Social Equity in the SCS 
 
The inclusion of the entire range of community interests in the development of the RTP 
(including the SCS) is a key element in the process, and is required by state and federal law. 
Providing more transportation and mobility choices such as increased transit, bicycle, and 
pedestrian facilities, as well as appropriate housing choices near job centers increases 
opportunities for all segments of the population at all income levels. Each MPO is encouraged to 
develop, enhance, and use visioning tools during the SCS development process enabling the 
public and policy makers to clearly see social equity impacts of various planning scenarios and 
make informed choices. Some MPOs include disadvantaged groups that are not defined by the 
traditional parameters of the low income and minority groups, such as groups identified as 
disadvantaged due to environmental impacts identified under CalEnvironScreen (established 
pursuant to SB 535, Chapter 830, Statutes of 2012) Social equity impacts include air quality, 
access to transit, access to electric vehicle charging, household transportation costs, housing 
costs and overall housing supply. Additional information regarding specific statutory 
requirements for Title VI and environmental justice considerations in the RTP is available in 
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Section 4.2 and additional information regarding social equity factors in the public participation 
process is available in Section 4.4. 
 
Considering Rural Communities in the SCS 
 
Regulatory and financing mechanisms such as Government Code Section 65080, Greenhouse 
Gas Reduction Fund programs, CEQA incentives etc. provide a framework and incentives for 
infill and transit oriented development policies and projects that contribute to the achievement of 
regional per capita GHG emissions reductions in the RTP/SCS.  The consideration of rural 
communities within the region in the development of the RTP (including the SCS) is a key 
element in the process, to ensure that regional GHG reductions and associated co-benefits 
such as improved access to jobs and services are not achieved at the expense of small towns 
and rural communities where high frequency transit and/or high density development is not 
feasible.  The RTP process should consider policies and programs for investments in rural 
communities that improve sustainability and access to jobs and services and that protect 
resource areas, farmland, and agricultural economies. For additional information on addressing 
resource areas and farmland in the RTP, please see the preceding section entitled “Addressing 
Resource Areas and Farmland.” 
 
Government Code Section 65080 (b)(4)(C) states that the MPO or county transportation 
agency, whichever entity is appropriate, shall consider financial incentives for cities and 
counties that have resource areas or farmland, as defined in Government Code Section 
65080.01, for the purposes of, for example, transportation investments for the preservation and 
safety of the city street or county road system and farm to market and interconnectivity 
transportation needs. The MPO or county transportation agency, whichever entity is 
appropriate, shall also consider financial assistance for counties to address countywide service 
responsibilities in counties that contribute towards the greenhouse gas emission reduction 
targets by implementing policies for growth to occur within their cities. 
 
In recognition of limited regional financial resources, MPOs are encouraged to pursue and 
assist their partner agencies in the pursuit of discretionary state and other funding sources to 
address resource areas, farmland, and rural sustainability in the RTP process. 
 
Requirements (Shall):  
Federal: None 
State: Government Code Section 65080 
 
Specific SCS Development Requirements for MPOs in Multi-County Regions 
 
There are five Multi-County MPO’s within California: 
 

• Association of Monterey Bay Area Governments (AMBAG): covers a three county 
region. 

• Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC): covers a nine county region in the San 
Francisco Bay Area. 

• Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG): covers a six county region. 
• Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG): covers a six county region. 
• Tahoe Metropolitan Planning Organization (TMPO): covers a portion of Placer and El 

Dorado Counties. 
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Government Code Section 65080(b)(2)(C), (D) and (N) assigns certain responsibilities and 
collaboration requirements or options for the development of an SCS in multi-county MPO 
regions and in the San Joaquin Valley. The AMBAG and SACOG multi-county MPO regions are 
not specifically addressed in 65080(b)(2)(C), (D) or (N) however, RTPAs within these regions 
should work closely with the appropriate MPO when developing their RTPs for inclusion in the 
MPOs RTP, as these multi-county MPO regions are still required to fully comply with the SCS 
requirements outlined in 65080(b)(2)(B). 

 
San Francisco Bay Area – Pursuant to Government Code Section 65080(b)(2)(C)(i), within the 
nine county San Francisco Bay Area region, the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) 
is responsible for the land use and housing related issues in the SCS.  The Metropolitan 
Transportation Commission is responsible for identifying the regional transportation needs. 
ABAG and MTC are jointly responsible for setting forth a forecasted development pattern for the 
region that, when integrated with the transportation network, measures and policies, will reduce 
GHG emissions from passenger vehicles and if, feasible, achieve GHG reduction targets set by 
the ARB.  
 
Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) – Within the SCAG region, there are 
six County Transportation Commissions (CTCs) and fourteen sub-regional COGs.  Government 
Code Section 65080(b)(2)(C) allows a COG and a CTC to jointly develop a SCS and APS (if 
needed).  SCAG has developed a document titled: “Framework and Guidelines by the Southern 
California Association of Governments for the Development of a Sub-Regional SCS/APS”.  This 
document is intended to provide guidance for the development of a sub-regional SCS or APS, 
and should be consulted prior to any SCS/APS related work. SCAG shall include the sub-
regional work within their overall SCS contained in SCAG’s RTP, to the extent that the sub-
regional work is consistent with the provisions of Government Code 65080 and federal law. 
Please see Government Code 65080 (b)(2)(C) for specific requirements.  
 
San Joaquin Valley - The following eight counties constitute the MPOs located in the San 
Joaquin Valley: Fresno, Kern, Kings, Madera, Merced, San Joaquin, Stanislaus and Tulare.  
These eight counties are located in one air quality basin and the MPOs have a long history of 
collaborating on the preparation of their respective RTPs particularly as it relates to the federal 
air quality conformity determination.  Government Code section 65080 (N) stipulates that two or 
more of these MPOs may work together on the development of a joint SCS or APS, should they 
choose to do so.   
 
Tahoe Metropolitan Planning Organization (TMPO) – Pursuant to Government Code Section 
65080(b)(2)(C)(ii), within the jurisdiction of the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency, as defined in 
Sections 66800 and 66801, TMPO shall use the Regional Plan for the Lake Tahoe Region as 
the sustainable community strategy, provided it complies with Government Code Section 
65080(b)(2)(B)(vii) and (viii). 
 
Requirements (Shall):  
Federal: Title 23 CFR Part 450, Title 40 CFR Part 93, and Title IV of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 
State: Government Code Sections 11135 and 65080 
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6.27   SCS Process, Review and Acceptance 
 
Regional GHG Emissions Reduction Targets 
 
State statute requires the ARB to set regional GHG emissions reduction targets for each MPO.  
Before setting the target for a region, ARB will exchange technical information with each MPO 
and the respective air quality management district.  The MPO may recommend a target for its 
region during this process. Advanced and continuous communication and consultation between 
ARB and each MPO is highly recommended until the final target is adopted.  
 
Questions regarding regional GHG emission reduction targets should be directed to ARB. 
 
SCS Public Participation and Input/Consultation with Local Elected Officials 
 
SB 375 increased the minimum level of public participation in the regional transportation 
planning process as well as the consultation required with local elected officials during the 
development of a SCS (and APS, if applicable). For more detailed information regarding these 
requirements for the development of an SCS (and an APS, if applicable) please refer to 
Sections 4.7 and 4.8 of the RTP Guidelines. 
 
California Air Resources Board Review of the SCS 
 
Prior to starting the public participation process adopted pursuant to Government Code 65080 
(b)(2)(F), the MPO shall submit a description to the state board of the technical methodology it 
intends to use to estimate the greenhouse gas emissions from its SCS and, if appropriate, its 
APS. ARB shall respond to the MPO in a timely manner with written comments about the 
technical methodology, including specifically describing any aspects of the methodology it 
concludes will not yield accurate estimates of greenhouse gas emissions, and suggested 
remedies. The MPO is encouraged to work with the ARB until the state board concludes that the 
technical methodology operates accurately.  
 
After adoption of the RTP, a MPO shall submit a SCS or an APS, if one has been adopted, to 
the ARB for review, including the quantification of the greenhouse gas emission reductions the 
strategy would achieve and a description of the technical methodology used to obtain that 
result. Review by the ARB shall be limited to acceptance or rejection of the MPO’s 
determination that the strategy submitted would, if implemented, achieve the greenhouse gas 
emission reduction targets established by ARB. The ARB shall complete its review within 60 
days. 
 
If ARB determines that the strategy submitted would not, if implemented, achieve the 
greenhouse gas emissions reduction targets, the MPO shall revise its strategy or adopt an APS, 
if not previously adopted, and submit the strategy for review pursuant to the paragraph above. 
At a minimum, the MPO must obtain ARB acceptance that an APS would, if implemented, 
achieve the greenhouse gas emission reduction targets established for that region by the state 
board. 
 
Advanced and continuous communication and consultation between each MPO and ARB is 
encouraged until the final SCS, or APS if applicable, is adopted. 
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A flowchart depicting the RTP Development/Approval Process for MPOs including ARB review 
of the SCS, and APS if applicable, is available in Section 2.8. For additional information on the 
SCS Review process please refer to the California Air Resources Board SB 375 Implementation 
website: 
 
https://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/sb375/sb375.htm 
 
 
6.28   Land Use & Transportation Strategies to Address Regional GHG Emissions 

 
Better land use and transportation strategies will continue to be important to MPOs in 
developing their RTPs to meet local, regional and statewide mobility and economic needs while 
meeting the requirements of SB 375 and AB 32 to reduce regional Greenhouse Gas (GHG) 
emissions.  MPOs can encourage well-designed and sustainable local and regional projects that 
encourage reductions in GHG emissions by considering and implementing land use and 
transportation strategies.  The strategies set forth below and in Appendix L are suggested 
methods that may help the MPO to reduce regional GHG emissions. 
 
Land use strategies can include, but are not limited to: 
 

• Mixed use, infill, and higher density development projects. 
• Public transit incorporated into project design. 
• Open space, parks, existing trees, and replacement trees. 
• “Brownfields” and other underused property near existing public transportation and jobs 

developed. 
• Pedestrian and bicycle-only streets and plazas within developments. 
• Consideration of current and future school sites and needs regarding school-related 

trips. 
 
Transportation strategies can include, but are not limited to: 
 

• Promote ride sharing programs 
• Employer-sponsored shuttle services 
• Encourage or use low or zero-emission vehicles 
• Create car sharing programs 
• Provide shuttle service to public transit 
• Incorporate bicycle-friendly intersections into street design 
• Create active transportation plans 
• A school district may provide bussing to students based on the distance from a school, 

other hazards to walking to the school, or other district criteria.  Consider opportunities to 
incorporate existing and planned school district busing to supplement and complement 
public transit options. 

• Consider opportunities to protect or improve designated and proposed school district 
safe routes to school in community wide transportation strategies and investments (e.g. 
transit improvements bifurcating neighborhoods near schools disrupting pedestrian/bike 
access). 
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Additional strategies include, but are not limited to: 
 

• Pricing Strategies (can include Congestion Pricing, Road Tolling, HOT lanes and toll 
roads, Parking Pricing and  Alternative Mode Programs) 

• Transportation Planning and Investment Strategies in the Smart Mobility Framework 
• Urban and suburban infill, clustered development, mixed land uses, New Urbanist  

design, transit-oriented development, and other “smart-growth” strategies: Strategies 
incorporating the “D factors” (See Professor Robert Cervero’s research as noted in 
Cervero, R. and K. Kockelman (1997) “Travel Demand and the 3Ds: Density, Diversity, 
and Design,” Transportation Research D, Vol. 2, pp. 199-219.  Other resources used to 
define these factors include Fehr & Peers' Accurate Trip Generation Estimates for 
Mixed-Use Projects, and Cervero and Lee's The Effect of Housing Near Transit Stations 
on Vehicle Trip Rates and Transit Trip Generation.) 

• Congestion Management improving traffic circulation to reduce vehicle idling (coordinate 
controlled intersections for traffic to pass more efficiently through congested areas) 

• Transportation Demand Management 
 
As regions explore various land use and transportation strategies to reduce greenhouse gas 
emissions in the Sustainable Communities Strategy, MPOs should consider identifying and to 
the extent possible, quantifying the co-benefits associated with greenhouse gas emissions 
reduction strategies throughout the RTP implementation processes.  Co-benefits are positive 
externalities that result from reducing greenhouse gases such as increased mobility, reduced air 
and water pollution, economic opportunities, and healthier, more equitable and sustainable 
communities.  
 
The strategy suggestions listed above, and in more detail in Appendix L are applicable to 
MPOs. Links to various Planning Practice Examples information are also available in Appendix 
L. 
 
Planning Practice Examples:  Available in Appendix L 
 
 
6.29   Alternative Planning Strategy (APS) Overview 
 
Pursuant to California Government Code Section 65080(b)(2)(H), if the SCS, prepared in 
compliance with 65080(b)(2)(B) or (C), is unable to reduce greenhouse gas emissions to 
achieve the greenhouse gas emission target established by the ARB, the MPO shall prepare an 
APS to the SCS showing how that greenhouse gas emissions target would be achieved through 
alternative development patterns, infrastructure, or additional transportation measures and 
policies. The APS shall be a separate document from the RTP. In preparing the APS, the MPO: 
  

1. Shall identify the principal impediments to achieving the targets within the SCS 
2. May include an alternative development pattern for the region pursuant to 65080 

(b)(2)(B) to (F) inclusive,  
3. Shall describe how the greenhouse gas emissions reduction targets would be achieved 

by the APS, and why the development pattern, measures, and policies in the APS are 
the most practicable choices for achievement of the greenhouse gas emission reduction 
targets, 
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4. An alternative development pattern set forth in the APS shall comply with Part 450 of 
Title 23 of, and Part 93 of Title 40 of, the Code of Federal Regulations, except to the 
extent that compliance will prevent achievement of the greenhouse gas emission 
reduction targets approved by the ARB,  

5. For purposes of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), an APS shall not 
constitute a land use plan, policy or regulation, and the inconsistency of a project with an 
alternative planning strategy shall not be a consideration in determining whether a 
project may have an environmental effect. 

 
For additional information on the Alternative Planning Strategy (APS) please refer to Appendix 
H. 
 
 
6.30   Adaptation of the Regional Transportation System to Climate Change 
  
This section is intended to provide background on climate adaptation for MPOs to consider in 
the development of RTPs.  First, an overview of climate adaptation is provided for informational 
purposes.  Next, executive orders on climate change are discussed to provide a critical 
framework for MPOs.  While the executive orders are directed at State agencies, they are 
provided to inform MPOs in the development of RTPs.  State legislation is also discussed that 
may provide important context for MPOs to consider in development of RTPs.  Lastly, several 
resources are provided for MPOs to consider in adaptation planning. 
 
In 2014, the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change concluded that further effects of 
climate change are inevitable despite planned and implemented mitigation efforts.  To help 
regions prepare for these effects, Caltrans’ 2013 report “Addressing Climate Change Adaptation 
in Regional Transportation Plans: A Guide for California MPOs and RTPAs¹” and Caltrans 
Vulnerability Assessments provide methods to incorporate impacts of climate change into future 
long-range transportation planning and decisions.  A number of studies (Risky Business², 
Pacific Institute3, UC Merced and RAND Corporation4, American Society of Civil Engineers5, 
Next10 and U.C. Berkeley6) quantify the high costs associated with climate impacts such as 
rising sea levels, changing wind and precipitation patterns, increasing temperatures, and wildfire 
damage resulting from changes in the climate.   
 
Adaptation planning is very important for cities and counties across California.  Because of its 
natural and geographic diversity, California is extremely susceptible to a wide range of climate 
change effects – many of which we have already begun experiencing.  Examples include: rising 
maximum and minimum temperatures, less snowpack and earlier snowpack melt, drought and 
other changing precipitation patterns, increased severity of wildfires, sea-level rise, extreme 
weather events, which will lead to numerous changes and effects on biodiversity and habitats.   
 
Building on decades of successful actions to reduce pollution, increase energy efficiency and 
mitigate the effects of climate change, California has long been at the forefront of global and 
national efforts to reduce the threat of a changing climate.  The increasing likelihood of severe, 
pervasive and irreversible impacts are expected to have potentially catastrophic impacts on the 
transportation system resulting in flooded airports, interstate highways and roads, landslides 
that disrupt traffic flow and rail lines, heat waves and subsidence causing roadways to buckle; 
and, increased costs of transportation infrastructure operations and maintenance due to fire 
damage, erosion and inundation.  The degree of risk for the State’s transportation infrastructure 
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system is uncertain and since climate impacts are location-specific, it makes sense to address 
concerns regionally. 
 
The potential for consequences to life, health and safety, the environment, economic well-being, 
and other values need to be assessed in terms of probable risks and exposures, the likelihood 
of an event occurring (probability), and the anticipated damages that would result if it did occur 
(consequences).   
 
In 2015, the Governor’s Executive Order B-30-15 created a roadmap for climate adaptation 
progress around the foundation of prior state efforts to build climate preparedness and reduce 
greenhouse gas emissions. Public resources code 71155 requires that State agencies shall 
take into account the current and future impacts of climate change when planning, designing, 
building, operating, maintaining and investing in state infrastructure.  The Executive Order 
provides further context to this statute and directs: 
 

1. All State agencies with jurisdiction over sources of greenhouse gas emissions shall 
implement measures pursuant to statutory authority, to achieve reductions of 
greenhouse gas emissions to meet the 2030 and 2050 greenhouse gas emissions 
reduction targets. 

2. The preparation of implementation plans for the actions recommended in California’s 
Adaptation Strategy, the Safeguarding California Plan and sector reports to the 
California Natural Resources Agency describing progress towards implementation.  

3. State agencies to employ the following guiding principles in all planning and investment 
decisions: 
• Prioritize actions that both build climate preparedness and reduce greenhouse gas 

emissions; 
• Where possible, choose flexible and adaptive approaches to prepare for uncertain 

climate impacts; 
• Protect the state's most vulnerable populations; and, 
• Prioritize natural infrastructure solutions, as defined in Public resources code 

71154(c)(3) (e.g., flood plain and wetlands restoration or preservation, combining 
levees with restored natural systems to reduce flood risk, and urban tree planning to 
reduce high heat days). 

4.  State agencies shall take climate change into account in their planning and investment 
decisions, and employ full life-cycle cost accounting on infrastructure projects to 
evaluate and compare investments and alternatives. 

5. All infrastructure projects included in the state's annual Five-Year Infrastructure Plan 
must take into account the current and future impacts of climate change.   

6. The establishment of a Technical Advisory Group through the Governor’s Office of 
Planning and Research (OPR) to help State agencies incorporate climate change 
impacts into planning and investment decisions.  

 

Additionally, three laws were signed in 2015 that are intended to provide important context for 
State agencies to collaborate with MPOs, to consider climate impacts as they formulate their 
RTPs:  

• AB 1482 directs ongoing updates to the Safeguarding California Plan (beginning in 
2017) and requires future updates (every three years) to describe the vulnerabilities from 
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climate change in a minimum of nine specific sectors, and the priority actions needed to 
reduce climate risks in each of those sectors.  

• SB 246 establishes the Integrated Climate Adaptation and Resilience Program at the 
Governor’s Office of Planning and Research to coordinate regional and local efforts with 
the state’s climate adaptation strategies; and to establish a climate adaptation 
clearinghouse that centralizes best scientific evidence, available climate data and 
information for use in planning and implementing state, regional, and local climate 
adaptation projects. This bill also directs the Office of Emergency Services to update the 
California Adaptation Planning Guide, within one year of an update to the Safeguarding 
California Plan, to provide current tools and guidance to regional and local governments 
and agencies that are adopting and implementing climate adaptation and community 
resiliency plans and projects. 

• SB 379 requires local hazard mitigation plans to incorporate climate impacts by 2021; 
through coordination with an update to local jurisdictions’ General Plan Safety Element 
(see OPR’s 2016 edition of the General Plan Guidelines). 

 
The state has developed tools and resources to help inform and empower local decision-makers 
to incorporate climate impacts into their work.  Cal-Adapt.org7 is an online platform created in 
2011 by the California Energy Commission to synthesize the best available climate science and 
generate spatially-explicit visualizations for local policymakers and the general public. Planners 
can find sophisticated locality-specific projections for many temperature metrics, wind and 
precipitation patterns, wildfire risk, snowpack and sea-level rise. The Adaptation Planning 
Guide7, released by the Natural Resources Agency in 2012, helps regions and communities 
prepare for those projected impacts. The Governor’s Office of Planning and Research has 
incorporated these resources into the 2016 General Plan Guidelines to create comprehensive 
planning processes for local governments.   
 
MPOs should begin to address climate change adaptation in their long-range transportation 
plans in collaboration with State agencies, as transportation infrastructure projects that do not 
consider the impacts of climate may not be eligible to receive state funds.  The following 
Caltrans documents and other resources are useful for climate adaptation planning, including 
“Addressing Climate Change Adaptation in Regional Transportation Plans: A Guide for 
California MPOs and RTPAs, Cal-Adapt.org, and other state resources (see Climate Adaptation 
Resources table below).  Design and planning standards should be re-evaluated to address 
future conditions.  MPOs should consult Safeguarding California’s transportation chapter, the 
California Coastal Commission Sea Level Rise Policy Guidance, and where possible, local 
General Plan safety elements and Hazard Mitigation Plan documents, as well as other relevant 
local, regional, and state plans, resources and documents.   
 
References: 
 
1. http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/tpp/offices/orip/climate_change/documents/FR3_CA_Climate_Cha

nge_Adaptation_Guide_2013-02-26_.pdf#zoom=65   
2. http://riskybusiness.org/site/assets/uploads/2015/09/California-Report-WEB-3-30-15.pdf 
3. http://www.pacinst.org/reports/sea_level_rise/ 
4. http://www.energy.ca.gov/2009publications/CEC-500-2009-048/CEC-500-2009-048-D.PDF 
5. http://ascelibrary.org/doi/pdfplus/10.1061/9780784479193 
6. http://www.energy.ca.gov/2009publications/CEC-500-2009-014/CEC-500-2009-014-D.PDF 
7. http://cal-adapt.org/ 
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8. http://resources.ca.gov/climate/safeguarding/adaptation_policy_guide/ 
9. https://www.opr.ca.gov/s_generalplanguidelines.php 
10. http://resources.ca.gov/docs/climate/safeguarding/Transportation%20Sector%20Plan.pdf 
 
Planning Practice Examples:  Available in Appendix L 
 

Climate Adaptation Resources for RTPAs and MPOs 
Title of Resource Origin and Use Website 
2013 - Addressing Climate 
Change Adaptation in Regional 
Transportation Plans: A Guide 
for California MPOs and RTPAs 

Caltrans http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/tpp/o
ffices/orip/climate_change/doc
uments/FR3_CA_Climate_Ch
ange_Adaptation_Guide_2013
-02-26_.pdf#zoom=65 

Guidance on Incorporating 
Sea Level Rise: For use in the 
planning and development of 
Project Initiation Documents 

Caltrans http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/tpp/o
ffices/orip/climate_change/doc
uments/guide_incorp_slr.pdf#z
oom=65 

Cal-Adapt.org Energy Commission www.cal-adapt.org 

Adaptation Planning Guide Office of Emergency 
Services 

http://resources.ca.gov/climate
/safeguarding/adaptation_polic
y_guide/ 

2014 Safeguarding California 
Plan 
(California’s Adaptation Strategy) 

Natural Resources 
Agency 

http://resources.ca.gov/docs/cl
imate/Final_Safeguarding_CA
_Plan_July_31_2014.pdf 

2016 Safeguarding California: 
Implementation Action Plans, 
Transportation Sector 

Natural Resources 
Agency and the State 
Transportation Agency 

http://resources.ca.gov/docs/cl
imate/safeguarding/Transporta
tion%20Sector%20Plan.pdf 

State of California Sea-Level 
Rise Document 

Ocean Protection 
Council 

http://www.opc.ca.gov/2013/04
/update-to-the-sea-level-rise-
guidance-document/ 

2016 General Plan Guidelines Governor’s Office of 
Planning and Research 

https://www.opr.ca.gov/s_gene
ralplanguidelines.php 

California Coastal Commission 
Sea Level Rise Policy Guidance 

California Coastal 
Commission 

http://www.coastal.ca.gov/clim
ate/slrguidance.html 
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TRANSPORTATION PERFORMANCE MANAGEMENT 
 
7.0   Introduction 
 
Performance management provides the opportunity to ensure efficient and effective investment 
of transportation funds by refocusing on established goals, increasing accountability and 
transparency, and improving project decision-making. This chapter is intended to provide an 
overview of Federal and State requirements and recommendations for performance 
management applications in the RTP.  MAP-21/FAST Act require States and MPOs to 
implement a performance-based approach in the scope of the statewide and nonmetropolitan 
and metropolitan transportation planning process.  In addition to federal performance-based 
planning, the State of California has articulated through statute, regulation, executive order, and 
legislative intent language, numerous state policies and goals for the transportation system, the 
environment, the economy, and social equity. 
 
There are different applications of performance management – performance measures, 
performance targets, and performance monitoring indicators or metrics.  Performance measures 
are used to model travel demand and allow the long-range forecasting of transportation network 
and system-level performance (e.g. Walk, bike, transit, and carpool mode share, corridor travel 
times by mode, percentage of population within 0.5 mile of a high frequency transit stop).  
Performance targets are numeric goals established to enable the quantifiable assessment of 
performance measures.  Performance monitoring indicators or metrics include field data such as 
vehicle miles traveled, mode share, fatalities/injuries, transit access, change in agricultural land, 
and CO2 emissions.   
 
 
7.1   Federal Performance Goals & Measures  
 
The cornerstone of the federal highway program transformation is the transition to a 
performance and outcome-based program.  MAP-21/FAST Act integrate performance into many 
federal transportation programs and contains several performance elements.  States and MPOs 
will invest resources in projects to achieve individual targets that collectively will make progress 
toward national goals. The national performance goals for the Federal highway programs as 
established in MAP-21, 23 USC Section 150(b), are as follows: 

• Safety - To achieve a significant reduction in traffic fatalities and serious injuries on all 
public roads. 

• Infrastructure Condition - To maintain the highway infrastructure asset system in a state 
of good repair 

• Congestion Reduction - To achieve a significant reduction in congestion on the National 
Highway System 

• System Reliability - To improve the efficiency of the surface transportation system 
• Freight Movement and Economic Vitality - To improve the national freight network, 

strengthen the ability of rural communities to access national and international trade 
markets, and support regional economic development. 

• Environmental Sustainability - To enhance the performance of the transportation system 
while protecting and enhancing the natural environment. 

• Reduced Project Delivery Delays - To reduce project costs, promote jobs and the 
economy, and expedite the movement of people and goods by accelerating project 
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completion through eliminating delays in the project development and delivery process, 
including reducing regulatory burdens and improving agencies' work practices 

The national performance measures will assess the progress toward the national goals listed 
above.  National performance measures [23 USC Section 150(c) and 49 USC Section 5326(c) 
and Section 5329(d)] will address the following issues: 

• For the National Highway Performance Program (NHPP): 
o Pavement conditions on the Interstate system and remainder of the National 

Highway System, 
o Bridge conditions on the NHS, 
o Performance of the Interstate system and remainder of the NHS 

• For the Highway Safety Improvement Program (HSIP): 
o Number and rate per vehicle mile traveled of fatalities 
o Number and rate per vehicle mile traveled of serious injuries 

• For the Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Improvement Program (CMAQ): 
o Traffic congestion  
o On-road mobile source emissions 
o Freight movement on the Interstate system 

• Public transportation: 
o State of good repair 
o Safety 

 
The FHWA/FTA are developing final rules to implement the MAP-21/FAST Act Transportation 
Management Program (TPM), as summarized below. Section 1203 of MAP-21 identifies the 
national transportation goals and requires the US DOT Secretary to promulgate a rule to 
establish performance measures in specified Federal-aid highway program areas listed above.  
The FHWA is issuing three separate rules to meet this requirement: (1) Safety Performance 
Measures; (2) Pavement and Bridge Condition Measures; and, (3) System Performance 
Measures.  These three rules together will establish a set of performance measures for Caltrans 
and MPOs to use as required by MAP-21.  FTA is responsible for developing rules related to 
public transportation and transit asset management.  The FHWA and FTA work together on 
additional rules for:  Statewide and Nonmetropolitan Transportation Planning and Metropolitan 
Transportation Planning; Additional Authorities for PEL; and, MPO Coordination & Planning 
Area Reform.  A future update of the RTP Guidelines will capture any “shoulds” or “shalls” 
resulting from the rulemaking process.     
 
Safety Performance Measures 

The MAP-21/FAST Act established Safety Performance Management (PM) as part of the overall 
Transportation Performance Management (TPM) program, which FHWA defines as a strategic 
approach that uses system information to make investment and policy decision to achieve 
national performance goals.  The first in a series of three related rules, the Safety PM final rule, 
was published on March 16, 2016 with an effective date of April 14, 2016.  This final rule 
supports the HSIP, as it establishes safety performance measure requirements for the purpose 
of carrying out the HSIP and to assess fatalities and serious injuries on all public roads. 

The Safety PM establishes five performance measures as the five-year rolling averages for:  

1. Number of Fatalities  
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2. Rate of Fatalities per 100 million Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) 
3. Number of Serious Injuries 
4. Rate of Serious Injuries per 100 million VMT, and  
5. Number of Non-motorized Fatalities and Non-motorized Serious Injuries.  

The Safety PM regulation also establishes the process for Caltrans and MPOs to establish and 
report their safety targets, and the process that FHWA will use to assess whether Caltrans has 
met or made significant progress toward meeting their safety targets.  

The California HSIP is available at: 

http://dot.ca.gov/hq/LocalPrograms/hsip.html 

Pavement & Bridge Condition Measures 
 
The second proposed rule, Pavement & Bridge Condition (final anticipated late 2016), will 
establish measures for Caltrans to use to carry out the NHPP and to assess the condition of the 
following: pavements on the NHS (excluding the Interstate System), bridges on the NHS, and 
pavements on the Interstate System.  The NHPP is a core Federal-aid highway program that 
provides support for the condition and performance of the NHS and the construction of new 
facilities on the NHS, and ensures that investments of Federal-aid funds in highway construction 
are directed to support progress toward the achievement of performance targets established in 
a State's asset management plan for the NHS.  This rule proposes regulations for the new 
performance aspects of the NHPP, which address: measures, targets, and reporting.  A future 
update of the RTP Guidelines will capture any “shoulds” or “shalls” resulting from the rulemaking 
process.     
 
System Performance Measures 
 
The third in a series of three related rules, System Performance Measures, is in the final rule-
making stages with the publication date of to-be-determined.  Caltrans and MPOs will 
implement the regulation to assess the performance of the Interstate and non-Interstate NHS for 
the purpose of carrying out the NHPP; to assess freight movement on the Interstate System; 
and to assess traffic congestion and on-road mobile source emissions for the purpose of 
carrying out the CMAQ Program.  This third proposed performance measure rule also includes 
a discussion that summarizes all three of the national performance management measures 
proposed rules and the comprehensive regulatory impact analysis to include all three proposed 
rules. 
 
Caltrans will be expected to use the information and data generated as a result of the new 
regulations to make better informed transportation planning and programming decisions.  The 
new performance aspects of the Federal-aid program would allow FHWA/FTA to better 
communicate a national performance story and more reliably assess the impacts of Federal 
funding investments.  A future update of the RTP Guidelines will capture any “shoulds” or 
“shalls” resulting from the rulemaking process.     
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Transit Asset Management 
 
The Transit Asset Management final rule was published on July 26, 2016 with an effective date 
of October 1, 2016.  This final rule establishes state good repair standards and four state of 
good repair performance measures: 

• Equipment: (non-revenue) service vehicles; 
• Rolling stock; 
• Infrastructure: rail fixed-guideway, track, signals, and systems; and, 
• Facilities. 

 
As similarly required in the Safety PM for the target setting process, to the extent practicable, 
transit providers must coordinate with Caltrans and MPOs in the selection of State and MPO 
performance targets.   
 
 
7.2   Federal Performance-Based Approach & RTP Requirements 
 
The Statewide and Nonmetropolitan Transportation Planning and Metropolitan Transportation 
Planning Final Rule was published May 27, 2016 with an effective date of June 27, 2016.  This 
final rule requires MPOs to implement the performance-based approach in the scope of the 
metropolitan transportation planning process.  First, MPOs, in coordination with the State and 
public transportation providers, will establish, to the maximum extent practicable, an appropriate 
target setting framework.  Federal regulations define the implementation timeline for satisfying 
the new requirements for MPOs as two years from the effective date of each rule establishing 
performance measures under 23 USC 150(c), 49 USC 5326, and 49 USC 5329 FHWA/FTA.  
Two years on or after the effective date of each rule establishing performance measures, an 
MPO may only adopt an RTP that has been developed according to the provisions and 
requirements of MAP-21/FAST Act as specified in the respective Final Rules. 
 
This section is intended to provide a summary of the additional requirements specific to RTP 
development.  The federally required performance-based approach specifically added two 
components to the RTP: 
 

1. A description of the performance measures and performance targets used in assessing 
the performance of the transportation system in accordance with 23 CFR 450.306(d); 
and, 

2. A system performance report and subsequent updates evaluating the condition and 
performance of the transportation system with respect to the performance targets 
described in 23 CFR 450.306(d), including –  

a. Progress achieved by the MPO in meeting the performance targets in 
comparison with system performance recorded in previous reports, including 
baseline data; and, 

b. For MPOs that voluntarily elect to develop multiple scenarios, an analysis of how 
the preferred scenario has improved the conditions and performance of the 
transportation system and how changes in local policies an investments have 
impacted the costs necessary to achieve the identified performance targets.   

 
It is important to note that failure to consider any factor specified in the Performance-Based 
Approach, 23 CFR 450.306 (d), shall not be reviewable by any court under title 23 USC, 49 
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USC Chapter 53, subchapter II of title 5 USC Chapter 5, or title 5 USC Chapter 7 in any matter 
affecting an RTP, TIP, a project or strategy, or the certification of a metropolitan transportation 
planning process. 
 
The FHWA maintains a Performance Based Planning and Programming Guidebook to help 
identify potential packages of strategies to achieve performance-based objectives, as well as 
the data and tools used to determine which strategies may be most effective, available at: 
 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/planning/performance_based_planning/pbpp_guidebook/page06.cfm 
 
Requirements (Shall) 
Federal:  23 CFR 450.306; 23 CFR 450.324(f)(3) & (4); 23 CFR 450.340(e) & (f)  
 
 
7.3   State Goals & Performance Measures 
 
Pursuant to 23 CFR 450.324(f)(3), every RTP shall include a description of the performance 
measures and performance targets used in assessing the performance of the transportation 
system in accordance with §450.306(d) which requires that the long-range planning process 
provide for the establishment and use of a performance-based approach to transportation 
decision-making to support national goals. Additionally, SB 375 requires MPOs to demonstrate 
how to achieve regional GHG emissions reduction targets, if feasible, established by ARB.  SB 
743 revised CEQA to “[m]ore appropriately balance the needs of congestion management with 
statewide goals related to infill development, promotion of public health through active 
transportation, and reduction of GHGs.” Pursuant to SB 743, the Governor’s Office of Planning 
and Research is required to provide an alternative to Level of Service (LOS) for analyzing 
transportation impacts under CEQA to more appropriately balance the needs of congestion 
management with statewide goals related to infill development, promotion of public health 
through active transportation, and reduction of GHG emissions.  To accomplish this, OPR is 
currently updating the CEQA Guidelines. Please see Chapter 5 for more information on 
incorporating CEQA requirements into the RTP process.  MPOs shall identify performance 
measures, according to available resources and capacity.  As part of the public process of 
developing the RTP, MPOs are strongly encouraged to consider and discuss regional 
performance measures that integrate established state policies and goals, according to the 
region’s available resources and capacity. 
 
Regional Transportation Plans are developed to reflect regional and local priorities and goals 
and they are also instruments that can be used by federal and state agencies to demonstrate 
how regional agency efforts contribute to those federal and state agencies meeting their own 
transportation system goals.  A clear articulation of regional goals helps regions select projects 
in furtherance of their own goals, but also helps the federal and state government understand 
how the regional plans will contribute to statewide or nationwide goals.  The RTP vision, goals 
and related performance measures are developed through a bottom-up process that involves 
input from stakeholders in the region, including the MPO member jurisdictions and the public.  
The RTP, including goals and performance measures, are formally adopted at the discretion of 
the MPO governing board.  Some regional performance measures are based on the regional 
Blueprint plans which were the predecessors of the SCS under SB 375.  The number and type 
of measures that a region chooses can vary widely depending on the region’s unique vision, 
goals and an assessment of feasibility to measure.  Tradeoffs between performance measure 
thresholds should be clearly identified and priorities set to avoid confusion about plan 
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objectives, because some of these measures may compete or conflict with one another.  The 
following are state policies and goals that MPOs are encouraged to use in the development of 
their performance measures.  This is not an exclusive list, and MPOs may establish additional 
measures appropriate to the region. 
 

• Preserve transportation infrastructure 
• Improve mobility and accessibility 
• Reduce GHG and improve air quality 
• Improve public health, e.g., increase physical activity 
• Conserve land and natural resources  
• Encourage sustainable land use patterns 
• Increase supply of affordable housing 
• Improve jobs and housing balance 
• Improve mobility and accessibility for low-income and disadvantaged communities  
• Support economic development 
• Increase safety and security of the transportation system for motorized and non-motorized 

users 
 
If existing modeling and data are a limitation for some MPOs, qualitative goals may be used 
instead of quantitative measures. The Policy element of the RTP would include the goals and 
objectives, and the Action element is what would provide the result/s.  For example, the Action 
element would provide a comparison of what is being measured, how it is measured and the 
results and analysis of the eventual outcomes.  In small urban areas, to support performance-
based planning consistent with federal law, developing partnerships with neighboring 
jurisdictions, and collecting data and information is recommended.  

 
The goals and objectives in the FTIP/RTIP and ITIP should be linked and consistent with the 
goals and objectives of the RTP.  Performance measures in the RTP set the context for judging 
the effectiveness of the FTIP as a program, by furthering the RTP goals and objectives, whereas, 
the STIP Guidelines address performance measures of specific projects.  Government Code 
Section 14530.1 (b)(5) requires more detailed project specific “objective criteria for meeting 
system performance and cost effectiveness of candidate projects” in the STIP Guidelines 
(Section 19).  For additional information on the STIP and the Fund Estimate (FE), please refer to 
Caltrans Division of Transportation Programming website at: 
 
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/transprog/ctcliaison.htm. 
 
In the context of SB 375, performance measures are essential to assessing and comparing 
alternative transportation and land use scenarios before selecting the preferred RTP/SCS 
scenario that, if feasible, not only meets the region’s GHG reduction target, but also provides 
substantive co-benefits while supporting social equity. They are also critical for tracking the 
progress of an SCS.  ARB staff analyzes performance measures that are related to the land use 
and transportation strategies in the SCS to determine whether they provide supportive, 
qualitative evidence that the SCS could meet its GHG targets.  The more robust the MPO’s 
performance measurement, the better an MPO can substantiate its GHG determinations.  
MPOs are encouraged to clearly communicate the elements of the SCS (both strategies and 
investments) that are driving change in the region and resulting in the forecasted outcomes. 
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On highway projects, Caltrans considers system condition and performance measurements for 
interregional planning and the setting of State planning and programming activities.  The State 
and MPO performance measures will focus on interregional trips between, into and through the 
regions.  Caltrans coordinates its performance measure activity with MPOs.  MPOs are 
encouraged to develop and implement their own performance measures above and beyond the 
federal requirements for regional roads, transit, rail, bicycle and pedestrian facilities, etc. 
 
Requirements (Shalls) 
State: California Government Code Section 65080(b)(2) (SB 375 Targets) 
 
Planning Practice Examples:  Available in Appendix K and Appendix L 
 
 
7.4   Performance Monitoring 
 
Regions should also consider using performance monitoring indicators to measure plan 
performance.  Pursuant to Government Code 65080(b)(1)(A-F), the Policy element of MPOs 
with populations that exceed 200,000 persons may quantify a set of indicators including, but not 
limited to measures of mobility and traffic congestion; road and bridge maintenance and 
rehabilitation needs; means of travel; safety reliability and security; and, equity and accessibility.  
The level of detail and qualitative or quantitative nature of the indicators should be determined 
by modeling capacity and data availability.  The requirements of Government Code Section 
65080(b)(1)(A-F) specify that this section may be met utilizing existing sources of information.  
No additional traffic counts, household surveys, or other sources of data shall be required. 
 
In 2011, the San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG) received grant funding from the 
Strategic Growth Council to collaborate with other California MPOs and state agencies to 
identify common statewide performance monitoring indicators related to SB 375 implementation.  
While performance measures rely mostly on modeled or forecasted data, performance 
monitoring indicators rely directly on observed data.  MPOs use travel demand models or 
Geographic Information Systems analyses to forecast performance measures. Ideally 
monitoring indicators would be considered together and be consistent with modeling 
performance measures.  The following table identifies nine  indicators that can be monitored 
using statewide and regional data sources as reflected in the Statewide Performance Monitoring 
Indicators for Transportation Planning Final Report (SANDAG, 2013), available at:  
 
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/tpp/offices/ocp/ATLC/documents/august_15_2013/document_links/indi
cator.pdf. 
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The following table provides a summary of potential performance metrics for rural county 
Regional Transportation Planning Agencies as outlined in the report, Transportation 
Performance Measures for Rural Counties in California (Rural Counties Task Force, 2015), at:  
 
http://www.ruralcountiestaskforce.org/Assets/Resources/PerformanceMeasures/Final_Report-
PerfMonIndicators_StudySept2015.pdf 
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These metrics were developed according to the following criteria: 
 

• Measurement-based rather than model-based; 
• Alignment with California state transportation goals and objectives; 
• Capability of informing current goals and objectives of each rural and small-urban RTPA; 
• Applicability across all rural and small-urban regions; 
• Capability of being linked to specific decisions on transportation investments; and 
• Normalized for population to provide equitable comparisons to urban regions. 

 
Metric Source Website 

 
Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) 

Per Capita 
By Locality 
By Facility Ownership 
Local vs. Tourist 

Mobility Reporting http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/traffops/sysmgtpl/MPR/index.htm 

 
California DOF 

http://www.dof.ca.gov/research/demographic/reports/estimates/e 
‐2/view.php 

 
HPMS 

http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/tsip/hpms/hpmslibrary/prd/2013prd/20  
13PRD‐revised.pdf 

 
Peak V/C Ratio or Thresholds 

Traffic Counts: K and D 
Factors 

 
http://traffic‐counts.dot.ca.gov/ 

 
Journey to Work Mode Share 

American Community 
Survey 

 
http://factfinder.census.gov/faces/nav/jsf/pages/index.xhtml 

 

Total Accident Cost 
Per VMT 
Per Capita 

Transportation Injury 
Mapping System 

 
http://tims.berkeley.edu/login.php?next=/tools/bc/main1.php# 

SWITRS 
TASAS 

http://iswitrs.chp.ca.gov/Reports/jsp/userLogin.jsp 
Caltrans Public Information Request Form 

Transit Operating Cost per 
Revenue Mile 

 
Local Transit Providers 

 

Distressed Lane Miles 
 

Total and % Total 
By Jurisdiction  
By Facility Type 

Federal Highway 
Administration 

 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/tpm/rule/pmfactsheet.pdf 

 
Regional or local 
pavement management 
system 

 
https://www.federalregister.gov/articles/2015/01/05/2014‐  
30085/national‐performance‐management‐measures‐assessing‐  
pavement‐condition‐for‐the‐national‐highway 

 
Pavement Condition Index (PCI) 
for Local Roads 

Regional or local 
pavement management 
system 

 

 
 
 
 

Land Use Efficiency 

Farmland Mapping and 
Monitoring Program 
(FMMP) 
DOF Annual population 
estimates 

 
 
 
 

http://www.conservation.ca.gov/dlrp/fmmp 

 
 
Recommendation (Shoulds) 
State:  California Government Code Section 65080. 
 
Planning Practice Examples:  Available in Appendix L 
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Regional Transportation Planning and Programming Process 

FSTIP 
(Federal State Transportation Improvement Program) 

Projects schedule of Federally Funded Projects for 
MPOs, RTPAs, and County Transportation Commissions 

RTP 
(Regional Transportation 

Plan) 
Projects for Programming 

LOCAL PLANS/ 
PROGRAMS 

ITIP  
(Interregional Transportation Improvement Program)  

State Projects 

CTC  
(California Transportation Commission) 

NEPA  
(National 

Environmental 
Policy Act) 

 
CEQA 

(California 
Environmental 
Quality Act) 

Environmental 
Protection and 

Mitigation Strategies 
Air Quality 
Conformity 

Requirements 

FTIP  
(Federal Transportation Improvement 

Program) 
State and Regional Projects schedule of 

Federally Funded Projects for MPOs 

STATE PLANS / PROGRAMS 
• California Transportation Plan 
• California Aviation System Planning 
• Interregional Transportation Strategic Plan 
• State Highway Operation and Protection program (SHOPP) 
• Freight Plans 
• Strategic Highway Safety Plan 
• California Rail Plan 

FEDERAL & STATE LEGISLATION 

RTIP 
(Regional Transportation Improvement Program) 

Regional Projects 
 
 

STIP  
(State Transportation Improvement Program) 
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Regional Transportation Plan Checklist 

(Revised December 2016) 
 

 
(To be completed electronically in Microsoft Word format by the MPO and 

 submitted along with the draft RTP to Caltrans) 
 
Name of MPO:   
  
Date Draft RTP Completed:   
  
RTP Adoption Date:   
  
What is the Certification Date of the Environmental 
Document (ED)? 

 

  
Is the ED located in the RTP or is it a separate 
document? 

  

 
 

By completing this checklist, the MPO verifies the RTP addresses 
all of the following required information within the RTP. 

 
 

 Regional Transportation Plan Contents   
    
 General Yes/No Page # 
    
1. Does the RTP address no less than a 20-year planning horizon? (23 CFR 450.324(a))   
    
2. Does the RTP include both long-range and short-range strategies/actions? (23 CFR 

450.324(b))  
  

    
3. Does the RTP address issues specified in the policy, action and financial elements 

identified in California Government Code Section 65080? 
  

    
4. Does the RTP address the 10 issues specified in the Sustainable Communities Strategy 

(SCS) component as identified in Government Code Sections 65080(b)(2)(B) and 
65584.04(i)(1)? 

  

 a. Identify the general location of uses, residential densities, and building intensities 
within the region? 

  

 b. Identify areas within the region sufficient to house all the population of the region, 
including all economic segments of the population over the course of the planning 
period of the regional transportation plan taking into account net migration into 
the region, population growth, household formation and employment growth? 

  

 c. Identify areas within the region sufficient to house an eight-year projection of the 
regional housing need for the region pursuant to Government Code Section 
65584? 
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  Yes/No Page # 
 d. Identify a transportation network to service the transportation needs of the region?   

 e. Gather and consider the best practically available scientific information regarding 
resource areas and farmland in the region as defined in subdivisions (a) and (b) of 
Government Code Section 65080.01? 

 

  

 f. Consider the state housing goals specified in Sections 65580 and 65581? 
 

  

 g. Utilize the most recent planning assumptions, considering local general plans and 
other factors? 

 

  

 h. Set forth a forecasted development pattern for the region, which, when integrated 
with the transportation network, and other transportation measures and policies, 
will reduce the greenhouse gas emissions from automobiles and light trucks to 
achieve, if there is a feasible way to do so, the greenhouse gas emission reduction 
targets approved by the ARB?  

 

  

 i. Provide consistency between the development pattern and allocation of housing 
units within the region (Government Code 65584.04(i)(1)? 

 

  

 j. Allow the regional transportation plan to comply with Section 176 of the federal 
Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. Section 7506)?  

  

    
4. Does the RTP include Project Intent i.e. Plan Level Purpose and Need Statements?    
    
5. Does the RTP specify how travel demand modeling methodology, results and key 

assumptions were developed as part of the RTP process? (Government Code 14522.2) 
  

    
 Consultation/Cooperation   
    
1. Does the RTP contain a public involvement program that meets the requirements of Title 

23, CFR 450.316(a)? 
  

 (i) Providing adequate public notice of public participation activities and time for 
public review and comment at key decision points, including a reasonable 
opportunity to comment on the proposed metropolitan transportation plan and the 
TIP; 

  

 (ii) Providing timely notice and reasonable access to information about transportation 
issues and processes; 

  

 (iii) Employing visualization techniques to describe metropolitan transportation plans 
and TIPs; 

  

 (iv) Making public information (technical information and meeting notices) available 
in electronically accessible formats and means, such as the World Wide Web; 

  

 (v) Holding any public meetings at convenient and accessible locations and times;   

 (vi) Demonstrating explicit consideration and response to public input received during 
the development of the metropolitan transportation plan and the TIP; 
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  Yes/No Page # 
 (vii) Seeking out and considering the needs of those traditionally underserved by 

existing transportation systems, such as low-income and minority households, 
who may face challenges accessing employment and other services; 

  

 (viii) Providing an additional opportunity for public comment, if the final metropolitan 
transportation plan or TIP differs significantly from the version that was made 
available for public comment by the MPO and raises new material issues that 
interested parties could not reasonably have foreseen from the public 
involvement efforts; 

  

 (ix) Coordinating with the statewide transportation planning public involvement and 
consultation processes under subpart B of this part; and 

  

 (x) Periodically reviewing the effectiveness of the procedures and strategies 
contained in the participation plan to ensure a full and open participation 
process. 

  

2. Does the RTP contain a summary, analysis, and report on the disposition of significant 
written and oral comments received on the draft metropolitan transportation plan as part 
of the final metropolitan transportation plan and TIP that meets the requirements of 23 
CFR 450.316(a)(2), as applicable? 

  

    
3. Did the MPO/RTPA consult with the appropriate State and local representatives 

including representatives from environmental and economic communities; airport; 
transit; freight during the preparation of the RTP? (23 CFR 450.316(b)) 

  

    
4. Did the MPO/RTPA who has federal lands within its jurisdictional boundary involve the 

federal land management agencies during the preparation of the RTP?  
(23 CFR 450.316(d)) 

  

    
5. Where does the RTP specify that the appropriate State and local agencies responsible for 

land use, natural resources, environmental protection, conservation and historic 
preservation consulted? (23 CFR 450.324(g)) 

  

    
6. Did the RTP include a comparison with the California State Wildlife Action Plan and (if 

available) inventories of natural and historic resources? (23 CFR 450.324(g)(1&2)) 
  

    
7. Did the MPO/RTPA who has a federally recognized Native American Tribal 

Government(s) and/or historical and sacred sites or subsistence resources of these Tribal 
Governments within its jurisdictional boundary address tribal concerns in the RTP and 
develop the RTP in consultation with the Tribal Government(s)?  (23 CFR 450.316(c)) 

  

    
8. Does the RTP address how the public and various specified groups were given a 

reasonable opportunity to comment on the plan using the participation plan developed 
under 23 CFR part 450.316(a)? (23 CFR 450.316(a)(i)) 

  

    
9. Does the RTP contain a discussion describing the private sector involvement efforts that 

were used during the development of the plan? (23 CFR 450.316(a))  
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  Yes/No Page # 
10. Does the RTP contain a discussion describing the coordination efforts with regional air 

quality planning authorities? (23 CFR 450.316(a)(2)) (MPO nonattainment and 
maintenance areas only) 

  

    
11. Is the RTP coordinated and consistent with the Public Transit-Human Services 

Transportation Plan? (23 CFR 450.306(h)) 
  

    
12. Were the draft and adopted RTP posted on the Internet? (23 CFR 450.324(k))   
    
13. Did the RTP explain how consultation occurred with locally elected officials? 

(Government Code 65080(D)) 
  

    
14. Did the RTP outline the public participation process for the sustainable communities 

strategy? (Government Code 65080(E) 
 

  

14. Was the RTP adopted on the estimated date provided in writing to State Department of 
Housing and Community Development to determine the Regional Housing Need 
Allocation and planning period (start and end date) and align the local government 
housing element planning period (start and end date) and housing element adoption due 
date 18 months from RTP adoption date? (Government Code 65588(e)(5)) 

  

    
 Title VI and Environmental Justice    
    
1. Does the public participation plan describe how the MPO will seek out and consider the 

needs of those traditionally underserved by existing transportation system, such as low-
income and minority households, who may face challenges accessing employment and 
other services? (23 CFR 450.316 (a)(1)(vii)) 
 

  

2. Has the MPO conducted a Title VI analysis that meets the legal requirements described 
in section 4.2?  

  

    
3. Has the MPO conducted an Environmental Justice analysis that meets the legal 

requirements described in section 4.2?   
  

    
 Modal Discussion   
    
1. Does the RTP discuss intermodal and connectivity issues?   
    
2. Does the RTP include a discussion of highways?   
    
3. Does the RTP include a discussion of mass transportation?   
    
4. Does the RTP include a discussion of the regional airport system?   
    
5. Does the RTP include a discussion of regional pedestrian needs?   
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  Yes/No Page # 
6. Does the RTP include a discussion of regional bicycle needs?   
    
7. Does the RTP address the California Coastal Trail? (Government Code 65080.1) (For 

MPOs and RTPAs located along the coast only) 
  

    
8. Does the RTP include a discussion of rail transportation?   
    
9. Does the RTP include a discussion of maritime transportation (if appropriate)?   
    
10. Does the RTP include a discussion of goods movement?   
    
 Financial   
    
1. Does the RTP include a financial plan that meets the requirements identified in 23 CFR 

part 450.324(f)(11)? 
  

    
2. Does the RTP contain a consistency statement between the first 4 years of the fund 

estimate and the 4-year STIP fund estimate? (65080(b)(4)(A)) 
  

    
3. Do the projected revenues in the RTP reflect Fiscal Constraint? (23 CFR part 

450.324(f)(11)(ii)) 
  

    
4. Does the RTP contain a list of financially constrained projects?  Any regionally 

significant projects should be identified.  (Government Code 65808(3)(A)) 
  

    
5. Do the cost estimates for implementing the projects identified in the RTP reflect “year of 

expenditure dollars” to reflect inflation rates? (23 CFR part 450.324(f)(11)(iv)) 
  

    
6. After 12/11/07, does the RTP contain estimates of costs and revenue sources that are 

reasonably expected to be available to operate and maintain the freeways, highway and 
transit within the region? (23 CFR 450.324(f)(11)(i))  

  

    
7. Does the RTP contain a statement regarding consistency between the projects in the RTP 

and the ITIP? (2006 STIP Guidelines section 33)  
  

    
8. Does the RTP contain a statement regarding consistency between the projects in the RTP 

and the FTIP? (2006 STIP Guidelines section 19) 
  

    
9. Does the RTP address the specific financial strategies required to ensure the identified 

TCMs from the SIP can be implemented? (23 CFR part 450.324(f)(11)(vi) 
(nonattainment and maintenance MPOs only) 
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  Yes/No Page # 
 Environmental   
    
1. Did the MPO/RTPA prepare an EIR or a program EIR for the RTP in accordance with 

CEQA guidelines? 
  

    
2. Does the RTP contain a list of projects specifically identified as TCMs, if applicable?     
    
3. Does the RTP contain a discussion of SIP conformity, if applicable?   
    
4. Does the RTP specify mitigation activities? (23 CFR part 450.324(f)(10))    
    
5. Where does the EIR address mitigation activities?   
    
6. Did the MPO/RTPA prepare a Negative Declaration or a Mitigated Negative Declaration 

for the RTP in accordance with CEQA guidelines? 
  

    
7. Does the RTP specify the TCMs to be implemented in the region?  (federal 

nonattainment and maintenance areas only) 
  

    
 
I have reviewed the above information and certify that it is correct 
and complete. 
 
 
   
      (Must be signed by MPO/RTPA      Date 
 Executive Director  
 or designated representative) 
 
   

Print Name  Title 
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Appendix A to Title 23 CFR Part 450--Linking the Transportation Planning and 
NEPA Processes 
 
Background and Overview 
 
This Appendix provides additional information to explain the linkage between the 
transportation planning and project development/National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA) processes. It is intended to be non-binding and should not be construed as a 
rule of general applicability. 
 
For 40 years, the Congress has directed that Federally funded highway and transit 
projects must flow from metropolitan and Statewide transportation planning processes 
(pursuant to 23 U.S.C. 134-135 and 49 U.S.C. 5303-5306). Over the years, the 
Congress has refined and strengthened the transportation planning process as the 
foundation for project decisions, emphasizing public involvement, consideration of 
environmental and other factors, and a Federal role that oversees the transportation 
planning process but does not second-guess the content of transportation plans and 
programs. 
     
Despite this statutory emphasis on transportation planning, the environmental analyses 
produced to meet the requirements of the NEPA of 1969 (42 U.S.C. 4231 et seq.) have 
often been conducted de novo, disconnected from the analyses used to develop long-
range transportation plans, Statewide and metropolitan Transportation Improvement 
Programs (STIPs/TIPs), or planning-level corridor/subarea/feasibility studies. When the 
NEPA and transportation planning processes are not well coordinated, the NEPA 
process may lead to the development of information that is more appropriately  
developed in the planning process, resulting in duplication of work and delays in 
transportation improvements. 
     
The purpose of this Appendix is to change this culture, by supporting congressional 
intent that Statewide and metropolitan transportation planning should be the foundation 
for highway and transit project decisions. This Appendix was crafted to recognize that 
transportation planning processes vary across the country. This document provides 
details on how information, analysis, and products from transportation planning can be 
incorporated into and relied upon in NEPA documents under existing laws, regardless of 
when the Notice of Intent has been published. This Appendix presents environmental 
review as a continuum of sequential study, refinement, and expansion performed in 
transportation planning and during project development/NEPA, with information 
developed and conclusions drawn in early stages utilized in subsequent (and more 
detailed) review stages. 
 
The information below is intended for use by State departments of transportation (State 
DOTs), metropolitan planning organizations (MPOs), and public transportation operators 
to clarify the circumstances under which transportation planning level choices and 
analyses can be adopted or incorporated into the process required by NEPA. 
Additionally, the FHWA and the FTA will work with Federal environmental, regulatory, 
and resource agencies to incorporate the principles of this Appendix in their day-to-day 
NEPA policies and procedures related to their involvement in highway and transit 
projects. 
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This Appendix does not extend NEPA requirements to transportation plans and 
programs. The Transportation Efficiency Act for the 21st Century (TEA-21) and the Safe, 
Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users 
(SAFETEA-LU) specifically exempted transportation plans and programs from NEPA 
review. Therefore, initiating the NEPA process as part of, or concurrently with, a 
transportation planning study does not subject transportation plans and programs to 
NEPA. 
 
Implementation of this Appendix by States, MPOs, and public transportation operators is 
voluntary. The degree to which studies, analyses, or conclusions from the transportation 
planning process can be incorporated into the project development/NEPA processes will 
depend upon how well they meet certain standards established by NEPA regulations 
and guidance. While some transportation planning processes already meet these 
standards, others will need some modification. 
 
The remainder of this Appendix document utilizes a ``Question and Answer'' format, 
organized into three primary categories (``Procedural Issues,'' ``Substantive Issues,'' and 
``Administrative Issues''). 
 
I. Procedural Issues: 
    1. In what format should the transportation planning information be included? 
 
To be included in the NEPA process, work from the transportation planning process 
must be documented in a form that can be appended to the NEPA document or 
incorporated by reference. Documents may be incorporated by reference if they are 
readily available so as to not impede agency or public review of the action. Any 
document incorporated by reference must be ``reasonably available for inspection by 
potentially interested persons within the time allowed for comment.'' Incorporated 
materials must be cited in the NEPA document and their contents briefly described, so 
that the reader understands why the document is cited and knows where to look for 
further information. To the extent possible, the documentation should be in a form such 
as official actions by the MPO, State DOT, or public transportation operator and/or 
correspondence within and among the organizations involved in the transportation 
planning process. 
 
    2. What is a reasonable level of detail for a planning product that is intended to be 
used in a NEPA document? How does this level of detail compare to what is considered 
a full NEPA analysis? 
For purposes of transportation planning alone, a planning-level analysis does not need 
to rise to the level of detail required in the NEPA process. Rather, it needs to be 
accurate and up-to-date, and should adequately support recommended improvements in 
the Statewide or metropolitan long-range transportation plan.  
 
The SAFETEA-LU requires transportation planning processes to focus on setting a 
context and following acceptable procedures. For example, the SAFETEA-LU requires a 
``discussion of the types of potential environmental mitigation activities'' and potential 
areas for their implementation, rather than details on specific strategies. The SAFETEA-
LU also emphasizes consultation with Federal, State, and Tribal land management, 
wildlife, and regulatory agencies. 
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However, the Environmental Assessment (EA) or Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 
ultimately will be judged by the standards applicable under the NEPA regulations and 
guidance from the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ). To the extent the 
information incorporated from the transportation planning process, standing alone, does 
not contain all of the information or analysis required by NEPA, then it will need to be 
supplemented by other information contained in the EIS or EA that would, in conjunction 
with the information from the plan, collectively meet the requirements of NEPA. The 
intent is not to require NEPA studies in the transportation planning process. As an 
option, the NEPA analyses prepared for project development can be integrated with 
transportation planning studies (see the response to Question 9 for additional 
information). 
 
    3. What type and extent of involvement from Federal, Tribal, State, and local 
environmental, regulatory, and resource agencies is needed in the transportation 
planning process in order for planning-level decisions to be more readily accepted in the 
NEPA process? 
 
Sections 3005, 3006, and 6001 of the SAFETEA-LU established formal consultation 
requirements for MPOs and State DOTs to employ with environmental, regulatory, and 
resource agencies in the development of long-range transportation plans. For example, 
metropolitan transportation plans now ``shall include a discussion of the types of 
potential environmental mitigation activities and potential areas to carry out these 
activities, including activities that may have the greatest potential to restore and maintain 
the environmental functions affected by the [transportation] plan,'' and that these 
planning-level discussions ``shall be developed in consultation with Federal, State, and 
Tribal land management, wildlife, and regulatory agencies.'' In addition, MPOs ``shall 
consult, as appropriate, with State and local agencies responsible for land use 
management, natural resources, environmental protection, conservation, and historic 
preservation concerning the development of a long-range transportation plan,'' and that 
this consultation ``shall involve, as appropriate, comparison of transportation plans with 
State conservation plans or maps, if available, or comparison of transportation plans to 
inventories of natural or historic resources, if available.'' Similar SAFETEA-LU language 
addresses the development of the long-range Statewide transportation plan, with the 
addition of Tribal conservation plans or maps to this planning-level ``comparison.'' 
     
In addition, section 6002 of the SAFETEA-LU established several mechanisms for 
increased efficiency in environmental reviews for project decision-making. For example, 
the term ``lead agency'' collectively means the U. S. Department of Transportation and a 
State or local governmental entity serving as a joint lead agency for the NEPA process. 
In addition, the lead agency is responsible for inviting and designating ``participating 
agencies'' (i.e., other Federal or non-Federal agencies that may have an interest in the 
proposed project). Any Federal agency that is invited by the lead agency to participate in 
the environmental review process for a project shall be designated as a participating 
agency by the lead  
agency unless the invited agency informs the lead agency, in writing, by the deadline 
specified in the invitation that the invited agency: 
    (a) Has no jurisdiction or authority with respect to the project; (b) has no expertise or 
information relevant to the project; and (c) does not intend to submit comments on the 
project. 
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Past successful examples of using transportation planning products in NEPA analysis 
are based on early and continuous involvement of environmental, regulatory, and 
resource agencies. Without this early coordination, environmental, regulatory, and 
resource agencies are more likely to expect decisions made or analyses conducted in 
the transportation planning process to be revisited during the NEPA process. Early 
participation in transportation planning provides environmental, regulatory, and resource 
agencies better insight into the needs and objectives of the locality. Additionally, early 
participation provides an important opportunity for environmental, regulatory, and 
resource agency concerns to be identified and addressed early in the process, such as 
those related to permit applications. Moreover, Federal, Tribal, State, and local 
environmental, regulatory, and resource agencies are able to share data on particular 
resources, which can play a critical role in determining the feasibility of a transportation 
solution with respect to environmental impacts. The use of other agency planning 
outputs can result in a transportation project that could support multiple goals 
(transportation, environmental, and community). Further, planning decisions by these 
other agencies may have impacts on long-range transportation plans and/or the 
STIP/TIP, thereby providing important input to the transportation planning process and 
advancing integrated decision-making. 
 
    4. What is the procedure for using decisions or analyses from the transportation 
planning process? 
     
The lead agencies jointly decide, and must agree, on what processes and consultation 
techniques are used to determine the transportation planning products that will be 
incorporated into the NEPA process. At a minimum, a robust scoping/early coordination 
process (which explains to Federal and State environmental, regulatory, and resource 
agencies and the public the information and/or analyses utilized to develop the planning 
products, how the purpose and need was developed and refined, and how the design 
concept and scope were determined) should play a critical role in leading to informed 
decisions by the lead agencies on the suitability of the transportation planning 
information, analyses, documents, and decisions for use in the NEPA process. As part of 
a rigorous scoping/early coordination process, the FHWA and the FTA should ensure 
that the transportation planning results are appropriately documented, shared, and used. 
 
    5. To what extent can the FHWA/FTA provide up-front assurance that decisions and 
additional investments made in the transportation planning process will allow planning-
level decisions and analyses to be used in the NEPA process? 
 
There are no guarantees. However, the potential is greatly improved for transportation 
planning processes that address the ``3-C'' planning principles (comprehensive, 
cooperative, and continuous); incorporate the intent of NEPA through the consideration 
of natural, physical, and social effects; involve environmental, regulatory, and resource 
agencies; thoroughly document the transportation planning process information, 
analysis, and decision; and vet the planning results through the applicable  
public involvement processes. 
 
    6. What considerations will the FHWA/FTA take into account in their review of 
transportation planning products for acceptance in project development/NEPA? 
 
The FHWA and the FTA will give deference to decisions resulting from the transportation 
planning process if the FHWA and FTA determine that the planning process is 
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consistent with the ``3-C'' planning principles and when the planning study process, 
alternatives considered, and resulting decisions have a rational basis that is thoroughly 
documented and vetted through the applicable public involvement processes. Moreover, 
any applicable program-specific requirements (e.g., those of the Congestion  
Mitigation and Air Quality Improvement Program or the FTA's Capital Investment Grant 
program) also must be met. 
     
The NEPA requires that the FHWA and the FTA be able to stand behind the overall 
soundness and credibility of analyses conducted and decisions made during the 
transportation planning process if they are incorporated into a NEPA document. For 
example, if systems-level or other broad objectives or choices from the transportation 
plan are incorporated into the purpose and need Statement for a NEPA document, the 
FHWA and the FTA should not revisit whether these are the best objectives or choices 
among other options. Rather, the FHWA and the FTA review would include making sure 
that objectives or choices derived from the transportation plan were: Based on 
transportation planning factors established by Federal law; reflect a credible and 
articulated planning rationale; founded on reliable data; and developed through 
transportation planning processes meeting FHWA and FTA statutory and regulatory 
requirements. In addition, the basis for the goals and choices must be documented and 
included in the NEPA document. The FHWA/FTA reviewers do not need to review 
whether assumptions or analytical methods used in the studies are the best available, 
but, instead, need to assure that such assumptions or analytical methods are 
reasonable, scientifically acceptable, and consistent with goals, objectives, and policies 
set forth in long-range transportation plans. This review would include determining 
whether: (a) Assumptions have a rational basis and are up-to-date and (b) data, 
analytical methods, and modeling techniques are reliable, defensible, reasonably 
current, and meet data quality requirements. 
 
II. Substantive Issues 
 
    General Issues To Be Considered: 
    7. What should be considered in order to rely upon transportation planning studies in 
NEPA? 
     
The following questions should be answered prior to accepting studies conducted during 
the transportation planning process for use in NEPA. While not a ``checklist,'' these 
questions are intended to  
guide the practitioner's analysis of the planning products: 
a.   How much time has passed since the planning studies and corresponding decisions 
were made? 
 
b.   Were the future year policy assumptions used in the transportation planning process 
related to land use, economic development, transportation costs, and network expansion 
consistent with those to be used in the NEPA process? 
 
c.   Is the information still relevant/valid? 
 
d.     What changes have occurred in the area since the study was completed?    
 
e.   Is the information in a format that can be appended to an environmental document or 
reformatted to do so? 
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f.    Are the analyses in a planning-level report or document based on data, analytical 
methods, and modeling techniques that are reliable, defensible, and consistent with 
those used in other regional transportation studies and project development activities? 
 
g.    Were the FHWA and FTA, other agencies, and the public involved in the relevant 
planning analysis and the corresponding planning decisions? 
      
h.   Were the planning products available to other agencies and the public during NEPA 
scoping? 
      
i.   During NEPA scoping, was a clear connection between the decisions made in 
planning and those to be made during the project development stage explained to the 
public and others? What was the response? 
j.   Are natural resource and land use plans being informed by transportation planning 
products, and vice versa? 
     
Purpose and Need: 
    8. How can transportation planning be used to shape a project's purpose and need in 
the NEPA process? 
 
A sound transportation planning process is the primary source of the project purpose 
and need. Through transportation planning, State and local governments, with 
involvement of stakeholders and the public, establish a vision for the region's future 
transportation system, define transportation goals and objectives for realizing that vision, 
decide which needs to address, and determine the timeframe for addressing these 
issues. The transportation planning process also provides a potential forum to define a 
project's purpose and need by framing the scope of the problem to be addressed by a 
proposed project. This scope may be further refined during the transportation planning 
process as more information about the transportation need is collected and consultation 
with the public and other stakeholders clarifies other issues and goals for the region. 
     
23 U.S.C. 139(f), as amended by the SAFETEA-LU Section 6002, provides additional 
focus regarding the definition of the purpose and need and objectives. For example, the 
lead agency, as early as practicable during the environmental review process, shall 
provide an opportunity for involvement by participating agencies and the public in 
defining the purpose and need for a project. The Statement of purpose and need shall 
include a clear Statement of the objectives that the proposed action is intended to 
achieve, which may include: (a) Achieving a transportation objective identified in an 
applicable Statewide or metropolitan transportation plan; (b) supporting land use, 
economic development, or growth objectives  
established in applicable Federal, State, local, or Tribal plans; and (c) serving national 
defense, national security, or other national objectives, as established in Federal laws, 
plans, or policies. 
 
The transportation planning process can be utilized to develop the purpose and need in 
the following ways: 
    (a) Goals and objectives from the transportation planning process may be part of the 
project's purpose and need Statement; 
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    (b) A general travel corridor or general mode or modes (e.g., highway, transit, or a 
highway/transit combination) resulting from planning analyses may be part of the 
project's purpose and need Statement; 
    (c) If the financial plan for a metropolitan transportation plan indicates that funding for 
a specific project will require special funding sources (e.g., tolls or public-private 
financing), such information may be included in the purpose and need Statement; or 
    (d) The results of analyses from management systems (e.g., congestion, pavement, 
bridge, and/or safety) may shape the purpose and need Statement. 
     
The use of these planning-level goals and choices must be appropriately explained 
during NEPA scoping and in the NEPA document. Consistent with NEPA, the purpose 
and need Statement should be a Statement of a transportation problem, not a specific 
solution. However, the purpose and need Statement should be specific enough to 
generate alternatives that may potentially yield real solutions to the problem at-hand. A 
purpose and need Statement that yields only one alternative may indicate a purpose and 
need that is too narrowly defined. 
 
Short of a fully integrated transportation decision-making process, many State DOTs 
develop information for their purpose and need Statements when implementing 
interagency NEPA/Section 404 process merger agreements. These agreements may 
need to be expanded to include commitments to share and utilize transportation 
planning products when developing a project's purpose and need. 
 
    9. Under what conditions can the NEPA process be initiated in conjunction with 
transportation planning studies? 
     
The NEPA process may be initiated in conjunction with transportation planning studies in 
a number of ways. A common method is the ``tiered EIS,'' in which the first-tier EIS 
evaluates general travel corridors, modes, and/or packages of projects at a planning 
level of detail, leading to the refinement of purpose and need and, ideally, selection of 
the design concept and scope for a project or series of projects. Subsequently, second-
tier NEPA review(s) of the resulting projects would be performed in the usual way. The 
first-tier EIS uses the NEPA process as a tool to involve environmental, regulatory, and 
resource agencies and the public in the planning decisions, as well as to ensure the 
appropriate consideration of environmental factors in these planning decisions. 
     
Corridor or subarea analyses/studies are another option when the long-range 
transportation plan leaves open the possibility of multiple approaches to fulfill its goals 
and objectives. In such cases, the formal NEPA process could be initiated through 
publication of a NOI in conjunction with a corridor or subarea planning study. Similarly, 
some public transportation operators developing major capital projects perform the 
mandatory planning Alternatives Analysis required for funding under FTA's Capital 
Investment Grant program [49 U.S.C. 5309(d) and (e)] within the NEPA process and 
combine the planning Alternatives Analysis with the draft EIS. 
 
Alternatives: 
    10. In the context of this Appendix, what is the meaning of the term ``alternatives''? 
     
This Appendix uses the term ``alternatives'' as specified in the NEPA regulations (40 
CFR 1502.14), where it is defined in its broadest sense to include everything from major 
modal alternatives and location alternatives to minor design changes that would mitigate 
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adverse impacts. This Appendix does not use the term as it is used in many other 
contexts (e.g., ``prudent and feasible alternatives'' under Section 4(f) of the Department 
of Transportation Act, the ``Least Environmentally Damaging Practicable Alternative'' 
under the Clean Water Act, or the planning Alternatives Analysis in 49 U.S.C. 5309(d) 
and (e)). 
 
11. Under what circumstances can alternatives be eliminated from detailed consideration 
during the NEPA process based on information and analysis from the transportation 
planning process? 
     
There are two ways in which the transportation planning process can begin limiting the 
alternative solutions to be evaluated during the NEPA process: (a) Shaping the purpose 
and need for the project; or (b) evaluating alternatives during planning studies and 
eliminating some of the alternatives from detailed study in the NEPA process prior to its 
start. Each approach requires careful attention, and is summarized below. 
 
(a) Shaping the Purpose and Need for the Project: The transportation planning process 
should shape the purpose and need and, thereby, the range of reasonable alternatives. 
With proper documentation and public involvement, a purpose and need derived from 
the planning process can legitimately narrow the alternatives analyzed in the NEPA 
process. See the response to Question 8 for further discussion on how the planning 
process can shape the purpose and need used in the NEPA process. 
     
For example, the purpose and need may be shaped by the transportation planning 
process in a manner that consequently narrows the range of alternatives that must be 
considered in detail in the NEPA document when: 
 
    (1) The transportation planning process has selected a general travel corridor as best 
addressing identified transportation problems and the rationale for the determination in 
the planning document is reflected in the purpose and need Statement of the 
subsequent NEPA document; 
    (2) The transportation planning process has selected a general mode (e.g., highway, 
transit, or a highway/transit combination) that accomplishes its goals and objectives, and 
these documented determinations are reflected in the purpose and need Statement of 
the subsequent NEPA document; or 
    (3) The transportation planning process determines that the project needs to be 
funded by tolls or other non-traditional funding sources in order for the long-range 
transportation plan to be fiscally constrained or identifies goals and objectives that can 
only be met by toll roads or other non-traditional funding sources, and that determination 
of those goals and objectives is reflected in the purpose and need Statement of the 
subsequent NEPA document. 
 
(b) Evaluating and Eliminating Alternatives During the Transportation Planning Process: 
The evaluation and elimination of alternatives during the transportation planning process 
can be incorporated by reference into a NEPA document under certain circumstances. In 
these cases, the planning study becomes part of the NEPA process and provides a 
basis for screening out alternatives. As with any part of the NEPA process, the analysis 
of alternatives to be incorporated from the process must have a rational basis that has 
been thoroughly documented (including documentation of the necessary and appropriate 
vetting through the applicable public involvement processes). This record should be 
made available for public review during the NEPA scoping process. 
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See responses to Questions 4, 5, 6, and 7 for additional elements to consider with 
respect to acceptance of planning products for NEPA documentation and the response 
to Question 12 on the information or analysis from the transportation planning process 
necessary for supporting the elimination of an alternative(s) from detailed consideration 
in the NEPA process. 
     
For instance, under FTA's Capital Investment Grant program, the alternatives 
considered in the NEPA process may be narrowed in those instances that the planning 
Alternatives Analysis required by 49 U.S.C. 5309(e) is conducted as a planning study 
prior to the NEPA review. In fact, the FTA may be able to narrow the alternatives 
considered in detail in the NEPA document to the No-Build (No Action) alternative and 
the Locally Preferred Alternative. Alternatives must meet the following criteria if they are 
deemed sufficiently considered by a planning Alternatives Analysis under FTA's Capital 
Investment Grant program conducted prior to NEPA without a programmatic NEPA 
analysis and documentation: 
 
During the planning Alternatives Analysis, all of the reasonable alternatives under 
consideration must be fully evaluated in terms of their transportation impacts; capital and 
operating costs; social, economic, and environmental impacts; and technical 
considerations; 
 
There must be appropriate public involvement in the planning Alternatives Analysis; 
 
The appropriate Federal, State, and local environmental, regulatory, and resource 
agencies must be engaged in the planning Alternatives Analysis; 
  
The results of the planning Alternatives Analysis must be documented; 
      
The NEPA scoping participants must agree on the alternatives that will be considered in 
the NEPA review; and 
      
The subsequent NEPA document must include the evaluation of alternatives from the 
planning Alternatives Analysis. 
     
The above criteria apply specifically to FTA's Capital Investment Grant process. 
However, for other transportation projects, if the planning process has included the 
analysis and stakeholder involvement that would be undertaken in a first tier NEPA 
process, then the alternatives screening conducted in the transportation planning 
process may be incorporated by reference, described, and relied upon in the project-
level NEPA document. At that point, the project-level NEPA analysis can focus on the 
remaining alternatives. 
     
12. What information or analysis from the transportation planning process is needed in 
an EA or EIS to support the elimination of an alternative(s) from detailed consideration? 
     
The section of the EA or EIS that discusses alternatives considered but eliminated from 
detailed consideration should: 
 
    (a) Identify any alternatives eliminated during the transportation planning process (this 
could include broad categories of alternatives, as when a long-range transportation plan 
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selects a general travel corridor based on a corridor study, thereby eliminating all 
alternatives along other alignments); 
    (b) Briefly summarize the reasons for eliminating the alternative; and 
    (c) Include a summary of the analysis process that supports the elimination of 
alternatives (the summary should reference the relevant sections or pages of the 
analysis or study) and incorporate  
it by reference or append it to the NEPA document. 
     
Any analyses or studies used to eliminate alternatives from detailed consideration 
should be made available to the public and participating agencies during the NEPA 
scoping process and should be reasonably available during comment periods. 
     
Alternatives passed over during the transportation planning process because they are 
infeasible or do not meet the NEPA ``purpose and need'' can be omitted from the 
detailed analysis of alternatives in the NEPA document, as long as the rationale for 
elimination is explained in the NEPA document. Alternatives that remain ``reasonable'' 
after the planning-level analysis must be addressed in the EIS, even when they are not 
the preferred alternative. When the proposed action evaluated in an EA involves 
unresolved conflicts concerning alternative uses of available resources, NEPA requires 
that appropriate alternatives be studied, developed, and described. 
     
Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences: 
 
13. What types of planning products provide analysis of the affected environment and 
environmental consequences that are useful in a project-level NEPA analysis and 
document? 
     
The following planning products are valuable inputs to the discussion of the affected 
environment and environmental consequences (both its current State and future State in 
the absence of the proposed action) in the project-level NEPA analysis and document: 
     Regional development and growth analyses; 
     Local land use, growth management, or development plans; and 
     Population and employment projections. 
     
The following are types of information, analysis, and other products from the 
transportation planning process that can be used in the discussion of the affected 
environment and environmental consequences in an EA or EIS: 
 
    (a) Geographic information system (GIS) overlays showing the past, current, or 
predicted future conditions of the natural and built environments; 
    (b) Environmental scans that identify environmental resources and environmentally 
sensitive areas; 
    (c) Descriptions of airsheds and watersheds; 
    (d) Demographic trends and forecasts; 
    (e) Projections of future land use, natural resource conservation areas, and 
development; and 
    (f) The outputs of natural resource planning efforts, such as wildlife conservation 
plans, watershed plans, special area management plans, and multiple species habitat 
conservation plans. 
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However, in most cases, the assessment of the affected environment and environmental 
consequences conducted during the transportation planning process will not be detailed 
or current enough to meet NEPA standards and, thus, the inventory and evaluation of 
affected resources and the analysis of consequences of the alternatives will need to be 
supplemented with more refined analysis and possibly site-specific details during the 
NEPA process. 
 
    14. What information from the transportation planning process is useful in describing a 
baseline for the NEPA analysis of indirect and cumulative impacts? 
     
Because the nature of the transportation planning process is to look broadly at future 
land use, development, population increases, and other growth factors, the planning 
analysis can provide the basis for the assessment of indirect and cumulative impacts 
required under NEPA. The consideration in the transportation planning process of 
development, growth, and consistency with local land use, growth management, or 
development plans, as well as population and employment projections, provides an 
overview of the multitude of factors in an area that are creating pressures not only on the 
transportation system, but on the natural ecosystem and important environmental and 
community resources. An analysis of all reasonably foreseeable actions in the area also 
should be a part of the transportation planning process. This planning-level information 
should be captured and utilized in the analysis of indirect and cumulative impacts during 
the NEPA process. 
     
To be used in the analysis of indirect and cumulative impacts, such information should: 
 
    (a) Be sufficiently detailed that differences in consequences of alternatives can be 
readily identified; 
    (b) Be based on current data (e.g., data from the most recent Census) or be updated 
by additional information; 
    (c) Be based on reasonable assumptions that are clearly Stated; and/or 
    (d) Rely on analytical methods and modeling techniques that are reliable, defensible, 
and reasonably current. 
     
Environmental Mitigation: 
    15. How can planning-level efforts best support advance mitigation, mitigation 
banking, and priorities for environmental mitigation investments? 
A lesson learned from efforts to establish mitigation banks and advance mitigation 
agreements and alternative mitigation options is the importance of beginning interagency 
discussions during the transportation planning process. Development pressures, habitat 
alteration, complicated real estate transactions, and competition for potential mitigation 
sites by public and private project proponents can encumber the already difficult task of 
mitigating for ``like'' value and function and reinforce the need to examine mitigation 
strategies as early as possible. 
     
Robust use of remote sensing, GIS, and decision support systems for evaluating 
conservation strategies are all contributing to the advancement of natural resource and 
environmental planning. The outputs from environmental planning can now better inform 
transportation planning processes, including the development of mitigation strategies, so 
that transportation and conservation goals can be optimally met. For example, long-
range transportation plans can be screened to assess the effect of general travel 
corridors or density, on the viability of sensitive plant and animal species or habitats. 
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This type of screening provides a basis for early collaboration among transportation and 
environmental staffs, the public, and regulatory agencies to explore areas where impacts 
must be avoided and identify areas for mitigation investments. This can lead to 
mitigation strategies that are both more economical and more effective from an 
environmental stewardship perspective than traditional project-specific mitigation 
measures. 
 
III. Administrative Issues: 
 
    16. Are Federal funds eligible to pay for these additional, or more in depth, 
environmental studies in transportation planning? 
     
Yes. For example, the following FHWA and FTA funds may be utilized for conducting 
environmental studies and analyses within transportation planning: FHWA planning and 
research funds, as defined under 23 CFR Part 420 (e.g., Metropolitan Planning (PL), 
Statewide Planning and Research (SPR), National Highway System (NHS), Surface 
Transportation Program (STP), and Equity Bonus); and FTA planning and research 
funds (49 U.S.C. 5303 and 49 U.S.C. 5313(b)), urban formula funds (49 U.S.C. 5307), 
and (in limited circumstances) transit capital investment funds (49 U.S.C. 5309). 
     
The eligible transportation planning-related uses of these funds may include: (a) 
Conducting feasibility or subarea/corridor needs studies and (b) developing system-wide 
environmental information/inventories (e.g., wetland banking inventories or standards to 
identify historically significant sites). Particularly in the case of PL and SPR funds, the 
proposed expenditure must be closely related to the development of transportation plans 
and programs under 23 U.S.C. 134-135 and 49 U.S.C. 5303-5306. 
     
For FHWA funding programs, once a general travel corridor or specific project has 
progressed to a point in the preliminary engineering/NEPA phase that clearly extends 
beyond transportation planning, additional in-depth environmental studies must be 
funded through the program category for which the ultimate project qualifies (e.g., NHS, 
STP, Interstate Maintenance, and/or Bridge), rather than PL or SPR funds. 
     
Another source of funding is FHWA's Transportation Enhancement program, which may 
be used for activities such as: conducting archeological planning and research; 
developing inventories such as those for historic bridges and highways, and other 
surface transportation-related structures; conducting studies to determine the extent of 
water pollution due to highway runoff; and conducting studies to reduce vehicle-caused 
wildlife mortality while maintaining habitat connectivity. 
     
The FHWA and the FTA encourage State DOTs, MPOs, and public transportation 
operators to seek partners for some of these studies from environmental, regulatory, and 
resource agencies, non-government organizations, and other government and private 
sector entities with similar data needs, or environmental interests. In some cases, these 
partners may contribute data and expertise to the studies, as well as funding. 
     
17. What staffing or organizational arrangements may be helpful in allowing planning 
products to be accepted in the NEPA process? 
     
Certain organizational and staffing arrangements may support a more integrated 
approach to the planning/NEPA decision-making continuum. In many cases, planning 
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organizations do not have environmental expertise on staff or readily accessible. 
Likewise, the review and regulatory responsibilities of many environmental, regulatory, 
and resource agencies make involvement in the transportation planning process a 
challenge for staff resources.  
 
These challenges may be partially met by improved use of the outputs of each agency's 
planning resources and by augmenting their capabilities through greater use of GIS and 
remote sensing technologies (see http://www.gis.fhwa.dot.gov/ for additional information 
on the use of GIS). Sharing databases and the planning products of local land use 
decision-makers and State and Federal environmental, regulatory, and resource 
agencies also provide efficiencies in acquiring and sharing the data and information 
needed for both transportation planning and NEPA work. 
     
Additional opportunities such as shared staff, training across disciplines, and (in some 
cases) reorganizing to eliminate structural divisions between planning and NEPA 
practitioners may also need to be considered in order to better integrate NEPA 
considerations into transportation planning studies. The answers to the following two 
questions also contain useful information on  
training and staffing opportunities. 
     
18. How have environmental, regulatory, and resource agency liaisons (Federally- and 
State DOT-funded positions) and partnership agreements been used to provide the 
expertise and interagency participation needed to enhance the consideration of 
environmental factors in the planning process? 
     
For several years, States have utilized Federal and State transportation funds to support 
focused and accelerated project review by a variety of local, State, Tribal, and Federal 
agencies. While Section 1309(e) of the TEA-21 and its successor in SAFETEA-LU 
section 6002 speak specifically to transportation project streamlining, there are other 
authorities that have been used to fund positions, such as the Intergovernmental 
Cooperation Act (31 U.S.C. 6505). In addition, long-term, on-call consultant contracts 
can provide backfill support for staff that are detailed to other parts of an agency for 
temporary assignments. At last count (as of 2003), 246 positions were being funded. 
Additional information on interagency funding agreements is available at: 
http://environment.fhwa.dot.gov/strmlng/igdocs/index.htm. 
     
Moreover, every State has advanced a variety of stewardship and streamlining initiatives 
that necessitate early involvement of environmental, regulatory, and resource agencies 
in the project development process. Such process improvements have: addressed the 
exchange of data to support avoidance and impact analysis; established formal and 
informal consultation and review schedules; advanced mitigation strategies; and resulted 
in a variety of programmatic reviews. Interagency agreements and work plans have 
evolved to describe performance objectives, as well as specific roles and responsibilities 
related to new streamlining initiatives. Some States have improved collaboration and 
efficiency by co-locating environmental, regulatory, and resource and transportation 
agency staff. 
    
 19. What training opportunities are available to MPOs, State DOTs, public 
transportation operators and environmental, regulatory, and resource agencies to assist 
in their understanding of the transportation planning and NEPA processes? 
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Both the FHWA and the FTA offer a variety of transportation planning, public 
involvement, and NEPA courses through the National Highway Institute and/or the 
National Transit Institute. Of particular note is the Linking Planning and NEPA 
Workshop, which provides a forum and facilitated group discussion among and between 
State DOT; MPO; Federal, Tribal, and State environmental, regulatory, and resource 
agencies; and FHWA/FTA representatives (at both the executive and program manager 
levels) to develop a State-specific action plan that will provide for strengthened linkages 
between the transportation planning and NEPA processes. 
     
Moreover, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service offers Green Infrastructure Workshops that 
are focused on integrating planning for natural resources (``green infrastructure'') with 
the development, economic, and other infrastructure needs of society (``gray 
infrastructure''). 
     
Robust planning and multi-issue environmental screening requires input from a wide 
variety of disciplines, including information technology; transportation planning; the 
NEPA process; and regulatory, permitting, and environmental specialty areas (e.g., 
noise, air quality, and biology). Senior managers at transportation and partner agencies 
can arrange a variety of individual training programs to support learning curves and skill 
development that contribute to a strengthened link of the transportation planning and 
NEPA processes. Formal and informal mentoring on an intra-agency basis can be 
arranged. Employee exchanges within and between agencies can be periodically 
scheduled, and persons involved with professional leadership programs can seek 
temporary assignments with partner agencies. 
 
IV. Additional Information on this Topic 
 
Valuable sources of information are FHWA's environment website 
(http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/index.htm) and FTA's environmental streamlining 
website (http://www.environment.fta.dot.gov).  
 
Another source of information and case studies is NCHRP Report 8-38 (Consideration of 
Environmental Factors in Transportation Systems Planning), which is available at 
http://www4.trb.org/trb/crp.nsf/All+Projects/NCHRP+8-38.  
 
In addition, AASHTO's Center for Environmental Excellence website is continuously 
updated with news and links to information of interest to transportation and 
environmental professionals (www.transportation.environment.org). 
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Date:  February 22, 2005 

Subject:  Integration of Planning and NEPA Processes  

In Reply Refer To: HCC-30 

From:  D.J. Gribbin /s/  
Chief Counsel, Federal Highway Administration 

Judith S. Kaleta /s/ 
Acting Chief Counsel, Federal Transit Administration 

To:  Cindy Burbank, Associate Administrator 
Office of Planning, Environment and Realty, FHWA 

David A. Vozzolo, Deputy Associate Administrator 
Office of Planning and Environment, FTA  

I. Issue 

You have asked for guidance regarding the extent to which the results of the 
transportation planning process can be used in and relied upon in the NEPA process. 

In response to your request, this memorandum outlines the current law; describes the 
transportation planning products that can be used in the NEPA process and under what 
conditions; and explains the roles of Federal agencies and the public in reviewing 
transportation planning products used in NEPA analyses and documents. 

II. Background 

The transportation planning process required by 23 U.S.C. 134 and 135 and 49 U.S.C. 
5303-5306 sets the stage for future development of transportation projects. As part of 
the transportation planning process, States and local metropolitan planning 
organizations (MPOs) must develop long-range transportation plans to address 
projected transportation needs. In addition, they must create transportation improvement 
programs (TIPs or STIPs), which identify a list of priority projects to be carried out in the 
next three years to implement the plan. To receive Federal funding, transportation 
projects must come from a TIP or STIP. As a result, much of the data and decision 
making undertaken by state and local officials during the planning process carry forward 
into the project development activities that follow the TIP or STIP. This means that the 
planning process and the environmental assessment required during project 
development by the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) (42 U.S.C. 4231 
et seq.) should work in tandem, with the results of the transportation planning process 
feeding into the NEPA process. Congress has put great emphasis on the transportation 
planning process for shaping transportation decisions, and has retained and refined that 
emphasis in surface transportation law over decades. 

In practice, though, the environmental analyses produced during the NEPA process are 
sometimes disconnected from the analyses used to prepare transportation plans, 
transportation improvement programs, and supporting corridor or subarea studies. 
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Analyses and decisions occurring during transportation planning can be ignored or 
redone in the NEPA process, resulting in a duplication of work and delays in 
implementation of transportation projects. The sharp separation between the work done 
during the transportation planning process and the NEPA analysis and documentation 
process is not necessary. In fact, current law provides authority for and even encourages 
the integration of the information and products developed in highway and transit 
planning process into the NEPA process. This memorandum provides guidance on how 
this information and these products can be incorporated into and relied upon in NEPA 
analyses and documents under existing laws. 

III. Legal Analysis of Current Law on Integrating Planning and NEPA 

The transportation planning process is a detailed, Congressionally mandated procedure 
for developing long-range transportation plans and shorter-range transportation 
improvement programs. These procedures were initially enacted in the 1960s and were 
codified in Title 23 and Title 49 of the U.S. Code. See 23 U.S.C. 134 and 135 and 49 
U.S.C. 5303-5306. In 1991, the Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991 
substantially expanded the planning provisions. They have been subsequently revisited 
and refined by Congress in various transportation bills, but the basic framework has 
remained intact. The procedures identify the State and local agencies with primary 
responsibility for transportation planning. They also identify agencies and other 
interested parties who should be given an opportunity to participate in the transportation 
planning process and describe their appropriate level of involvement. The statute spells 
out the planning factors that must be considered, including, among other factors, the 
protection and enhancement of the environment. 23 U.S.C. 134(f) and 135(c).1 The 
transportation planning process undertaken by States and MPOs is periodically reviewed 
and, if found to be adequate, certified by FHWA and FTA. The Federal government does 
not approve the transportation plans developed by State or local officials, and although 
FTA and FHWA jointly approve the Statewide TIP such an approval does not constitute 
a Federal action subject to review under NEPA.2 This is the process that Congress 
constructed to shape transportation decisions for Federally funded projects. 

In order to be eligible for Federal funding, projects must come from a plan created by 
this process. Federal action subject to NEPA is needed to approve these Federal aid 
projects. Because of the continuity between the planning and project development 
processes, the NEPA analysis for a transportation project needs to be reviewed in the 
context of this transportation planning process. 

NEPA and the government-wide regulations that carry out NEPA (40 C.F.R. Parts 1500 
et seq.) clearly contemplate the integration of the NEPA process with planning 
processes. Specifically, Section 102(2)(A) of NEPA direct all Federal agencies to "utilize 
a systemic, interdisciplinary approach which will insure the integrated use of natural and 
social sciences and the environmental design arts in planning and decision making. 
[Emphasis added] The regulations issued by the President's Council on Environmental 
Quality (CEQ) amplify the statutory directive:  

• 40 C.F.R. 1501.1(a) requires decision makers to "integrate[e] the NEPA process 
into early planning to ensure appropriate consideration of NEPA's policies and to 
eliminate delay;  
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• 40 C.F.R. 1501.1(b) emphasizes the need for "cooperative consultation among 
agencies before the environmental impact statement is prepared, rather than 
"submission of adversary comments on a completed document;  

• 40 C.F.R. 1501.1(d) emphasizes the importance of "[I]identifying at an early 
stage the significant environmental issues deserving of study, by de-emphasizing 
"insignificant issues and "narrowing the scope of the environmental impact 
statement accordingly;  

• 40 C.F.R. 1501.2 requires that Federal agencies "integrate the NEPA process 
with other planning at the earliest possible time to ensure that planning and [agency] 
decisions reflect environmental values. . .  

Likewise, the NEPA regulations adopted by the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and 
the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) emphasize the tie between NEPA and 
transportation planning: 

• 23 C.F.R. 771.105(a) provides that "To the fullest extent possible, all 
environmental investigations, reviews and consultations be coordinated as a 
single process. . . and  

• 23 C.F.R. 771.105(b) directs that "Alternative courses of action be evaluated and 
decisions be made in the best overall public interest based upon a balanced 
consideration of the need for safe and efficient transportation; of the social, 
economic and environmental impacts of the proposed transportation 
improvement; and of national, State and local environmental protection goals.  

Thus, the organic statute, the government-wide NEPA regulations, and the specific 
FHWA and FTA regulations all strongly support the integration of the NEPA process with 
the transportation planning process. 

Case law on the issue of the use of transportation planning studies and decisions in the 
NEPA process is not extensive. However, to the extent they exist, court decisions have 
consistently supported the reliance in the NEPA process on work done in the planning 
process. For example, in North Buckhead Civic Association v. Skinner, 903 F. 2d 1533 
(11th Cir. 1990), the Plaintiffs challenged the purpose and need articulated in the EIS for 
a multi-lane limited access highway connecting two existing highways. The purpose and 
need was derived from a series of planning studies conducted by the Atlanta Regional 
Commission. Plaintiffs argued that the purpose and need was crafted in a way that the 
proposed highway was "conclusively presumed to be required and a rail alternative 
perfunctorily dismissed for its failure to fully satisfy the objectives of the project. The 
Court of Appeals disagreed with the Plaintiffs, stating that their objections reflected "a 
fundamental misapprehension of the role of federal and state agencies in the community 
planning process established by the Federal-Aid Highway Act. The Court went on to 
explain that the Federal-Aid Highway Act contemplated "a relationship of cooperation 
between federal and local authorities; each governmental entity plays a specific role in 
the development and execution of a local transportation project. The Court emphasized 
that federal agencies did not have responsibility for long range local planning, and found 
that the "federal, state and local officials complied with federally mandated regional 
planning procedures in developing the need and purpose section of the EIS. 903 F.3d at 
1541-42. Although the Court in Buckhead acknowledged the validity of a purpose and 
need based on the results of the planning study, it did not in any way scale back the 
holdings of other cases relating to purpose and need which caution agencies not to write 
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purpose and need statements so narrowly as to "define competing ‘reasonable 
alternatives' out of consideration (and even out of existence). Simmons v. U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers, 120 F.3d 664 (7th Cir. 1997). (In this case, the Army Corps of 
Engineers failed to question city's insistence on one approach for supplying water and 
gave no independent thought to the feasibility of alternatives, both single source and 
separate source supply options. On this basis, the EIS was found to be inadequate.) 

In Carmel-by-the-Sea v. U.S. DOT, 123 F.3d 1142 (9th Cir. 1997), the Plaintiffs 
challenged the sufficiency of an EIS for failing to adequately consider the proposed 
project's growth-inducing effects. The Ninth Circuit disagreed, finding that the EIS 
satisfied this requirement by referencing several local planning documents that 
specifically included construction of the highway in their growth plans and which 
discussed overall growth targets and limits. In addition, the Court found that achieving 
"Level of Service C, an objective derived from the local congestion management plan, 
was an appropriate part of the purpose and need statement (although ultimately the EIS 
was found inadequate on cumulative impact grounds). Similarly, in Laguna Greenbelt, 
Inc. v. U.S. DOT, 42 F.3d 517 (9th Cir. 1994), the court held that the absence of a more 
thorough discussion in an EIS of induced growth, an issue that was sufficiently analyzed 
in referenced state materials, does not violate NEPA. However, regardless of the source, 
the analysis of induced growth must be in sufficient detail and must provide an analytical 
basis for its assumptions in order to be adequate under NEPA. See Senville v. Peters, 
327 F.Supp.2d 335, 349 (Vt. 2004) (In this case, the District Court found an FEIS, before 
it was supplemented by FHWA, to be inadequate because it contained only a "sketchy 
discussion of induced growth and failed to support its assumptions with any analysis.)  

In Utahns for Better Transportation v. U.S. DOT, 305 F.3d 1152 (10th Cir. 2002), as 
modified on rehearing, 319 F.3rd 1207 (10th Cir. 2003), Plaintiffs contended that the 
FEIS was inadequate because it failed to consider reducing travel demand through 
alternative land use scenarios in combination with mass transit. Noting that "reasonable 
alternatives must be non-speculative, the Tenth Circuit found that Plaintiffs had not 
demonstrated a deficiency in the FEIS on this basis (although it was ultimately found 
inadequate on other grounds). The Court stated that "Land use is a local and regional 
matter, and that, in this case, the corridor at issue would involve the jurisdiction of 
several local and regional governmental entities whose cooperation would be necessary 
to make an alternative land use scenario a reality. The fact that these entities had clearly 
declined to alter their land use plans in such a way was justification for not considering 
this alternative. 305 F.3d at 1172. 3  

In Sierra Club v. U.S. Department of Transportation, 310 F.Supp.2d 1168 (D. Nevada 
2004), Plaintiffs made several challenges to the EIS for a proposed highway project. 
One of these challenges alleged that FHWA relied on understated population and traffic 
forecasts. However, the Nevada District Court found that FHWA's reliance on the 
forecasts and modeling efforts of the designated metropolitan planning organization 
responsible for developing transportation plans and programs for the area was 
reasonable. In addition, Plaintiffs argued that the EIS had improperly rejected a fixed 
guideway as a reasonable alternative under NEPA. The Court disagreed, finding that 
FHWA reasonably relied on a "major investment study4 conducted as part of its planning 
process to establish that such an alternative (1) would not meet the project's purpose 
and need, even when considered as part of a transportation strategy, (2) was too costly 
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and (3) depended on connections to other portions of such a system for which 
construction was uncertain.5  

As demonstrated by these cases, Courts have sanctioned the use of information from 
the planning process in a NEPA analysis and document. This is consistent with the 
opening language in NEPA advocating the integration of environmental considerations in 
both planning and decision-making. Consequently, products from the transportation 
planning process can be used in the NEPA analysis and documentation prepared for a 
transportation project. 

IV. Legal Guidance on How Products from the Planning Process Can Be Used In 
the NEPA Process 

For studies, analyses or conclusions from the transportation planning process to be used 
in the NEPA process, they must meet certain standards established by NEPA. This is 
because the information and products coming from the planning process must be 
sufficiently comprehensive that the Federal government may reasonably rely upon them 
in its NEPA analysis and documentation. Transportation planning processes vary greatly 
from locality to locality. Some transportation planning processes will already meet these 
standards, while others might need some modification to do so. Below is a discussion of 
where products from the transportation planning process might be incorporated into a 
NEPA analysis and documentation (purpose and need, alternatives, affected 
environment, and, to a more limited extent, environmental consequences in terms of 
land use, indirect and cumulative impacts, etc.), along with the NEPA standards they 
must first meet. 

In addition to what is discussed below, these planning products must come from a 
transportation planning process that complied with current transportation planning 
requirements (e.g., provided an opportunity for public involvement and considered 
relevant planning factors). Interested State, local, tribal and Federal agencies should be 
included in the transportation planning processes, and must be given a reasonable 
opportunity to comment upon the long range transportation plan and transportation 
improvement program. Finally, any work from the planning process must have been 
documented and available for public review during the planning process. Such 
documentation should be in a form that can easily be appended to the NEPA document 
or incorporated by reference.6 

Purpose and Need 

The "purpose and need statement in a NEPA document is where the planning process 
and the NEPA process most clearly intersect. A sound planning process is a primary 
source of the project purpose and need. It is through the planning process that state and 
local governments determine what the transportation needs of an area are, which of 
transportation needs they wish to address, and in what time frame they wish to address 
them. Indeed, that is what the law requires from the planning process and actually 
prevents projects that do not come from the planning process from going forward. 

The purpose and need statement, at a minimum, is a statement of the transportation 
problem to be solved by the proposed project. It is often presented in two parts: broad 
goals and objectives, and a description of the transportation conditions (congestion, 
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safety, etc.) underlying the problem. The long-range transportation plan also includes 
goals and objectives similar to "purpose and need but on a broader scale, since it 
typically covers a wider area and spans at least twenty years. These goals and 
objectives are often identified through extensive public outreach, sometimes called 
"visioning or "alternative futures exercises. The purpose and need statement for a 
transportation project should be consistent with and based on the goals and objectives 
developed during the planning process. 

Getting input from Federal agencies as transportation goals and objectives are 
developed during the planning process is advisable and would be consistent with the 
cooperative relationship envisioned by statute and reinforced by courts. Such 
participation would give Federal agencies a better insight into the needs and objectives 
of the locality and would also provide an important opportunity for Federal concerns to 
be identified and addressed early in the process. These concerns could include issues 
that might be raised by Federal agencies in considering permit applications for projects 
designed to implement the transportation plan. However, the responsibility for local 
planning lies with the metropolitan planning organization or the State, not the Federal 
government. 

In many cases, the goals and objectives in the transportation plan are supported by a 
needs assessment and problem statement describing current transportation problems to 
be addressed. Although the goals and objectives in the long-range transportation plan 
will be broader than what is appropriate for a specific project, they can be the foundation 
for the purpose and need to be used in a NEPA document. For example, they can be 
used to generate corridor-level purpose and need statements, during planning, for use in 
NEPA documents. The challenge is to ensure what comes from the long-range 
transportation plan is not so general as to generate a range of alternatives that are not 
responsive to the problem to be solved. 

NEPA calls for a purpose and need statement to briefly specify the underlying purpose 
and need to which the agency is responding in proposing the alternatives including the 
proposed action. A purpose and need statement can be derived from the transportation 
planning process. The purpose and need statement: 

• Should be a statement of the transportation problem (not a statement of a 
solution);  

• Should be based on articulated planning factors and developed through a 
certified planning process;  

• Should be specific enough so that the range of alternatives developed will offer 
real potential for solutions to the transportation problem;  

• Must not be so specific as to "reverse engineer a solution; and  
• May reflect other priorities and limitations in the area, such as environmental 

resources, growth management, land use planning, and economic development.  

Alternatives 

Under NEPA, an EIS must rigorously explore and objectively evaluate all reasonable 
alternatives, and briefly explain the rationale for eliminating any alternatives from 
detailed study.7 "Reasonable alternatives are described in Council on Environmental 
Quality (CEQ) guidance as including "those that are practical or feasible from the 
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technical and economic standpoint and using common sense. Forty Most Asked 
Questions Concerning CEQ's NEPA Regulations, Question #2a (March 23, 1981). An 
alternative is not "reasonable if it does not satisfy the purpose and need,8 but it may be 
reasonable even if it is outside the jurisdiction of the proposing agency to implement. 

The transportation planning process frequently takes steps to refine the purpose and 
need statement that results in narrowing or screening the range of alternatives. Regional 
planning considerations may be the basis for refining the purpose and need statement, 
which might then have the effect of eliminating some alternatives from detailed 
consideration. For example, network connectivity across a geographic barrier such as a 
river may dictate a particular transportation mode or a general alignment. The plan may 
also identify where a locality wants housing, commercial development, agriculture, etc.—
all of which might drive the need for transportation improvements in particular corridors. 

When a long- range transportation plan leaves open the possibility of multiple 
approaches to fulfill its goals and objectives, a subarea or corridor study could be 
conducted to "zoom in on a particular area. This study would evaluate alternative 
investment strategies, engineering constraints, fiscal constraints, and environmental 
considerations in this area, and could narrow the range of possible alternatives to those 
that will meet the goals and objectives of the broader long-range transportation plan in 
that particular subarea or corridor. At the conclusion of such a study, the remaining 
alternatives might simply consist of a single corridor or mode choice with location and 
design options. 

On a broad scale, a decision about whether projects located in particular subareas or 
corridors would satisfy the transportation goals and objectives of a locality can be made 
in these subarea or corridor studies. These studies can therefore be used in and relied 
on in an EIS to refine the purpose and need statement, thereby narrowing the range of 
alternatives to be considered by eliminating some alternatives from further detailed 
study. When conducting subarea or corridor screening studies during the planning 
process, State and local agencies should keep in mind the principles of NEPA and 
should be sure to document their procedures and rationales. To be incorporated into an 
EIS, the analysis of alternatives conducted in the subarea or corridor study should be 
consistent with the standard of NEPA requiring consideration of reasonable alternatives. 
Alternatives that remain "reasonable after the planning level analysis must be addressed 
in the NEPA process, even when they are clearly not the preferred alternative.9 
Alternatives passed over during the transportation planning process because they are 
infeasible or because they do not meet the NEPA "purpose and need can be omitted 
from the detailed analysis of alternatives in the NEPA analyses and documentation, so 
long as the rationale for omitting them is documented in the NEPA document. That 
documentation can either be appended to the EIS or the specific transportation planning 
documents can be summarized in the EIS and incorporated by reference. The NEPA 
review would then have to consider the alternatives that survive the planning study, plus 
any additional reasonable alternatives identified during NEPA scoping that may not have 
been considered during the planning process. All reasonable alternatives considered in 
the draft and final EIS should be presented in a "comparative form that sharply defines 
the issues and provides a clear basis for a choice by the decision maker and the public. 
40 C.F.R. 1502.14. 
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Finally, any planning study being relied upon as a basis for eliminating alternatives from 
detailed study should be identified during the NEPA scoping process and available for 
public review. Since a major purpose of the scoping process is to identify alternatives to 
be evaluated, the public should be given the opportunity to comment on determinations 
made in the planning process to eliminate alternatives. 

Therefore, if the planning process is used to screen or narrow the range of alternatives, 
by excluding certain alternatives from detailed study or by prescribing modes or corridors 
for transportation development which results in eliminating alternative modes or corridors 
from detailed study, then the planning-based analysis of alternatives: 

• Should describe the rationale for determining the reasonableness of the 
alternative or alternatives;  

• Should include an explanation of why an eliminated alternative would not meet 
the purpose and need or was otherwise unreasonable; and  

• Should be made available for public review during the NEPA scoping process 
and comment period.  

Under FTA's New Starts program, the alternatives considered during the NEPA process 
may be narrowed even further by eliminating alternatives from detailed study in those 
instances when the Alternatives Analysis required by 49 U.S.C. 5309(e) is conducted as 
a planning study prior to the NEPA review.10 In fact, FTA may narrow the alternatives 
considered in detail in the NEPA analysis and documentation to the No-Build (No-Action) 
alternative and the "Locally Preferred Alternative". The following criteria must be met if 
alternatives are eliminated from detailed study by a planning Alternatives Analysis 
conducted prior to the NEPA review: 

• During the planning Alternatives Analysis, all of the reasonable alternatives under 
consideration must be fully evaluated in terms of their transportation impacts, 
capital and operating costs, social, economic, and environmental impacts, and 
technical considerations;  

• There must be appropriate public involvement in the planning Alternatives 
Analysis;  

• The appropriate Federal, State, and local resource agencies must be engaged in 
the planning Alternatives Analysis;  

• The results of the planning Alternatives Analysis must be documented;  
• The NEPA scoping participants must agree on the alternatives that will be 

considered in the NEPA review; and  
• The NEPA document must incorporate by reference the evaluation of alternatives 

from the planning Alternatives Analysis.  

If, during the NEPA process, new reasonable alternatives not considered during the 
planning Alternatives Analysis are identified or new information about eliminated 
alternatives comes to light, those alternatives must be evaluated during the NEPA 
process. 

Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences 

The EIS must present a description of the environment in the area that would be affected 
by the proposed action and alternatives and their environmental consequences. 40 
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C.F.R. 1502.15 and 1502.16. In the development of the long-range transportation plan 
and a corridor or subarea studies, a similar assessment of the environment in the area 
and environmental consequences should typically have been conducted. Such planning-
level assessments might include developing and utilizing geographic information system 
overlays of the area; providing information on air- and water-sheds; identifying the 
location of environmental resources with respect to the proposed project and 
alternatives; conducting environmental "scans of the area of impact; and utilizing 
demographic trends and forecasts developed for the area. The discussion in the 
planning process of development growth, and consistency with local land use, growth 
management or development plans, as well as population and employment projections, 
would be particularly valuable for use in determining the affected environment and the 
scope of cumulative impacts assessment and possible indirect impacts of the proposed 
transportation improvement. Any relevant parts of such transportation planning process 
analysis, conducted in the planning process or by other sources and used in plan 
development, can be incorporated by reference and relied upon in the NEPA analysis 
and documentation. 

The CEQ regulations require the action agency preparing an EIS to assess the 
environmental consequences of the proposed action and any reasonable alternatives. 
The CEQ regulation contains a detailed list of all of the types of environmental 
consequences that must be discussed, including direct, indirect and cumulative impacts 
and their significance, as well as means to mitigate adverse environmental impacts. 
These consequences must be discussed for each alternative and should be presented in 
a comparative form. 40 C.F.R. 1502.16. In transportation planning, the development of 
transportation plans and programs is guided by seven planning factors (23 U.S.C. 
134(f)(1) and 23 U.S.C. 135(c)(1)), one of which is to "protect and enhance the 
environment, promote energy conservation, and improve the quality of life. As such, 
there generally is a broad consideration of the environmental effects of transportation 
decisions for a region.11 To the extent relevant, this analysis can be incorporated into 
the "environmental consequences section of an environmental assessment or impact 
statement performed under NEPA. However, in most cases the assessment of 
environmental consequences conducted during the planning process will not be detailed 
enough to meet NEPA standards and thus will need to be supplemented. 

Nonetheless, the planning process often can be a source of information for the 
evaluation of cumulative and indirect impacts required under NEPA. 40 C.F.R. 1502.16, 
1508.7 and 1508.8. The nature of the planning process is to look broadly at future land 
use, development, population increases, and other growth factors. This analysis could 
provide the basis for the assessment of cumulative and indirect impacts required under 
NEPA. Investigating these impacts at the planning level can also provide insight into 
landscape, watershed or regional mitigation opportunities that will provide mitigation for 
multiple projects. 

An EIS may incorporate information regarding future land use, development, 
demographic changes, etc. from the transportation planning process to form a common 
basis for comparing the direct, indirect and cumulative impacts of all alternatives. When 
an analysis of the environmental consequences from the transportation planning process 
is incorporated into an EIS it: 
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• Should be presented in a way that differentiates among the consequences of the 
proposed action and other reasonable alternatives;  

• Should be in sufficient detail to allow the decision maker and the public to 
ascertain the comparative merits and demerits of the alternatives; and  

• Must be supplemented to the extent it does not adequately address all of the 
elements required by the CEQ and FHWA/FTA NEPA regulations.  

V. Legal Guidance on Weight to be Given to Planning Products Incorporated into 
NEPA Analyses and Documents 

Responsibility for NEPA analyses and documents on Federally funded or approved 
highway and transit projects ultimately rests with FHWA and FTA, since they are taking 
the federal action subject to NEPA. FHWA and FTA have an obligation to independently 
evaluate and review a NEPA analysis and document, even when some of the 
information contained in it has been prepared by the State or other local agency. 42 
U.S.C. 4332(2)(D); 40 C.F.R. 1506.5 Under NEPA and other relevant environmental 
laws such as the Endangered Species Act, the Clean Water Act, or the Clean Air Act, 
other agencies also must be given an opportunity to review and comment on NEPA 
documents and analysis. Federal agencies that have jurisdiction by law have an 
independent responsibility under NEPA and, upon the request of the lead agency, shall 
be "cooperating agencies.12 Tribes and state and local agencies with jurisdiction by law 
and all agencies with special expertise may, upon the request of the lead agency, be 
"cooperating agencies in the NEPA process. 40 C.F.R. 1501.6 and 1508.5. 

However, while imposing on Federal agencies the obligation to independently evaluate 
information in NEPA analyses and documents, Congress also affirmed that NEPA does 
not apply to the transportation planning process because it is not a Federal action:  

"Since plans and programs described in this [transportation planning] section are subject 
to a reasonable opportunity for public comment, since individual projects included in the 
plans and programs are subject to review under the National Environmental Policy Act of 
1969 (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.), and since decisions by the Secretary concerning plans 
and programs described in this section have not been reviewed under such Act as of 
January 1, 1997, any decision by the Secretary concerning a plan or program described 
in this section shall not be considered to be a Federal action subject to review under the 
National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.)." 

23 U.S.C 134(o) and 135(i). The transportation planning process is a local function, 
which, by statute, is undertaken by State and local governments. The Department of 
Transportation has an oversight role, but it does not conduct the process and, therefore, 
there is no Federal action to trigger the application of NEPA. This is different than the 
"big picture planning processes undertaken by other Federal agencies with respect to 
lands that they manage, where action by the Federal agency is involved and NEPA 
applies.13  

The affirmation in Sections 134(o) and 135(i) that the decisions made by State and local 
governments during the transportation planning process are exempt from NEPA is 
based on a Fifth Circuit decision, Atlanta Coalition on the Transportation Crisis, Inc. v. 
Atlanta Regional Commission, 599 F.2d 1333 (5th Cir. 1979). In this case, plaintiffs 
sought declaratory judgment that an EIS was required for a regional transportation plan 
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developed by the Atlanta Regional Commission in compliance with the FHWA and FTA 
planning regulations. The plan proposed a comprehensive transportation system for the 
Atlanta area. It included an analysis of projected regional transportation needs through 
the year 2000 and identified the general location and the mode (i.e. highway or transit) 
for recommended transportation corridors to meet those needs. The Fifth Circuit denied 
plaintiff's request for an EIS, finding that "Congress did not intend NEPA to apply to 
state, local or private actions; hence, the statute speaks only to ‘federal agencies' and 
requires impact statements only as to ‘major federal actions.' 559 F.2d at 1344. 
Specifically, the Court stated: 

"The fact is that the [regional plan] was developed by ARC in conjunction with state and 
local authorities, and no federal agency had any significant hand in determining, or made 
any decision concerning, its substantive aspects. Under the statutes, those decisions are 
entrusted to the state and local agencies, not FHWA or [FTA]. Moreover, the plan, as a 
plan will never be submitted to a federal agency for review or approval. And while the 
planning process was so structured so as to preserve the eligibility for federal funding of 
projects included within the resulting plan, it has been consistently held that the 
possibility of federal funding in the future does not make the project or projects ‘major 
federal action' during the planning stage." 

[Cites omitted] 599 F.2d at 1346. The Court further found that certification or funding of 
the planning process by FHWA and FTA did not amount to a "major federal action as 
defined in the NEPA regulations. 559 F.3d at 1344; 40 C.F.R. 1508.18. The Court 
concluded by again emphasizing: "We have no doubt but that the [regional plan] 
embodies important decisions concerning the future growth of the Atlanta area that will 
have a continuing and significant effect on the human environment. But at the risk of 
belaboring the point, we reemphasize that those decisions have been made by state and 
local authorities, will not be reviewed by any federal agency, and obligate no federal 
funds. The defendants therefore need not prepare an impact statement on the [regional 
plan]. 559 F.3d at 1349. 

This theme is echoed in other court decisions involving local planning processes. Early 
in the development of NEPA law, Courts recognized that deference to local planning was 
appropriate in the NEPA process. In Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning 
Commission v. U.S. Postal Service, 487 F.2d 1029 (U.S. App. D.C. 1973), the Postal 
Service determined that the construction of a bulk mail facility would have no significant 
impact since, under the locality's zoning laws, the postal facility was a "permitted use at 
the location proposed by the Postal Service. In analyzing this issue, the Court noted: 
"The question of significance takes on a distinctive case in the context of land use 
planning. The Court went on to state: "When local zoning regulations and procedures 
are followed in site location decisions by the Federal Government, there is an assurance 
that such ‘environmental' effects as flow from the special uses of land—the safety of the 
structures, cohesiveness of neighborhoods, population density, crime control, and 
esthetics-will be no greater than demanded by the residents acting through their elected 
representatives. 487 F.2d at 165-66. The Court acknowledged, however, that local 
planning was not sufficient to effectuate NEPA, and that actions of the Federal 
government might have implications beyond those evaluated in the planning process: 
"For example, whereas the Federal Government might legitimately defer to New York 
City zoning in matters of, say, population density, a different issue would be posed by 
the location within the city of an atomic reactor. Its peculiar hazards would not be limited 
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to the citizens of New York, nor could they control them. 487 F.2d at 166. See also 
Preservation Coalition, Inc. v. Pierce, 667 F.2d 851 (C.A. Idaho 1982) (citing Maryland-
National Capital Park and upholding a finding of no significant impact when a Federal 
project conformed to existing land use patterns, zoning and local plans). 

The Fifth Circuit followed a similar line of reasoning in Isle of Hope Historical Association 
v. U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, 646 F. 2d 215 (5th Cir. 1981). In this case, the Court 
held that, in preparing an EIS, the Corps of Engineers properly relied on information and 
answers from the local government regarding planning and zoning issues. The Corps 
had consulted with county officials to determine whether planning documents had been 
adopted and whether there was any inconsistency between the proposed project and the 
local zoning regulations. Plaintiffs challenged this part of the EIS, alleging that it had not 
adequately discussed the planning documents at issue nor disclosed inconsistencies 
between the zoning regulations and the proposed project. The Court upheld the Corps' 
reliance on the county officials' responses, stating that "For the Corps in this case to 
follow planning documents which the county had not adopted or to engage independent 
analysis of inconsistencies which those specifically charged with zoning enforcement did 
not find would make the Corps in effect a planning and zoning review board. . . The 
proper function of the Corps was to assess the environmental impact of the [proposed 
project], not to act as a zoning interpretation or appeal board. 646 F.2d at 221.14  

This respect for local sovereignty in making planning decisions has been reinforced 
more recently in the context of transportation planning. In North Buckhead Civic 
Association v. Skinner (discussed previously in Section III of this Memorandum), the 
11th Circuit emphasized that "NEPA does not confer the power or responsibility for long 
range local planning on Federal or state agencies. 903 F. 3d at 1541-42. See also Sierra 
Club v. U.S. Department of Transportation, 350 F.Supp.2d 1168, 1193 (D. Nevada 
2004), where the Court said: "[A] federal agency does not violate NEPA by relying on 
prior studies and analyses performed by local and state agencies. This approach is also 
consistent with the statutory provision describing the Federal-State relationship for the 
Federal-aid highway program: "The authorization of the appropriation of Federal funds or 
their availability for expenditure under this chapter shall in no way infringe on the 
sovereign rights of the States to determine which projects shall be federally financed. 23 
U.S.C. 

145(a). In conducting its NEPA analysis, FHWA and FTA must take into account 
Congressional direction regarding its statutory authority to act. See Citizens Against 
Burlington, Inc. v. Busey, 938 F.2d 190 (C.A.D.C. 1991).15  

When it enacts a provision of law, Congress is presumed to have in mind previous laws 
relating to the same subject matter. To the greatest extent possible, new statutes should 
be read in accord with prior statutes, and should be construed together in harmony. N. 
Singer, Statutes and Statutory Construction, 6th Ed., Vol. 2B, Sec. 51.02. A Federal 
agency's independent obligation to evaluate planning products incorporated into the 
NEPA process must be performed in a way that is consistent with the Congressional 
direction that NEPA does not apply to local transportation planning and consistent with 
court decisions recognizing the sovereignty of local governments in making local 
transportation planning decisions. Federal agencies should ensure transportation 
planning decisions have a rational basis and are based on accurate data, but should not 
use the NEPA process as a venue for substituting federal judgment for local judgment by 
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requiring reconsideration of systems-level objectives or choices that are properly made 
during the local transportation planning process.16  

The transportation planning process and the NEPA process work in harmony when the 
planning process provides the basis or foundation for the purpose and need statement in 
a NEPA document. To the extent regional or systems-level analyses and choices in the 
transportation planning process help to form the purpose and need statement for a 
NEPA document, such planning products should be given great weight by FHWA and 
FTA, consistent with Congressional and Court direction to respect local sovereignty in 
planning. This approach is also consistent with a letter to Secretary Mineta dated May 
12, 2003, from James Connaughton, Chairman of CEQ, on purpose and need 
statements in NEPA documents:  

"Federal courts generally have been deferential in their review of a lead agency's 
‘purpose and need' statements, absent a finding that an agency acted in an arbitrary or 
capricious manner. They have recognized that federal agencies should respect the role 
of local and state authorities in the transportation planning process and appropriately 
reflect the results of that process in the federal agency's NEPA analysis of purpose and 
need [citing to North Buckhead]." 

Further, in his letter, the Chairman states that, even though other Federal agencies must 
be provided an opportunity to comment, they "should afford substantial deference to the 
transportation agency's articulation of purpose and need when the proposal is a 
transportation project.17  

Therefore, if transportation planning studies and conclusions have properly followed the 
transportation planning process, then they can be incorporated into the purpose and 
need statement and, further, can be used to help draw bounds around alternatives that 
need to be considered in detail. For example, if systems-level or other broad objectives 
or choices18 from the transportation plan are incorporated into the purpose and need 
statement used in a NEPA document, FHWA and FTA should not revisit whether these 
are the best objectives or choices among other options. Rather, their review would 
include making sure that objectives or choices derived from the transportation plan were 
based on transportation planning factors established by federal law; reflect a credible 
and articulated planning rationale; are founded on reliable data; and were developed 
through a transportation planning process meeting FHWA and FTA statutory and 
regulatory requirements. In addition, the basis for the objectives and choices must be 
documented and included in the NEPA document. In such cases, alternatives falling 
outside a purpose and need statement derived from objectives or choices identified in 
the planning process do not need to be considered in detail. 

FHWA and FTA should independently review regional analyses or studies of 
transportation needs conducted during the transportation planning process at a similar 
level. FHWA and FTA reviewers do not need to review whether assumptions or 
analytical methods used in the studies are the best available, but, instead, need to 
assure that such assumptions or analytical methods are reasonable and scientifically 
acceptable. This review would include determining whether assumptions have a rational 
basis and are up-to-date and data, analytical methods, and modeling techniques are 
reliable, defensible, and reasonably current. This approach preserves the sovereignty of 
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state and local governments in making local planning decisions but in a way that is 
consistent with the principles and procedures of NEPA. 

Nonetheless, additional scrutiny may be required if the results of the planning process 
are more specific than needed for regional or systems-level planning. Such results might 
actually be part of project development, which is outside of the planning jurisdiction of 
local agencies. Project development often involves a Federal action and therefore would 
be subject to NEPA. See 23 U.S.C. 134(o) and 135(i). In addition, the information the 
Federal agencies rely upon in the NEPA process based on underlying transportation 
planning work cannot be inaccurate, false or misleading. See Sierra Club v. U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers, 701 F. 2d 1011, 1035 (where the court required a supplementation 
or re-evaluation of the NEPA analyses and documentation where the Corps 
unquestioningly relied on inaccurate information and did not investigate, on its own, the 
accuracy of the fisheries data submitted to it to support a permit for a landfill in the 
Hudson river to accommodate the Westway highway project.) 

In conducting reviews under NEPA, Federal agencies should defer to planning products 
incorporated into the NEPA process to the extent that they involve decisions or analysis 
within the jurisdiction of the local planning agency. The focus of the Federal agency's 
review should be whether the planning information is adequate to meet the standards of 
NEPA, not whether the decisions made by the planning authority are correct. This would 
be consistent with the specific roles assigned by Congress to local and Federal 
authorities and consistent with court decisions admonishing Federal agencies to respect 
the sovereignty of local authorities in developing local plans. 

VI. Conclusion 

This memorandum provides guidance on how transportation planning level information 
and products may be used to focus the documentation prepared to comply with NEPA 
when Federal approvals are needed to build a transportation project. Federal law and 
regulations and best practices ensure that much information that is relevant to the NEPA 
process is in fact developed during the planning process. Both Federal transportation 
law and NEPA law strongly suggest that to the extent practicable, the NEPA process 
should use and build on the decision made and information developed during the 
planning process. Of course, where the transportation planning process fails to address 
or document issues, the NEPA analyses and documentation may have to supplement 
the information developed during the planning process. 

Original signed by D.J. Gribbin and Judith S. Kaleta 
 

1 Protection of the environment is reinforced in the FHWA and FTA regulations clarifying 
the factors to be considered in the transportation planning process (e.g., States and 
MPOs must analyze the "overall social, economic, energy and environmental effects of 
transportation decisions. . . 23 CFR 450.208 and 450.316. 

2 As stated in the planning provisions of Title 23, "any decision by the Secretary 
concerning a plan or program described in this section shall not be considered to be a 
Federal action subject to review under NEPA. 23 U.S.C. 134(o); see also 23 U.S.C. 
135(i). These provisions are discussed more fully in Section V of this memorandum. 
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3 Note, however, an alternative is not "speculative or "unreasonable merely because it is 
outside the jurisdiction of the proposing agency. 40 C.F.R. 1402.14 (c). In some cases, 
an agency might be required to consider an alternative outside its jurisdiction. For 
example, in Muckleshoot Indian Tribe v. United States Forest Service, 177 F.3d 800 (9th 
Cir. 1999), the Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals found that the lack of funds for an 
alternative was not sufficient to render it "speculative when the Forest Service could 
have at least made a request for additional funding. The facts in the Muckleshoot case 
are different than the Utahns case, where the local agencies had clearly declined to 
exercise the alternative. 

4 Corridor-level "Major Investment Studies were for a time required under FTA and 
FHWA's planning regulations where a need for a major metropolitan transportation 
investment was identified and Federal funds were potentially involved. Major investment 
studies were intended to refine the system-wide transportation plan and lead to 
decisions on the design concept and scope of the project, in consultation with other 
interested agencies. In addition, they were intended to be used as input to EISs and 
EAs. 23 C.F.R. 450.318. In Section 1308 of the Transportation Equity Act for the 21st 
Century, the Secretary was directed to eliminate the separate requirement for major 
investment studies and instead to integrate it with the planning analyses required under 
the FTA and FHWA planning statutes "as part of the analyses required to be undertaken 
pursuant to the planning provisions of Title 23, United States Code and Chapter 53 of 
Title 49, United States Code, and the National Environmental Policy Act of 1959 (42 
U.S.C. 4321 et seq.) for Federal-aid highway and transit projects.. Pub.. 105-178 (June 
9, 1998). Although no longer required, "major investment studies continue to be allowed 
at the discretion of the State or local agency. 

It is telling, however, that a good many State and local agencies continue to prepare 
"major investment studies (and similar corridor and sub-area analyses) on their own 
volition, because they have found it very valuable to vet the merits and weaknesses of 
various alternatives—both modal and alignment--before they even initiate the NEPA 
analyses and documentation. Moreover, FTA requires Metropolitan Planning 
Organizations and/or transit agencies contemplating major capital investment ("new 
starts) projects to prepare a planning-level corridor study, know as an "Alternatives 
Analysis, either before or during a Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the purpose 
of narrowing the range of alternatives for study in a subsequent NEPA analysis and 
document(s) by eliminating some alternatives from further detailed study. See also 
footnote 10. 

5 Plaintiffs have appealed this decision, and the Ninth Circuit has stayed further 
construction on the project pending the outcome of the appeal. Order Granting Stay, 
Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals, No. CV-02-00578-PMP (July 27, 2004). 

6 Documents may be incorporated by reference if they do not impede agency or public 
review of the action. Any document incorporated by reference must be "reasonably 
available for inspection by potentially interested persons within the time allowed for 
comment. Incorporated materials must be cited in the NEPA document and their 
contents briefly described. 40 C.F.R. 1502.21. 

7 40 C.F.R. 1502.14 The term "alternatives is also used in many other contexts (for 
example, "prudent and feasible alternatives under Section 4(f) of the Department of 
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Transportation Act, the "Least Environmentally Damaging Practicable Alternative under 
the Clean Water Act, or the "Alternatives Analysis under FTA's New Starts program). 
This memorandum only uses the term as defined under NEPA. At the planning stage of 
any project, however, a determination should be made as to whether the alternatives to 
be considered will need to be used to satisfy multiple requirements at the planning and 
NEPA review stages. If so, during planning the alternatives chosen for consideration and 
the analysis of those alternatives should reflect the multiple statutory objectives that 
must be addressed. 

8 In some cases, an alternative may be reasonable even if it just partially satisfies the 
purpose and need. See NRDC v. Morton, 458 F.2d 827, 836 (C.A.D.C. 1972). 

9 Under the requirements for FTA's New Starts Program, however, under the 
appropriate circumstances, reasonable alternatives may be eliminated from detailed 
study during a rigorous planning-level Alternatives Analysis (including an evaluation of 
environmental consequences) conducted before the issuance of a NEPA Notice of Intent 
to prepare an Environmental Impact Statement. This is discussed later in this section. 

10 FTA offers applicant sponsors the opportunity to conduct the Alternatives Analysis 
before NEPA begins or alternatively, to conduct the Alternatives Analysis concurrently 
with the NEPA DEIS. 

11 Specifically, the FHWA/FTA transportation planning regulations (23 C.F.R. Part 450 
and 49 C.F.R. Part 613) require inclusion of the overall social, economic, energy and 
environmental effects of transportation decisions (including consideration of the effects 
and impacts of the plan on human, natural and man-made environment such as housing, 
employment and community development, consultation with appropriate resource and 
permit agencies to ensure early and continued coordination with environmental resource 
protection and management plans, and appropriate emphasis on transportation-related 
air quality problems). 23 C.F.R. 450.316(a)(13). 

12 Nonetheless, a cooperating agency may, in response to a lead agency's request for 
assistance in preparing an EIS, reply that other program commitments preclude any 
involvement or the degree of involvement requested in the action that is subject to the 
EIS. 40 C.F.R. 1501.6(c). 

13 For example, NEPA applies to the general management plans prepared and 
approved by the National Park Service for each unit of the National Park System 
(Chapter 2, "Management Policies, at www.nps.gov/policy/mp/chapter2.htm), and 
applies to resource management plans prepared and approved by the Bureau of Land 
Management to maximize resource values of federal lands and resources (43 C.F.R. 
1601.0-6). 

14 Of course, the reliance on the underlying local plan does not excuse the analysis of 
the impacts of the project within the context of that plan. Cf. Sierra Club Illinois Chapter 
v. U.S. Department of Transportation, 962 F. 2d 1037, 1042 (N.D. Ill. 1997). 

15 In this case, plaintiffs challenged the Federal Aviation Administration's EIS on an 
application by the Toledo Port Authority for a cargo hub in Toledo. Plaintiffs alleged that 
the FAA should have considered alternatives outside of Toledo. The Court disagreed, 
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finding that Congress had made clear that the location of cargo hubs was to be made by 
local authorities and not by the Federal government, stating: "Where the Federal 
government acts, not as a proprietor, but to approve and support a project being 
sponsored by a local government or private applicant, the Federal agency is necessarily 
more limited. In the latter instance, the Federal government's consideration of 
alternatives may accord substantial weight to the preferences of the applicant and/or 
sponsor in the sitting and design of the project. 938 F.2d at 197.  

16 This would not constrain the Environmental Protection Agency's authority under 
Section 309 of the Clean Air Act to refer concerns to the President's Council on 
Environmental Quality regarding impacts on public health or welfare or environmental 
quality. 42 U.S.C. 7609.  

17 See, also, Citizens Against Burlington, Inc. v. Busey, id., At 938 F.2d 190, 195-96 
(C.A.D.C. 1991), stating "When an agency is asked to sanction a specific plan, see 40 
C.F.R. § 1508.18(b)(4), the agency should take into account the needs and goals of the 
parties involved in the application. [Citations omitted]; Louisiana Wildlife Federation, Inc. 
v. York, 761 F.2d 1044 (5th Cir. 1985), stating "Under [the Corps'] Guidelines, therefore, 
not only is it permissible for the Corps to consider the applicant's objective; the Corps 
has a duty to take into account the objectives of the applicant's project. Indeed, it would 
be bizarre if the Corps were to ignore the purpose for which the applicant seeks a permit 
and to substitute a purpose it deems more suitable. 

18 Examples of such planning objectives or choices that courts have accepted for use in 
the purpose and need statement for a NEPA document are (1) the need for a multi-lane 
highway connecting two other highways (North Buckhead Civic Association v. Skinner, 
903 F.2d at 1537) and (2) the need for a particular level of service (Carmel-by-the-Sea v. 
U.S. DOT, 123 F.3d at 1156). In Atlanta Coalition on the Transportation Crisis v. Atlanta 
Regional Commission, the court discusses the distinction between "systems planning 
and "project planning, and describes the Atlanta "systems plan as "an analysis of 
projected regional transportation needs through the year 2000 [identifying] the general 
location and the mode (i.e., highway or mass transit) of recommended transportation 
corridors to meet those needs. 599 F.2d at fn.2 and at 1341 
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Conformity Analysis Documentation  
Checklist for MPO TIPs/RTPs 

 
40 CFR Criteria Page Comments 

§93.102 Document the applicable pollutants and precursors for which EPA designates 
the area as nonattainment or maintenance. Describe the nonattainment or 
maintenance area and its boundaries. 

  

§93.104 
(b, c) 

Document the date that the MPO officially adopted, accepted or approved 
the TIP/RTP and made a conformity determination. Include a copy of the 
MPO resolution.  Include the date of the last prior conformity finding.  

  

§93.104 
(e) 

If the conformity determination is being made to meet the timelines included 
in this section, document when the new motor vehicle emissions budget was 
approved or found adequate.  

  

§93.106 If the metropolitan planning area is in a serious, severe, or extreme ozone 
nonattainment area and/or serious carbon monoxide nonattainment area and 
contains an urbanized population over 200,000, then RTP must specifically 
describe the transportation system envisioned for future years called "horizon 
years." 

  

§93.106 
(a)(2)ii 

Describe the regionally significant additions or modifications to the existing 
transportation network that are expected to be open to traffic in each analysis 
year. Document that the design concept and scope of projects allows 
adequate model representation to determine intersections with regionally 
significant facilities, route options, travel times, transit ridership and land use.  

  

§93.108 Document the TIP/RTP is fiscally constrained consistent with DOT's 
metropolitan planning regulations at (23 CFR 450) in order to be found in 
conformity. 

  

§93.109  
(a, b) 

Document that the TIP/RTP complies with any applicable conformity 
requirements of air quality implementation plans (SIPs) and court orders. 

  

§93.109  
(c-k) 

Provide either a table or text description that details, for each pollutant and 
precursor, whether the interim emissions tests and/or the budget test apply 
for conformity. Indicate which emissions budgets have been found adequate 
by EPA, and which budgets are currently applicable for what analysis years. 

  

§93.110  
(a, b) 

Document the use of latest planning assumptions (source and year) at the 
“time the conformity analysis begins,” including current and future population, 
employment, travel and congestion. Document the use of the most recent 
available vehicle registration data. Document the date upon which the 
conformity analysis was begun.  

  

USDOT/EPA 
guidance 

Documents planning assumptions are less than 5 years old at the time the 
conformity analysis begins. If assumptions are older than 5 years documents 
justification for not reviewing and updating assumptions at least every 5 
years. 

  

§93.110  
(c,d,e,f) 

Document any changes in transit operating policies and assumed ridership 
levels since the previous conformity determination. Document the use of the 
latest transit fares and road and bridge tolls. Document the use of the latest 
information on the effectiveness of TCMs and other SIP measures that have 
been implemented. Document the key assumptions and show that they were 
agreed to through Interagency and public consultation. 

  

§93.111 Document the use of the latest emissions model approved by EPA.   

ATTACHMENT B

http://ecfr.gpoaccess.gov/cgi/t/text/text-idx?c=ecfr&sid=ab297e85b8d437c83a58faccfa3d11a3&rgn=div8&view=text&node=40:20.0.1.1.7.1.1.3&idno=40
http://ecfr.gpoaccess.gov/cgi/t/text/text-idx?c=ecfr&sid=1fe3b3f64d2b8e90586f3aabc383ec15&rgn=div8&view=text&node=40:20.0.1.1.7.1.1.5&idno=40
http://ecfr.gpoaccess.gov/cgi/t/text/text-idx?c=ecfr&sid=1fe3b3f64d2b8e90586f3aabc383ec15&rgn=div8&view=text&node=40:20.0.1.1.7.1.1.5&idno=40
http://ecfr.gpoaccess.gov/cgi/t/text/text-idx?c=ecfr&sid=1fe3b3f64d2b8e90586f3aabc383ec15&rgn=div8&view=text&node=40:20.0.1.1.7.1.1.5&idno=40
http://ecfr.gpoaccess.gov/cgi/t/text/text-idx?c=ecfr&sid=1fe3b3f64d2b8e90586f3aabc383ec15&rgn=div8&view=text&node=40:20.0.1.1.7.1.1.5&idno=40
http://ecfr.gpoaccess.gov/cgi/t/text/text-idx?c=ecfr&sid=ef8562d67d07586dd37f07796e7200ff&rgn=div8&view=text&node=40:20.0.1.1.7.1.1.7&idno=40
http://ecfr.gpoaccess.gov/cgi/t/text/text-idx?c=ecfr&sid=bf58a4a146a3e074b727ec3f3eea02ff&rgn=div8&view=text&node=40:20.0.1.1.7.1.1.7&idno=40
http://ecfr.gpoaccess.gov/cgi/t/text/text-idx?c=ecfr&sid=bf58a4a146a3e074b727ec3f3eea02ff&rgn=div8&view=text&node=40:20.0.1.1.7.1.1.7&idno=40
http://ecfr.gpoaccess.gov/cgi/t/text/text-idx?c=ecfr&sid=bf58a4a146a3e074b727ec3f3eea02ff&rgn=div8&view=text&node=40:20.0.1.1.7.1.1.9&idno=40
http://ecfr.gpoaccess.gov/cgi/t/text/text-idx?c=ecfr&sid=03da3422bccfe7ba5454075666017f88&rgn=div5&view=text&node=23:1.0.1.5.11&idno=23
http://ecfr.gpoaccess.gov/cgi/t/text/text-idx?c=ecfr&sid=bf58a4a146a3e074b727ec3f3eea02ff&rgn=div8&view=text&node=40:20.0.1.1.7.1.1.10&idno=40
http://ecfr.gpoaccess.gov/cgi/t/text/text-idx?c=ecfr&sid=bf58a4a146a3e074b727ec3f3eea02ff&rgn=div8&view=text&node=40:20.0.1.1.7.1.1.10&idno=40
http://ecfr.gpoaccess.gov/cgi/t/text/text-idx?c=ecfr&sid=ef8562d67d07586dd37f07796e7200ff&rgn=div8&view=text&node=40:20.0.1.1.7.1.1.10&idno=40
http://ecfr.gpoaccess.gov/cgi/t/text/text-idx?c=ecfr&sid=ef8562d67d07586dd37f07796e7200ff&rgn=div8&view=text&node=40:20.0.1.1.7.1.1.10&idno=40
http://ecfr.gpoaccess.gov/cgi/t/text/text-idx?c=ecfr&sid=ef8562d67d07586dd37f07796e7200ff&rgn=div8&view=text&node=40:20.0.1.1.7.1.1.11&idno=40
http://ecfr.gpoaccess.gov/cgi/t/text/text-idx?c=ecfr&sid=ef8562d67d07586dd37f07796e7200ff&rgn=div8&view=text&node=40:20.0.1.1.7.1.1.11&idno=40
http://ecfr.gpoaccess.gov/cgi/t/text/text-idx?c=ecfr&sid=9899479ce54502119adda37a6694a966&rgn=div8&view=text&node=40:20.0.1.1.7.1.1.11&idno=40
http://ecfr.gpoaccess.gov/cgi/t/text/text-idx?c=ecfr&sid=9899479ce54502119adda37a6694a966&rgn=div8&view=text&node=40:20.0.1.1.7.1.1.11&idno=40
http://ecfr.gpoaccess.gov/cgi/t/text/text-idx?c=ecfr&sid=9899479ce54502119adda37a6694a966&rgn=div8&view=text&node=40:20.0.1.1.7.1.1.12&idno=40
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40 CFR Criteria Page Comments 
§93.112 Document fulfillment of the interagency and public consultation requirements 

outlined in a specific implementation plan according to §51.390 or, if a SIP 
revision has not been completed, according to §93.105 and 23 CFR 450.  
Include documentation of consultation on conformity tests and methodologies 
as well as responses to written comments. 

  

§93.113 Document timely implementation of all TCMs in approved SIPs. Document 
that implementation is consistent with schedules in the applicable SIP and 
document whether anything interferes with timely implementation. Document 
any delayed TCMs in the applicable SIP and describe the measures being 
taken to overcome obstacles to implementation. 

  

§93.114 Document that the conformity analyses performed for the TIP is consistent 
with the analysis performed for the Plan, in accordance with 23 CFR 
450.324(f)(2). 

  

§93.115 Describe how the projects come from a conforming RTP and TIP. If this 
criterion is not satisfied, the project must satisfy all criteria in Table 1 of 
§93.109(b) for a project not from a RTP and TIP. 

  

§93.118 
(a, c, e) 

For areas with SIP budgets: Document that emissions from the transportation 
network for each applicable pollutant and precursor, including projects in any 
associated donut area that are in the Statewide TIP and regionally significant 
non-Federal projects, are consistent with any adequate or approved motor 
vehicle emissions budget for all pollutants and precursors in applicable SIPs. 

  

§93.118  
(b) 

Document for which years consistency with motor vehicle emissions budgets 
must be shown.  

  

§93.118  
(d) 

Document the use of the appropriate analysis years in the regional emissions 
analysis for areas with SIP budgets, and the analysis results for these years.  
Document any interpolation performed to meet tests for years in which 
specific analysis is not required. 

  

§93.119 1 For areas without applicable SIP budgets: Document that emissions from the 
transportation network for each applicable pollutant and precursor, including 
projects in any associated donut area that are in the Statewide TIP and 
regionally significant non-Federal projects, are consistent with the 
requirements of the “Action/Baseline”, “Action/1990” and/or “Action/2002” 
interim emissions tests as applicable.  

  

§93.119  
(g) 

Document the use of the appropriate analysis years in the regional emissions 
analysis for areas without applicable SIP budgets. The regional emissions 
analysis must be performed for analysis years that are no more than ten 
years apart. The first analysis year must be no more than five years beyond 
the year in which the conformity determination is being made. The last year 
of the timeframe of the conformity determination (as described under 
§93.106(d)) must also be an analysis year. 

  

§93.119  
(h,i) 

Document how the baseline and action scenarios are defined for each 
analysis year. 

  

§93.122 
(a)(1) 

Document that all regionally significant federal and non-Federal projects in 
the nonattainment/maintenance area are explicitly modeled in the regional 
emissions analysis. For each project, identify by which analysis it will be 
open to traffic.  Document that VMT for non-regionally significant Federal 
projects is accounted for in the regional emissions analysis  

  

ATTACHMENT B

http://ecfr.gpoaccess.gov/cgi/t/text/text-idx?c=ecfr&sid=ef8562d67d07586dd37f07796e7200ff&rgn=div8&view=text&node=40:20.0.1.1.7.1.1.13&idno=40
http://ecfr.gpoaccess.gov/cgi/t/text/text-idx?c=ecfr&sid=03da3422bccfe7ba5454075666017f88&rgn=div8&view=text&node=40:2.0.1.1.2.17.11.1&idno=40
http://ecfr.gpoaccess.gov/cgi/t/text/text-idx?c=ecfr&sid=ab297e85b8d437c83a58faccfa3d11a3&rgn=div8&view=text&node=40:20.0.1.1.7.1.1.6&idno=40
http://ecfr.gpoaccess.gov/cgi/t/text/text-idx?c=ecfr&sid=03da3422bccfe7ba5454075666017f88&rgn=div5&view=text&node=23:1.0.1.5.11&idno=23
http://ecfr.gpoaccess.gov/cgi/t/text/text-idx?c=ecfr&sid=ef8562d67d07586dd37f07796e7200ff&rgn=div8&view=text&node=40:20.0.1.1.7.1.1.14&idno=40
http://ecfr.gpoaccess.gov/cgi/t/text/text-idx?c=ecfr&sid=ef8562d67d07586dd37f07796e7200ff&rgn=div8&view=text&node=40:20.0.1.1.7.1.1.15&idno=40
http://ecfr.gpoaccess.gov/cgi/t/text/text-idx?c=ecfr&sid=03da3422bccfe7ba5454075666017f88&rgn=div5&view=text&node=23:1.0.1.5.11&idno=23#23:1.0.1.5.11.3.1.13
http://ecfr.gpoaccess.gov/cgi/t/text/text-idx?c=ecfr&sid=03da3422bccfe7ba5454075666017f88&rgn=div5&view=text&node=23:1.0.1.5.11&idno=23#23:1.0.1.5.11.3.1.13
http://ecfr.gpoaccess.gov/cgi/t/text/text-idx?c=ecfr&sid=9899479ce54502119adda37a6694a966&rgn=div8&view=text&node=40:20.0.1.1.7.1.1.16&idno=40
http://ecfr.gpoaccess.gov/cgi/t/text/text-idx?c=ecfr&sid=ab297e85b8d437c83a58faccfa3d11a3&rgn=div8&view=text&node=40:20.0.1.1.7.1.1.10&idno=40
http://ecfr.gpoaccess.gov/cgi/t/text/text-idx?c=ecfr&sid=1a3a827182a65f4ca643b817ce5fe549&rgn=div8&view=text&node=40:20.0.1.1.7.1.1.19&idno=40
http://ecfr.gpoaccess.gov/cgi/t/text/text-idx?c=ecfr&sid=1a3a827182a65f4ca643b817ce5fe549&rgn=div8&view=text&node=40:20.0.1.1.7.1.1.19&idno=40
http://ecfr.gpoaccess.gov/cgi/t/text/text-idx?c=ecfr&sid=1a3a827182a65f4ca643b817ce5fe549&rgn=div8&view=text&node=40:20.0.1.1.7.1.1.19&idno=40
http://ecfr.gpoaccess.gov/cgi/t/text/text-idx?c=ecfr&sid=1a3a827182a65f4ca643b817ce5fe549&rgn=div8&view=text&node=40:20.0.1.1.7.1.1.19&idno=40
http://ecfr.gpoaccess.gov/cgi/t/text/text-idx?c=ecfr&sid=1a3a827182a65f4ca643b817ce5fe549&rgn=div8&view=text&node=40:20.0.1.1.7.1.1.19&idno=40
http://ecfr.gpoaccess.gov/cgi/t/text/text-idx?c=ecfr&sid=1a3a827182a65f4ca643b817ce5fe549&rgn=div8&view=text&node=40:20.0.1.1.7.1.1.19&idno=40
http://ecfr.gpoaccess.gov/cgi/t/text/text-idx?c=ecfr&sid=76ffeda52c51b6f6a81b8e65c9e7da9c&rgn=div8&view=text&node=40:20.0.1.1.7.1.1.20&idno=40
http://ecfr.gpoaccess.gov/cgi/t/text/text-idx?c=ecfr&sid=76ffeda52c51b6f6a81b8e65c9e7da9c&rgn=div8&view=text&node=40:20.0.1.1.7.1.1.20&idno=40
http://ecfr.gpoaccess.gov/cgi/t/text/text-idx?c=ecfr&sid=76ffeda52c51b6f6a81b8e65c9e7da9c&rgn=div8&view=text&node=40:20.0.1.1.7.1.1.20&idno=40
http://ecfr.gpoaccess.gov/cgi/t/text/text-idx?c=ecfr&sid=ab297e85b8d437c83a58faccfa3d11a3&rgn=div8&view=text&node=40:20.0.1.1.7.1.1.7&idno=40
http://ecfr.gpoaccess.gov/cgi/t/text/text-idx?c=ecfr&sid=76ffeda52c51b6f6a81b8e65c9e7da9c&rgn=div8&view=text&node=40:20.0.1.1.7.1.1.20&idno=40
http://ecfr.gpoaccess.gov/cgi/t/text/text-idx?c=ecfr&sid=76ffeda52c51b6f6a81b8e65c9e7da9c&rgn=div8&view=text&node=40:20.0.1.1.7.1.1.20&idno=40
http://ecfr.gpoaccess.gov/cgi/t/text/text-idx?c=ecfr&sid=76ffeda52c51b6f6a81b8e65c9e7da9c&rgn=div8&view=text&node=40:20.0.1.1.7.1.1.23&idno=40
http://ecfr.gpoaccess.gov/cgi/t/text/text-idx?c=ecfr&sid=76ffeda52c51b6f6a81b8e65c9e7da9c&rgn=div8&view=text&node=40:20.0.1.1.7.1.1.23&idno=40
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40 CFR Criteria Page Comments 
§93.122 
(a)(2, 3) 

Document that only emission reduction credits from TCMs on schedule have 
been included or that partial credit has been taken for partially implemented 
TCMs.  Document that the regional emissions analysis only includes 
emissions credit for projects, programs, or activities that require regulatory 
action if: the regulatory action has been adopted; the project, program, 
activity or a written commitment is included in the SIP; EPA has approved an 
opt-in to the program, EPA has promulgated the program, or the Clean Air 
Act requires the program (indicate applicable date). Discuss the 
implementation status of these programs and the associated emissions credit 
for each analysis year. 

  

§93.122 
(a)(4,5,6) 

For nonregulatory measures that are not included in the STIP, include written 
commitments from appropriate agencies. Document that assumptions for 
measures outside the transportation system (e.g. fuels measures) are the 
same for baseline and action scenarios. Document that factors such as 
ambient temperature are consistent with those used in the SIP unless 
modified through interagency consultation. 

  

§93.122 
(b)(1)(i) 2 
 

Document that a network-based travel model is in use that is validated 
against observed counts for a base year no more than 10 years before the 
date of the conformity determination. Document that the model results have 
been analyzed for reasonableness and compared to historical trends and 
explain any significant differences between past trends and forecasts (for per 
capita vehicle-trips, VMT, trip lengths mode shares, time of day, etc.). 

  

§93.122 
(b)(1)(ii) 2 

Document the land use, population, employment, and other network-based 
travel model assumptions. 

  

§93.122 
(b)(1)(iii) 2 

Document how land use development scenarios are consistent with future 
transportation system alternatives, and the reasonable distribution of 
employment and residences for each alternative. 

  

§93.122 
(b)(1)(iv) 2 

Document use of capacity sensitive assignment methodology and emissions 
estimates based on a methodology that differentiates between peak and off-
peak volumes and speeds, and bases speeds on final assigned volumes. 

  

§93.122 
(b)(1)(v) 2 

Document the use of zone-to-zone travel impedances to distribute trips in 
reasonable agreement with the travel times estimated from final assigned 
traffic volumes.  Where transit is a significant factor, document that zone-to-
zone travel impedances used to distribute trips are used to model mode split. 

  

§93.122 
(b)(1)(vi) 2 

Document how travel models are reasonably sensitive to changes in time, 
cost, and other factors affecting travel choices. 

  

§93.122 
(b)(2) 2 

Document that reasonable methods were used to estimate traffic speeds and 
delays in a manner sensitive to the estimated volume of travel on each 
roadway segment represented in the travel model. 

  

§93.122 
(b)(3) 2 

Document the use of HPMS, or a locally developed count-based program or 
procedures that have been chosen through the consultation process, to 
reconcile and calibrate the network-based travel model estimates of VMT. 

  

§93.122  
(d) 

In areas not subject to §93.122(b), document the continued use of modeling 
techniques or the use of appropriate alternative techniques to estimate 
vehicle miles traveled 

  

§93.122  
(e, f) 

Document, in areas where a SIP identifies construction-related PM10 or PM 
2.5 as significant pollutants, the inclusion of PM10 and/or PM 2.5 
construction emissions in the conformity analysis.  

  

§93.122 
(g) 

If appropriate, document that the conformity determination relies on a 
previous regional emissions analysis and is consistent with that analysis.  

  

ATTACHMENT B

http://ecfr.gpoaccess.gov/cgi/t/text/text-idx?c=ecfr&sid=76ffeda52c51b6f6a81b8e65c9e7da9c&rgn=div8&view=text&node=40:20.0.1.1.7.1.1.23&idno=40
http://ecfr.gpoaccess.gov/cgi/t/text/text-idx?c=ecfr&sid=76ffeda52c51b6f6a81b8e65c9e7da9c&rgn=div8&view=text&node=40:20.0.1.1.7.1.1.23&idno=40
http://ecfr.gpoaccess.gov/cgi/t/text/text-idx?c=ecfr&sid=76ffeda52c51b6f6a81b8e65c9e7da9c&rgn=div8&view=text&node=40:20.0.1.1.7.1.1.23&idno=40
http://ecfr.gpoaccess.gov/cgi/t/text/text-idx?c=ecfr&sid=76ffeda52c51b6f6a81b8e65c9e7da9c&rgn=div8&view=text&node=40:20.0.1.1.7.1.1.23&idno=40
http://ecfr.gpoaccess.gov/cgi/t/text/text-idx?c=ecfr&sid=76ffeda52c51b6f6a81b8e65c9e7da9c&rgn=div8&view=text&node=40:20.0.1.1.7.1.1.23&idno=40
http://ecfr.gpoaccess.gov/cgi/t/text/text-idx?c=ecfr&sid=76ffeda52c51b6f6a81b8e65c9e7da9c&rgn=div8&view=text&node=40:20.0.1.1.7.1.1.23&idno=40
http://ecfr.gpoaccess.gov/cgi/t/text/text-idx?c=ecfr&sid=76ffeda52c51b6f6a81b8e65c9e7da9c&rgn=div8&view=text&node=40:20.0.1.1.7.1.1.23&idno=40
http://ecfr.gpoaccess.gov/cgi/t/text/text-idx?c=ecfr&sid=76ffeda52c51b6f6a81b8e65c9e7da9c&rgn=div8&view=text&node=40:20.0.1.1.7.1.1.23&idno=40
http://ecfr.gpoaccess.gov/cgi/t/text/text-idx?c=ecfr&sid=76ffeda52c51b6f6a81b8e65c9e7da9c&rgn=div8&view=text&node=40:20.0.1.1.7.1.1.23&idno=40
http://ecfr.gpoaccess.gov/cgi/t/text/text-idx?c=ecfr&sid=76ffeda52c51b6f6a81b8e65c9e7da9c&rgn=div8&view=text&node=40:20.0.1.1.7.1.1.23&idno=40
http://ecfr.gpoaccess.gov/cgi/t/text/text-idx?c=ecfr&sid=76ffeda52c51b6f6a81b8e65c9e7da9c&rgn=div8&view=text&node=40:20.0.1.1.7.1.1.23&idno=40
http://ecfr.gpoaccess.gov/cgi/t/text/text-idx?c=ecfr&sid=76ffeda52c51b6f6a81b8e65c9e7da9c&rgn=div8&view=text&node=40:20.0.1.1.7.1.1.23&idno=40
http://ecfr.gpoaccess.gov/cgi/t/text/text-idx?c=ecfr&sid=ab297e85b8d437c83a58faccfa3d11a3&rgn=div8&view=text&node=40:20.0.1.1.7.1.1.23&idno=40
http://ecfr.gpoaccess.gov/cgi/t/text/text-idx?c=ecfr&sid=ab297e85b8d437c83a58faccfa3d11a3&rgn=div8&view=text&node=40:20.0.1.1.7.1.1.23&idno=40
http://ecfr.gpoaccess.gov/cgi/t/text/text-idx?c=ecfr&sid=ab297e85b8d437c83a58faccfa3d11a3&rgn=div8&view=text&node=40:20.0.1.1.7.1.1.23&idno=40
http://ecfr.gpoaccess.gov/cgi/t/text/text-idx?c=ecfr&sid=ab297e85b8d437c83a58faccfa3d11a3&rgn=div8&view=text&node=40:20.0.1.1.7.1.1.23&idno=40
http://ecfr.gpoaccess.gov/cgi/t/text/text-idx?c=ecfr&sid=ab297e85b8d437c83a58faccfa3d11a3&rgn=div8&view=text&node=40:20.0.1.1.7.1.1.23&idno=40
http://ecfr.gpoaccess.gov/cgi/t/text/text-idx?c=ecfr&sid=ab297e85b8d437c83a58faccfa3d11a3&rgn=div8&view=text&node=40:20.0.1.1.7.1.1.23&idno=40
http://ecfr.gpoaccess.gov/cgi/t/text/text-idx?c=ecfr&sid=ab297e85b8d437c83a58faccfa3d11a3&rgn=div8&view=text&node=40:20.0.1.1.7.1.1.23&idno=40
http://ecfr.gpoaccess.gov/cgi/t/text/text-idx?c=ecfr&sid=ab297e85b8d437c83a58faccfa3d11a3&rgn=div8&view=text&node=40:20.0.1.1.7.1.1.23&idno=40
http://ecfr.gpoaccess.gov/cgi/t/text/text-idx?c=ecfr&sid=ab297e85b8d437c83a58faccfa3d11a3&rgn=div8&view=text&node=40:20.0.1.1.7.1.1.23&idno=40
http://ecfr.gpoaccess.gov/cgi/t/text/text-idx?c=ecfr&sid=ab297e85b8d437c83a58faccfa3d11a3&rgn=div8&view=text&node=40:20.0.1.1.7.1.1.23&idno=40
http://ecfr.gpoaccess.gov/cgi/t/text/text-idx?c=ecfr&sid=ab297e85b8d437c83a58faccfa3d11a3&rgn=div8&view=text&node=40:20.0.1.1.7.1.1.23&idno=40
http://ecfr.gpoaccess.gov/cgi/t/text/text-idx?c=ecfr&sid=ab297e85b8d437c83a58faccfa3d11a3&rgn=div8&view=text&node=40:20.0.1.1.7.1.1.23&idno=40
http://ecfr.gpoaccess.gov/cgi/t/text/text-idx?c=ecfr&sid=ab297e85b8d437c83a58faccfa3d11a3&rgn=div8&view=text&node=40:20.0.1.1.7.1.1.23&idno=40
http://ecfr.gpoaccess.gov/cgi/t/text/text-idx?c=ecfr&sid=ab297e85b8d437c83a58faccfa3d11a3&rgn=div8&view=text&node=40:20.0.1.1.7.1.1.23&idno=40
http://ecfr.gpoaccess.gov/cgi/t/text/text-idx?c=ecfr&sid=ab297e85b8d437c83a58faccfa3d11a3&rgn=div8&view=text&node=40:20.0.1.1.7.1.1.23&idno=40
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40 CFR Criteria Page Comments 
§93.126, 
§93.127, 
§93.128 

Document all projects in the TIP/RTP that are exempt from conformity 
requirements or exempt from the regional emissions analysis.  Indicate the 
reason for the exemption (Table 2, Table 3, traffic signal synchronization) 
and that the interagency consultation process found these projects to have 
no potentially adverse emissions impacts. 

  

 
1 Note that some areas are required to complete both interim emissions tests. 
2 40 CFR 93.122(b) refers only to serious, severe and extreme ozone areas and serious CO areas above 200,000 population 
 
Disclaimers 
This checklist is intended solely as an informational guideline to be used in reviewing Transportation Plans and Transportation 
Improvement Programs for adequacy of their conformity documentation.  It is in no way intended to replace or supercede the 
Transportation Conformity regulations of 40 CFR Parts 51 and 93, the Statewide and Metropolitan Planning Regulations of 23 CFR 
Part 450 or any other EPA, FHWA or FTA guidance pertaining to transportation conformity or statewide and metropolitan planning.  
This checklist is not intended for use in documenting transportation conformity for individual transportation projects in nonattainment 
or maintenance areas.  40 CFR Parts 51 and 93 contain additional criteria for project-level conformity determinations. 
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SB 375 Statutory Language (signed September 30, 2008)  
and  

SB 575 Statutory Language (signed October 11, 2009)  
(these changes are shown in underlined text) 

 
 

Government Code Section 14522 
 
14522.  In cooperation with the regional transportation planning agencies, the 
commission may prescribe study areas for analysis and evaluation by such agencies and 
guidelines for the preparation of the regional transportation plans. 

 
Government Code Section 14522.1 

 
CTC Maintains RTP Guidelines 
14522.1.  (a) (1) The commission, in consultation with the department and the State Air 
Resources Board, shall maintain guidelines for travel demand models used in the 
development of regional transportation plans by federally designated metropolitan 
planning organizations. 
   (2) Any revision of the guidelines shall include the formation of an advisory committee 
that shall include representatives of the metropolitan planning organizations, the 
department, organizations knowledgeable in the creation and use of travel demand 
models, local governments, and organizations concerned with the impacts of 
transportation investments on communities and the environment.  Before amending the 
guidelines, the commission shall hold two workshops on the guidelines, one in northern 
California and one in southern California.  The workshops shall be incorporated into 
regular commission meetings. 
   (b) The guidelines shall, at a minimum and to the extent practicable, taking into account 
such factors as the size and available resources of the metropolitan planning organization, 
account for all of the following: 
   (1) The relationship between land use density and household vehicle ownership and 
vehicle miles traveled in a way that is consistent with statistical research. 
   (2) The impact of enhanced transit service levels on household vehicle ownership and 
vehicle miles traveled.  
   (3) Changes in travel and land development likely to result from highway or passenger 
rail expansion. 
   (4) Mode splitting that allocates trips between automobile, transit, carpool, and bicycle 
and pedestrian trips. If a travel demand model is unable to forecast bicycle and pedestrian 
trips, another means may be used to estimate those trips. 
   (5) Speed and frequency, days, and hours of operation of transit service. 
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Government Code Section 14522.2 
 
Travel Demand Models 
14522.2.  (a) A metropolitan planning organization shall disseminate the methodology, 
results, and key assumptions of whichever travel demand models it uses in a way that 
would be useable and understandable to the public. 
   (b) Transportation planning agencies other than those identified in paragraph (1) of 
subdivision (a) of Section 14522.1, cities, and counties are encouraged, but not required, 
to utilize travel demand models that are consistent with the guidelines in the development 
of their regional transportation plans. 
 

Government Code Section 65080 
RTP Development  
65080.  (a) Each transportation planning agency designated under Section 29532 or 
29532.1 shall prepare and adopt a regional transportation plan directed at 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 be action-oriented and pragmatic, 
considering both the short-term and long-term future, and shall present clear, concise 
policy guidance to local and state officials. The regional transportation plan shall 
consider factors specified in Section 134 of Title 23 of the United States Code.  Each 
transportation planning agency shall consider and incorporate, as appropriate, the 
transportation plans of cities, counties, districts, private organizations, and state and 
federal agencies. 
 
RTP Contents 
   (b) The regional transportation plan shall be an internally consistent document and shall 
include all of the following: 
   (1) A policy element that describes the transportation issues in the region, identifies and 
quantifies regional needs, and describes the desired short-range and long-range 
transportation goals, and pragmatic objective and policy statements. The objective and 
policy statements shall be consistent with the funding estimates of the financial element. 
The policy element of transportation planning agencies with populations that exceed 
200,000 persons may quantify a set of indicators including, but not limited to, all of the 
following: 
   (A) Measures of mobility and traffic congestion, including, but not limited to, daily 
vehicle hours of delay per capita and vehicle miles traveled per capita. 
   (B) Measures of road and bridge maintenance and rehabilitation needs, including, but 
not limited to, roadway pavement and bridge conditions. 
   (C) Measures of means of travel, including, but not limited to, percentage share of all 
trips (work and nonwork) made by all of the following: 
   (i) Single occupant vehicle. 
   (ii) Multiple occupant vehicle or carpool. 
   (iii) Public transit including commuter rail and intercity rail. 
   (iv) Walking. 
   (v) Bicycling. 

ATTACHMENT B



Final Draft  January 2017 

Final Draft 2017 MPO RTP Guidelines             239        
 

   (D) Measures of safety and security, including, but not limited to, total injuries and 
fatalities assigned to each of the modes set forth in subparagraph (C). 
   (E) Measures of equity and accessibility, including, but not limited to, percentage of the 
population served by frequent and reliable public transit, with a breakdown by income 
bracket, and percentage of all jobs accessible by frequent and reliable public transit 
service, with a breakdown by income bracket. 
   (F) The requirements of this section may be met utilizing existing sources of 
information. No additional traffic counts, household surveys, or other sources of data 
shall be required. 
 
ARB Develops Regional Greenhouse Gas Emission Targets 
   (2) A sustainable communities strategy prepared by each metropolitan planning 
organization as follows: 
    (A) No later than September 30, 2010, the State Air Resources Board shall provide 
each affected region with greenhouse gas emission reduction targets for the automobile 
and light truck sector for 2020 and 2035, respectively. 
 
Role of the Regional Targets Advisory Committee 
   (i) No later than January 31, 2009, the state board shall appoint a Regional Targets 
Advisory Committee to recommend factors to be considered and methodologies to be 
used for setting greenhouse gas emission reduction targets for the affected regions. The 
committee shall be composed of representatives of the metropolitan planning 
organizations, affected air districts, the League of California Cities, the California State 
Association of Counties, local transportation agencies, and members of the public, 
including homebuilders, environmental organizations, planning organizations, 
environmental justice organizations, affordable housing organizations, and others. The 
advisory committee shall transmit a report with its recommendations to the state board no 
later than September 30, 2009. In recommending factors to be considered and 
methodologies to be used, the advisory committee may consider any relevant issues, 
including, but not limited to, data needs, modeling techniques, growth forecasts, the 
impacts of regional jobs-housing balance on interregional travel and greenhouse gas 
emissions, economic and demographic trends, the magnitude of greenhouse gas reduction 
benefits from a variety of land use and transportation strategies, and appropriate methods 
to describe regional targets and to monitor performance in attaining those targets. The 
state board shall consider the report prior to setting the targets. 
   (ii) Prior to setting the targets for a region, the state board shall exchange technical 
information with the metropolitan planning organization and the affected air district. The 
metropolitan planning organization may recommend a target for the region. The 
metropolitan planning organization shall hold at least one public workshop within the 
region after receipt of the report from the advisory committee.  The state board shall 
release draft targets for each region no later than June 30, 2010. 
   (iii) In establishing these targets, the state board shall take into account greenhouse gas 
emission reductions that will be achieved by improved vehicle emission standards, 
changes in fuel composition, and other measures it has approved that will reduce 
greenhouse gas emissions in the affected regions, and prospective measures the state 
board plans to adopt to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from other greenhouse gas 
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emission sources as that term is defined in subdivision (i) of Section 38505 of the Health 
and Safety Code and consistent with the regulations promulgated pursuant to the 
California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 (Division 12.5(commencing with 
Section 38500) of the Health and Safety Code). 
   (iv) The state board shall update the regional greenhouse gas emission reduction targets 
every eight years consistent with each metropolitan planning organization's timeframe for 
updating its regional transportation plan under federal law until 2050. The state board 
may revise the targets every four years based on changes in the factors considered under 
clause (iii) above. The state board shall exchange technical information with the 
Department of Transportation, metropolitan planning organizations, local governments, 
and affected air districts and engage in a consultative process with public and private 
stakeholders prior to updating these targets. 
   (v) The greenhouse gas emission reduction targets may be expressed in gross tons, tons 
per capita, tons per household, or in any other metric deemed appropriate by the state 
board. 
 
Preparation of the SCS 
   (B) Each metropolitan planning organization shall prepare a sustainable communities 
strategy, subject to the requirements of Part 450 of Title 23 of, and Part 93 of Title 40 of, 
the Code of Federal Regulations, including the requirement to utilize the most recent 
planning assumptions considering local general plans and other factors. The sustainable 
communities strategy shall (i) identify the general location of uses, residential densities, 
and building intensities within the region; (ii) identify areas within the region sufficient to 
house all the population of the region, including all economic segments of the population, 
over the course of the planning period of the regional transportation plan taking into 
account net migration into the region, population growth, household formation and 
employment growth; (iii) identify areas within the region sufficient to house an eight-year 
projection of the regional housing need for the region pursuant to Section 65584; (iv) 
identify a transportation network to service the transportation needs of the region; (v) 
gather and consider the best practically available scientific information regarding 
resource areas and farmland in the region as defined in subdivisions (a) and (b) of Section 
65080.01; (vi) consider the state housing goals specified in Sections 65580 and 65581; 
(vii) set forth a forecasted development pattern for the region, which, when integrated 
with the transportation network, and other transportation measures and policies, will 
reduce the greenhouse gas emissions from automobiles and light trucks to achieve, if 
there is a feasible way to do so, the greenhouse gas emission reduction targets approved 
by the state board; and (viii) allow the regional transportation plan to comply with 
Section 176 of the federal Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. Sec. 7506).  
 
Role of ABAG in the San Francisco Bay Area 
  (C)(i)Within the jurisdiction of the Metropolitan Transportation Commission, as defined 
by Section 66502, the Association of Bay Area Governments shall be responsible for 
clauses (i), (ii), (iii), (v), and (vi), the Metropolitan Transportation Commission shall be 
responsible for clauses (iv) and (viii); and the Association of Bay Area Governments and 
the Metropolitan Transportation Commission shall jointly be responsible for clause (vii) 
of subparagraph (B). 
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Use of Regional Plan for the Lake Tahoe Region 
(ii) Within the jurisdiction of the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency, as defined in 
Sections 66800 and 66801, the Tahoe Metropolitan Planning Organization shall use the 
Regional Plan for the Lake Tahoe Region as the sustainable community strategy, 
provided it complies with clauses (vii) and (viii) of subparagraph (B). 
 
Role of Subregions in the Development of an SCS 
   (D) In the region served by the multicounty transportation planning agency described in 
Section 130004 of the Public Utilities Code, a subregional council of governments and 
the county transportation commission may work together to propose the sustainable 
communities strategy and an alternative planning strategy, if one is prepared pursuant to 
subparagraph (I), for that subregional area. The metropolitan planning organization may 
adopt a framework for a subregional sustainable communities strategy or a subregional 
alternative planning strategy to address the intraregional land use, transportation, 
economic, air quality, and climate policy relationships. The metropolitan planning 
organization shall include the subregional sustainable communities strategy for that 
subregion in the regional sustainable communities strategy to the extent consistent with 
this section and federal law and approve the subregional alternative planning strategy, if 
one is prepared pursuant to subparagraph (I), for that subregional area to the extent 
consistent with this section.  The metropolitan planning organization shall develop 
overall guidelines, create public participation plans pursuant to subparagraph (F), ensure 
coordination, resolve conflicts, make sure that the overall plan complies with applicable 
legal requirements, and adopt the plan for the region. 
 
MPO Consults with Local Elected Officials 
   (E) The metropolitan planning organization shall conduct at least two informational 
meetings in each county within the region for members of the board of supervisors and 
city councils on the sustainable communities strategy and alternative planning strategy, if 
any. The metropolitan planning organization may conduct only one informational 
meeting if it is attended by representatives of the county board of supervisors and city 
council members representing a majority of the cities representing a majority of the 
population in the incorporated areas of that county.  Notice of the meeting or meetings 
shall be sent to the clerk of the board of supervisors and to each city clerk. The purpose 
of the meeting or meetings shall be to discuss the sustainable communities strategy and 
the alternative planning strategy, if any, including the key land use and planning 
assumptions to the members of the board of supervisors and the city council members in 
that county and to solicit and consider their input and recommendations. 
 
SCS Public Participation Plan and Public Input 
   (F) Each metropolitan planning organization shall adopt a public participation plan, for 
development of the sustainable communities strategy and an alternative planning 
strategy, if any, that includes all of the following: 
   (i) Outreach efforts to encourage the active participation of a broad range of stakeholder 
groups in the planning process, consistent with the agency's adopted Federal Public 
Participation Plan, including, but not limited to, affordable housing advocates, 
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transportation advocates, neighborhood and community groups, environmental advocates, 
home builder representatives, broad-based business organizations, landowners, 
commercial property interests, and homeowner associations. 
   (ii) Consultation with congestion management agencies, transportation agencies, and 
transportation commissions. 
   (iii) Workshops throughout the region to provide the public with the information and 
tools necessary to provide a clear understanding of the issues and policy choices. At least 
one workshop shall be held in each county in the region. For counties with a population 
greater than 500,000, at least three workshops shall be held. Each workshop, to the extent 
practicable, shall include urban simulation computer modeling to create visual 
representations of the sustainable communities strategy and the alternative planning 
strategy. 
   (iv) Preparation and circulation of a draft sustainable communities strategy and an 
alternative planning strategy, if one is prepared, not less than 55 days before adoption of 
a final regional transportation plan. 
   (v) At least three public hearings on the draft sustainable communities strategy in the 
regional transportation plan and alternative planning strategy, if one is prepared. If the 
metropolitan transportation organization consists of a single county, at least two public 
hearings shall be held. To the maximum extent feasible, the hearings shall be in different 
parts of the region to maximize the opportunity for participation by members of the 
public throughout the region. 
   (vi) A process for enabling members of the public to provide a single request to receive 
notices, information, and updates.  
 
SCS – Spheres of Influence 
   (G) In preparing a sustainable communities strategy, the metropolitan planning 
organization shall consider spheres of influence that have been adopted by the local 
agency formation commissions within its region. 
 
Comparing SCS Reductions to ARB Targets 
   (H) Prior to adopting a sustainable communities strategy, the metropolitan planning 
organization shall quantify the reduction in greenhouse gas emissions projected to be 
achieved by the sustainable communities strategy and set forth the difference, if any, 
between the amount of that reduction and the target for the region established by the state 
board. 
 
APS Development 
   (I) If the sustainable communities strategy, prepared in compliance with subparagraph 
(B) or (D), is unable to reduce greenhouse gas emissions to achieve the greenhouse gas 
emission reduction targets established by the state board, the metropolitan planning 
organization shall prepare an alternative planning strategy to the sustainable communities 
strategy showing how those greenhouse gas emission targets would be achieved through 
alternative development patterns, infrastructure, or additional transportation measures or 
policies.  The alternative planning strategy shall be a separate document from the regional 
transportation plan, but it may be adopted concurrently with the regional transportation 
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plan. In preparing the alternative planning strategy, the metropolitan planning 
organization: 
   (i) Shall identify the principal impediments to achieving the targets within the 
sustainable communities strategy. 
   (ii) May include an alternative development pattern for the region pursuant to 
subparagraphs (B) to (G), inclusive.  
   (iii) Shall describe how the greenhouse gas emission reduction targets would be 
achieved by the alternative planning strategy, and why the development pattern, 
measures, and policies in the alternative planning strategy are the most practicable 
choices for achievement of the greenhouse gas emission reduction targets. 
   (iv) An alternative development pattern set forth in the alternative planning strategy 
shall comply with Part 450 of Title 23 of, and Part 93 of Title 40 of, the Code of Federal 
Regulations, except to the extent that compliance will prevent achievement of the 
greenhouse gas emission reduction targets approved by the state board. 
   (v) For purposes of the California Environmental Quality Act (Division 13 
(commencing with Section 21000) of the Public Resources Code), an alternative planning 
strategy shall not constitute a land use plan, policy, or regulation, and the inconsistency 
of a project with an alternative planning strategy shall not be a consideration in 
determining whether a project may have an environmental effect. 
 
MPOs Technical Methodology for Estimating Its Regional GHG Emissions 
   (J) (i) Prior to starting the public participation process adopted pursuant to 
subparagraph (F) of paragraph (2) of subdivision (b) of Section 65080, the metropolitan 
planning organization shall submit a description to the state board of the technical 
methodology it intends to use to estimate the greenhouse gas emissions from its 
sustainable communities strategy and, if appropriate, its alternative planning strategy.  
The state board shall respond to the metropolitan planning organization in a timely 
manner with written comments about the technical methodology, including specifically 
describing any aspects of that methodology it concludes will not yield accurate estimates 
of greenhouse gas emissions, and suggested remedies. The metropolitan planning 
organization is encouraged to work with the state board until the state board concludes 
that the technical methodology operates accurately. 
 
ARB Review of the SCS or APS 
   (ii) After adoption, a metropolitan planning organization shall submit a sustainable 
communities strategy or an alternative planning strategy, if one has been adopted, to the 
state board for review, including the quantification of the greenhouse gas emission 
reductions the strategy would achieve and a description of the technical methodology 
used to obtain that result. Review by the state board shall be limited to acceptance or 
rejection of the metropolitan planning organization's determination that the strategy 
submitted would, if implemented, achieve the greenhouse gas emission reduction targets 
established by the state board. The state board shall complete its review within 60 days. 
   (iii) If the state board determines that the strategy submitted would not, if implemented, 
achieve the greenhouse gas emission reduction targets, the metropolitan planning 
organization shall revise its strategy or adopt an alternative planning strategy, if not 
previously adopted, and submit the strategy for review pursuant to clause (ii). At a 
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minimum, the metropolitan planning organization must obtain state board acceptance that 
an alternative planning strategy would, if implemented, achieve the greenhouse gas 
emission reduction targets established for that region by the state board. 
 
Local Land Use Authority 
   (K) Neither a sustainable communities strategy nor an alternative planning strategy 
regulates the use of land, nor, except as provided by subparagraph (I), shall either one be 
subject to any state approval.  Nothing in a sustainable communities strategy shall be 
interpreted as superseding the exercise of the land use authority of cities and counties 
within the region. Nothing in this section shall be interpreted to limit the state board's 
authority under any other provision of law. Nothing in this section shall be interpreted to 
authorize the abrogation of any vested right whether created by statute or by common 
law. Nothing in this section shall require a city's or county's land use policies and 
regulations, including its general plan, to be consistent with the regional transportation 
plan or an alternative planning strategy. Nothing in this section requires a metropolitan 
planning organization to approve a sustainable communities strategy that would be 
inconsistent with Part 450 of Title 23 of, or Part 93 of Title 40 of, the Code of Federal 
Regulations and any administrative guidance under those regulations. Nothing in this 
section relieves a public or private entity or any person from compliance with any other 
local, state, or federal law. 
 
Exemption of Transportation Projects - Programming  
    (L) Nothing in this section requires projects programmed for funding on or before 
December 31, 2011, to be subject to the provisions of this paragraph if they (i) are 
contained in the 2007 or 2009 Federal Statewide Transportation Improvement Program, 
(ii) are funded pursuant to Chapter 12.49 (commencing with Section 8879.20) of Division 
1 of Title 2, or (iii) were specifically listed in a ballot measure prior to December 31, 
2008, approving a sales tax increase for transportation projects.  Nothing in this section 
shall require a transportation sales tax authority to change the funding allocations 
approved by the voters for categories of transportation projects in a sales tax measure 
adopted prior to December 31, 2010. For purposes of this subparagraph, a transportation 
sales tax authority is a district, as defined in Section 7252 of the Revenue and Taxation 
Code, that is authorized to impose a sales tax for transportation purposes. 
 
Adoption of RTPs 
   (M) A metropolitan planning organization, or a regional transportation planning agency 
not within a metropolitan planning organization, that is required to adopt a regional 
transportation plan not less than every five years, may elect to adopt the plan not less than 
every four years. This election shall be made by the board of directors of the metropolitan 
planning organization or regional transportation planning agency no later than June 1, 
2009, or thereafter 54 months prior to the statutory deadline for the adoption of housing 
elements for the local jurisdictions within the region, after a public hearing at which 
comments are accepted from members of the public and representatives of cities and 
counties within the region covered by the metropolitan planning organization or regional 
transportation planning agency. Notice of the public hearing shall be given to the general 
public and by mail to cities and counties within the region no later than 30 days prior to 

ATTACHMENT B



Final Draft  January 2017 

Final Draft 2017 MPO RTP Guidelines             245        
 

the date of the public hearing. Notice of election shall be promptly given to the 
Department of Housing and Community Development. The metropolitan planning 
organization or the regional transportation planning agency shall complete its next 
regional transportation plan within three years of the notice of election. 
 
San Joaquin Valley – SCS/APS  
   (N) Two or more of the metropolitan planning organizations for Fresno County, Kern 
County, Kings County, Madera County, Merced County, San Joaquin County, Stanislaus 
County, and Tulare County may work together to develop and adopt multiregional goals 
and policies that may address interregional land use, transportation, economic, air quality, 
and climate relationships. The participating metropolitan planning organizations may also 
develop a multiregional sustainable communities strategy, to the extent consistent with 
federal law, or an alternative planning strategy for adoption by the metropolitan planning 
organizations. Each participating metropolitan planning organization shall consider any 
adopted multiregional goals and policies in the development of a sustainable 
communities strategy and, if applicable, an alternative planning strategy for its region. 
 
RTPs Action Element 
   (3) An action element that describes the programs and actions necessary to implement 
the plan and assigns implementation responsibilities. The action element may describe all 
transportation projects proposed for development during the 20-year or greater life of the 
plan. The action element shall consider congestion management programming activities 
carried out within the region. 
 
RTPs Financial Element  
   (4) (A) A financial element that summarizes the cost of plan implementation 
constrained by a realistic projection of available revenues. The financial element shall 
also contain recommendations for allocation of funds. A county transportation 
commission created pursuant to Section 130000 of the Public Utilities Code shall be 
responsible for recommending projects to be funded with regional improvement funds, if 
the project is consistent with the regional transportation plan. The first five years of the 
financial element shall be based on the five-year estimate of funds developed pursuant to 
Section 14524. The financial element may recommend the development of specified new 
sources of revenue, consistent with the policy element and action element. 
   (B) The financial element of transportation planning agencies with populations that 
exceed 200,000 persons may include a project cost breakdown for all projects proposed 
for development during the 20-year life of the plan that includes total expenditures and 
related percentages of total expenditures for all of the following: 
   (i) State highway expansion. 
   (ii) State highway rehabilitation, maintenance, and operations. 
   (iii) Local road and street expansion. 
   (iv) Local road and street rehabilitation, maintenance, and operation. 
   (v) Mass transit, commuter rail, and intercity rail expansion. 
   (vi) Mass transit, commuter rail, and intercity rail 
rehabilitation, maintenance, and operations. 
   (vii) Pedestrian and bicycle facilities. 
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   (viii) Environmental enhancements and mitigation. 
   (ix) Research and planning. 
   (x) Other categories. 
 
Incentives to Cities and Counties to Comply for SB 375 
   (C) The metropolitan planning organization or county transportation agency, whichever 
entity is appropriate, shall consider financial incentives for cities and counties that have 
resource areas or farmland, as defined in Section 65080.01, for the purposes of, for 
example, transportation investments for the preservation and safety of the city street or 
county road system and farm to market and interconnectivity transportation needs. The 
metropolitan planning organization or county transportation agency, whichever entity is 
appropriate, shall also consider financial assistance for counties to address countywide 
service responsibilities in counties that contribute towards the greenhouse gas emission 
reduction targets by implementing policies for growth to occur within their cities. 
 
Other Factors of Local Significance 
   (c) Each transportation planning agency may also include other factors of local 
significance as an element of the regional transportation plan, including, but not limited 
to, issues of mobility for specific sectors of the community, including, but not limited to, 
senior citizens. 
 
RTP Adoption Dates and RTP Guidelines 
   (d) Except as otherwise provided in this subdivision, each transportation planning 
agency shall adopt and submit, every four years, an updated regional transportation plan 
to the California Transportation Commission and the Department of Transportation. A 
transportation planning agency located in a federally designated air quality attainment 
area or that does not contain an urbanized area may at its option adopt and submit a 
regional transportation plan every five years. When applicable, the plan shall be 
consistent with federal planning and programming requirements and shall conform to the 
regional transportation plan guidelines adopted by the California Transportation 
Commission.  Prior to adoption of the regional transportation plan, a public hearing shall 
be held after the giving of notice of the hearing by publication in the affected county or 
counties pursuant to Section 6061. 
 
Definitions 
65080.01.  The following definitions apply to terms used in Section 65080: 
   (a) "Resource areas" include (1) all publicly owned parks and open space; (2) open 
space or habitat areas protected by natural community conservation plans, habitat 
conservation plans, and other adopted natural resource protection plans; (3) habitat for 
species identified as candidate, fully protected, sensitive, or species of special status by 
local, state, or federal agencies or protected by the federal Endangered Species Act of 
1973, the California Endangered Species Act, or the Native Plan Protection Act; (4) lands 
subject to conservation or agricultural easements for conservation or agricultural 
purposes by local governments, special districts, or nonprofit 501(c)(3) organizations, 
areas of the state designated by the State Mining and Geology Board as areas of statewide 
or regional significance pursuant to Section 2790 of the Public Resources Code, and 
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lands under Williamson Act contracts; (5) areas designated for open-space or agricultural 
uses in adopted open-space elements or agricultural elements of the local general plan or 
by local ordinance; (6) areas containing biological resources as described in Appendix G 
of the CEQA Guidelines that may be significantly affected by the sustainable 
communities strategy or the alternative planning strategy; and (7) an area subject to 
flooding where a development project would not, at the time of development in the 
judgment of the agency, meet the requirements of the National Flood Insurance Program 
or where the area is subject to more protective provisions of state law or local ordinance. 
   (b) "Farmland" means farmland that is outside all existing city spheres of influence or 
city limits as of January 1, 2008, and is one of the following: 
   (1) Classified as prime or unique farmland or farmland of statewide importance. 
   (2) Farmland classified by a local agency in its general plan that meets or exceeds the 
standards for prime or unique farmland or farmland of statewide importance. 
   (c) "Feasible" means capable of being accomplished in a successful manner within a 
reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, legal, social, and 
technological factors. 
   (d) "Consistent" shall have the same meaning as that term is used in Section 134 of 
Title 23 of the United States Code. 
   (e) "Internally consistent" means that the contents of the elements of the regional 
transportation plan must be consistent with each other. 
 
Redesignation of RTPAs 
65080.1.  Once preparation of a regional transportation plan has been commenced by or 
on behalf of a designated transportation planning agency, the Secretary of the Business, 
Transportation and Housing Agency shall not designate a new transportation planning 
agency pursuant to Section 29532 for all or any part of the geographic area served by the 
originally designated agency unless he or she first determines that redesignation will not 
result in the loss to California of any substantial amounts of federal funds. 
 
RTPs - California Coastal Trail 
65080.1.  Each transportation planning agency designated under Section 29532 or 
29532.1 whose jurisdiction includes a portion of the California Coastal Trail, or property 
designated for the trail, that is located within the coastal zone, as defined in Section 
30103 of the Public Resources Code, shall coordinate with the State Coastal 
Conservancy, the California Coastal Commission, and the Department of Transportation 
regarding development of the California Coastal Trail, and each transportation planning 
agency shall include provisions for the California Coastal Trail in its regional plan, under 
Section 65080. 
RTPs – Alternative Planning Scenario 
65080.3.  (a) Each transportation planning agency with a population that exceeds 200,000 
persons may prepare at least one "alternative planning scenario" for presentation to local 
officials, agency board members, and the public during the development of the triennial 
regional transportation plan and the hearing required under subdivision (c) of Section 
65080. 
   (b) The alternative planning scenario shall accommodate the same amount of 
population growth as projected in the plan but shall be based on an alternative that 
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attempts to reduce the growth in traffic congestion, make more efficient use of existing 
transportation infrastructure, and reduce the need for costly future public infrastructure. 
   (c) The alternative planning scenario shall be developed in collaboration with a broad 
range of public and private stakeholders, including local elected officials, city and county 
employees, relevant interest groups, and the general public.  In developing the scenario, 
the agency shall consider all of the following: 
   (1) Increasing housing and commercial development around transit facilities and in 
close proximity to jobs and commercial activity centers. 
   (2) Encouraging public transit usage, ridesharing, walking, bicycling, and transportation 
demand management practices. 
   (3) Promoting a more efficient mix of current and future job sites, commercial activity 
centers, and housing opportunities. 
   (4) Promoting use of urban vacant land and "brownfield" redevelopment. 
   (5) An economic incentive program that may include measures such as transit vouchers 
and variable pricing for transportation. 
   (d) The planning scenario shall be included in a report evaluating all of the following: 
   (1) The amounts and locations of traffic congestion. 
   (2) Vehicle miles traveled and the resulting reduction in vehicle emissions. 
   (3) Estimated percentage share of trips made by each means of travel specified in 
subparagraph (C) of paragraph (1) of subdivision (b) of Section 65080. 
   (4) The costs of transportation improvements required to accommodate the population 
growth in accordance with the alternative scenario. 
   (5) The economic, social, environmental, regulatory, and institutional barriers to the 
scenario being achieved. 
   (e) If the adopted regional transportation plan already achieves one or more of the 
objectives set forth in subdivision (c), those objectives need not be discussed or evaluated 
in the alternative planning scenario. 
   (f) The alternative planning scenario and accompanying report shall not be adopted as 
part of the regional transportation plan, but it shall be distributed to cities and counties 
within the region and to other interested parties, and may be a basis for revisions to the 
transportation projects that will be included in the regional transportation plan. 
   (g) Nothing in this section grants transportation planning agencies any direct or indirect 
authority over local land use decisions. 
   (h) This section does not apply to a transportation plan adopted on or before September 
1, 2001, proposed by a transportation planning agency with a population of less than 
1,000,000 persons. 
 
Caltrans May Prepare an RTP  
65080.5.  (a) For each area for which a transportation planning agency is designated 
under subdivision (c) of Section 29532, or adopts a resolution pursuant to subdivision (c) 
of Section 65080, the Department of Transportation, in cooperation with the 
transportation planning agency, and subject to subdivision (e), shall prepare the regional 
transportation plan, and the updating thereto, for that area and submit it to the governing 
body or designated policy committee of the transportation planning agency for adoption.  
Prior to adoption, a public hearing shall be held, after the giving of notice of the hearing 
by publication in the affected county or counties pursuant to Section 6061.  Prior to the 
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adoption of the regional transportation improvement program by the transportation 
planning agency if it prepared the program, the transportation planning agency shall 
consider the relationship between the program and the adopted plan.  The adopted plan 
and program, and the updating thereto, shall be submitted to the California Transportation 
Commission and the department pursuant to subdivision (b) of Section 65080. 
   (b) In the case of a transportation planning agency designated under subdivision (c) of 
Section 29532, the transportation planning agency may prepare the regional 
transportation plan for the area under its jurisdiction pursuant to this chapter, if the 
transportation planning agency, prior to July 1, 1978, adopts by resolution a declaration 
of intention to do so. 
   (c) In those areas that have a county transportation commission created pursuant to 
Section 130050 of the Public Utilities Code, the multicounty designated transportation 
planning agency, as defined in Section 130004 of that code, shall prepare the regional 
transportation plan and the regional transportation improvement program in consultation 
with the county transportation commissions. 
   (d) Any transportation planning agency which did not elect to prepare the initial 
regional transportation plan for the area under its jurisdiction, may prepare the updated 
plan if it adopts a resolution of intention to do so at least one year prior to the date when 
the updated plan is to be submitted to the California Transportation Commission. 
   (e) If the department prepares or updates a regional transportation improvement 
program or regional transportation plan, or both, pursuant to this section, the state-local 
share of funding the preparation or updating of the plan and program shall be calculated 
on the same basis as though the preparation or updating were to be performed by the 
transportation planning agency and funded under Sections 99311, 99313, and 99314 of 
the Public Utilities Code. 
 

Government Code Section 65081 
 
RTPs – Air Carrier Airports 
65081.1. (a) After consultation with other regional and local transportation agencies, each 
transportation planning agency whose planning area includes a primary air carrier airport 
shall, in conjunction with its preparation of an updated regional transportation plan, 
include an airport ground access improvement program. 
   (b) The program shall address the development and extension of mass transit systems, 
including passenger rail service, major arterial and highway widening and extension 
projects, and any other ground access improvement projects the planning agency deems 
appropriate. 
   (c) Highest consideration shall be given to mass transit for airport access improvement 
projects in the program. 
   (d) If federal funds are not available to a transportation planning agency for the costs of 
preparing or updating an airport ground access improvement program, the agency may 
charge the operators of primary air carrier airports within its planning area for the direct 
costs of preparing and updating the program.  An airport operator against whom charges 
are imposed pursuant to this subdivision shall pay the amount of those charges to the 
transportation planning agency. 
 

ATTACHMENT B



Final Draft  January 2017 

Final Draft 2017 MPO RTP Guidelines             250        
 

MTCs Special Corridors 
65081.3.  (a) As a part of its adoption of the regional transportation plan, the designated 
county transportation commission, regional transportation planning agency, or the 
Metropolitan Transportation Commission may designate special corridors, which may 
include, but are not limited to, adopted state highway routes, which, in consultation with 
the Department of Transportation, cities, counties, and transit operators directly impacted 
by the corridor, are determined to be of statewide or regional priority for long-term right-
of-way preservation. 
   (b) Prior to designating a corridor for priority acquisition, the regional transportation 
planning agency shall do all of the following: 
   (1) Establish geographic boundaries for the proposed corridor. 
   (2) Complete a traffic survey, including a preliminary recommendation for 
transportation modal split, which generally describes the traffic and air quality impacts of 
the proposed corridor. 
   (3) Consider the widest feasible range of possible transportation facilities that could be 
located in the corridor and the major environmental impacts they may cause to assist in 
making the corridor more environmentally sensitive and, in the long term, a more viable 
site for needed transportation improvements. 
   (c) A designated corridor of statewide or regional priority shall be specifically 
considered in the certified environmental impact report completed for the adopted 
regional transportation plan required by the California Environmental Quality Act, which 
shall include a review of the environmental impacts of the possible transportation 
facilities which may be located in the corridor.  The environmental impact report shall 
include a survey within the corridor boundaries to determine if there exist any of the 
following: 
 
   (1) Rare or endangered plant or animal species. 
   (2) Historical or cultural sites of major significance. 
   (3) Wetlands, vernal pools, or other naturally occurring features. 
 
RTPAs/MPOs Designation of Corridors for Priority Acquisition 
   (d) The regional transportation planning agency shall designate a corridor for priority 
acquisition only if, after a public hearing, it finds that the range of potential transportation 
facilities to be located in the corridor can be constructed in a manner which will avoid or 
mitigate significant environmental impacts or values identified in subdivision (c), 
consistent with the California Environmental Quality Act and the state and federal 
Endangered Species Acts. 
   (e) Notwithstanding any other provision of this section, a corridor of statewide or 
regional priority may be designated as part of the regional transportation plan only if it 
has previously been specifically defined in the plan required pursuant to Section 134 and 
is consistent with the plan required pursuant to Section 135 of Title 23 of the United 
States Code. 
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Government Code Section 65588 
 

RTP Updates and Housing Element Revisions 
65588. (a) Each local government shall review its housing element as frequently as 
appropriate to evaluate all of the following: 

(1) The appropriateness of the housing goals, objectives, and policies in contributing to 
the            attainment of the state housing goal. 

(2) The effectiveness of the housing element in attainment of the community’s housing 
goals and objectives. 

 (3) The progress of the city, county, or city and county in implementation of the 
housing element. 
   (b) The housing element shall be revised as appropriate, but no less often than required 
by subdivision (e), to reflect the results of this periodic review.  Nothing in this section 
shall be construed to excuse the obligations of the local government to adopt a revised 
housing element in accordance with the schedule specified in this section. 
  (c) The review and revision of housing elements required by this section shall take into 
account any low- or moderate-income housing provided or required pursuant to Section 
65590. 
  (d) The review pursuant to subdivision (c) shall include, but need not be limited to, the 
following: 

(1) The number of new housing units approved for construction within the coastal zone 
after January 1, 1982. 

(2) The number of housing units for persons and families of low or moderate income, 
as defined in Section 50093 of the Health and Safety Code, required to be provided in 
new housing developments either within the coastal zone or within three miles of the 
coastal zone pursuant to Section 65590. 

(3) The number of existing residential dwelling units occupied by persons and families 
of low or moderate income, as defined in Section 50093 of the Health and Safety Code, 
that have been authorized to be demolished or converted since January 1, 1982, in the 
coastal zone. 

(4) The number of residential dwelling units for persons and families of low or 
moderate income, as defined in Section 50093 of the Health and Safety Code, that have 
been required for replacement or authorized to be converted or demolished as identified 
in paragraph (3). The location of the replacement units, either onsite, elsewhere within 
the locality’s jurisdiction within the coastal zone, or within three miles of the coastal zone 
within the locality’s jurisdiction, shall be designated in the review. 

(e) Each city, county, and city and county shall revise its housing element according to 
the following schedule: 

(1) (A) Local governments within the regional jurisdiction of the Southern California 
Association of Governments: June 30, 2006, for the fourth revision. 

(B) Local governments within the regional jurisdiction of the Association of Bay Area 
Governments: June 30, 2007, for the fourth revision. 

(C) Local governments within the regional jurisdiction of the Council of Fresno County 
Governments, the Kern County Council of Governments, and the Sacramento Area 
Council of Governments: June 30, 2002, for the third revision, and June 30, 2008, for the 
fourth revision. 
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(D) Local governments within the regional jurisdiction of the Association of Monterey 
Bay Area Governments: December 31, 2002, for the third revision, and June 30, 2009, 
for the fourth revision. 

(E) Local governments within the regional jurisdiction of the San Diego Association of 
Governments: June 30, 2005, for the fourth revision. 

(F) All other local governments: December 31, 2003, for the third revision, and June 
30, 2009, for the fourth revision. 

(2) (A) All local governments within a metropolitan planning organization in a region 
classified as nonattainment for one or more pollutants regulated by the federal Clean Air 
Act (42 U.S.C. Sec. 7506), except those within the regional jurisdiction of the San Diego 
Association of Governments, shall adopt the fifth revision of the housing element no later 
than 18 months after adoption of the first regional transportation plan to be adopted after 
September 30, 2010. 

(B) (i) All local governments within the regional jurisdiction of the San Diego 
Association of Governments shall adopt the fifth revision of the housing element no later 
than 18 months after adoption of the first regional transportation plan update to be 
adopted after September 30, 2010. 

(ii) Prior to or concurrent with the adoption of the fifth revision of the housing 
element, each local government within the regional jurisdiction of the San Diego 
Association of Governments shall identify adequate sites in its inventory pursuant to 
Section 65583.2 or rezone adequate sites to accommodate a prorated portion of its share 
of the regional housing need for the projection period representing the period from July 1, 
2010, to the deadline for housing element adoption described in clause (i). 

(I) For the fifth revision, a local government within the jurisdiction of the San Diego 
Association of Governments that has not adopted a housing element for the fourth 
revision by January 1, 2009, shall revise its housing element not less than every four 
years, beginning on the date described in clause (i), in accordance with paragraph (4), 
unless the local government does both of the following: 

(ia) Adopts a housing element for the fourth revision no later than March 31, 2010, 
which is in substantial compliance with this article. 

(ib) Completes any rezoning contained in the housing element program for the fourth 
revision by June 30, 2010. 

(II) For the sixth and subsequent revisions, a local government within the jurisdiction 
of the San Diego Association of Governments shall be subject to the dates described in 
clause (i), in accordance with paragraph (4). 

(C) All local governments within the regional jurisdiction of a metropolitan planning 
organization or a regional transportation planning agency that has made an election 
pursuant to subparagraph (L) of paragraph (2) of subdivision (b) of Section 65080 by 
June 1, 2009, shall adopt the fifth revision of the housing element no later than 18 months 
after adoption of the first regional transportation plan update following the election.  

(D) All other local governments shall adopt the fifth revision of the housing element 
five years after the date specified in paragraph (1). 

(3) Subsequent revisions of the housing element shall be due as follows: 
(A) For local governments described in subparagraphs (A), (B), and (C) of paragraph 

(2), 18 months after adoption of every second regional transportation plan update, 
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provided that the deadline for adoption is no more than eight years later than the deadline 
for adoption of the previous eight-year housing element. 

(B) For all other local governments, at five-year intervals after the date specified in 
subparagraph (D) of paragraph (2). 

(C) If a metropolitan planning organization or a regional transportation planning 
agency subject to the five-year revision interval in subparagraph (B) makes an election 
pursuant to subparagraph (L) of paragraph (2) of subdivision (b) of Section 65080 after 
June 1, 2009, all local governments within the regional jurisdiction of that entity shall 
adopt the next housing element revision no later than 18 months after adoption of the first 
regional transportation plan update following the election. Subsequent revisions shall be 
due 18 months after adoption of every second regional transportation plan update, 
provided that the deadline for adoption is no more than eight years later than the deadline 
for adoption of the previous eight-year housing element. 

(4) (A) A local government that does not adopt a housing element within 120 days of 
the applicable deadline described in subparagraph (A), (B), or (C) of paragraph (2) or 
subparagraph (A) or (C) of paragraph (3) shall revise its housing element not less than 
every four years until the local government has adopted at least two consecutive revisions 
by the statutory deadline. 

(B) If necessary, the local government shall adopt three consecutive four-year 
revisions by the statutory deadline to ensure that when the local government adopts its 
next housing element covering an eight-year planning period, it does so at the deadline 
for adoption for other local governments within the region also covering an eight-year 
planning period. 

(C) The deadline for adoption of every second four-year revision shall be the same as 
the deadline for adoption for other local governments within the region. 

(5) The metropolitan planning organization or a regional transportation planning 
agency for a region that has an eight-year revision interval pursuant to paragraph (3) shall 
notify the department and the Department of Transportation in writing of the estimated 
adoption date for its next regional transportation plan update at least 12 months prior to 
the estimated adoption date. The Department of Transportation shall maintain and publish 
on its Internet Web site a current schedule of the estimated regional transportation plan 
adoption dates. The department shall maintain and publish on its Internet Web site a 
current schedule of the estimated and actual housing element due dates. Each council of 
governments shall publish on its Internet Web site the estimated and actual housing 
element due dates, as published by the department, for the jurisdictions within its region 
and shall send notice of these dates to interested parties. For purposes of determining the 
existing and projected need for housing within a region pursuant to Sections 65584 to 
65584.08, inclusive, the date of the next scheduled revision of the housing element shall 
be deemed to be the estimated adoption date of the regional transportation plan update 
described in the notice provided to the Department of Transportation plus 18 months. 

(6) The new projection period shall begin on the date of December 31 or June 30 that 
most closely precedes the end of the previous projection period. 
 
Definitions 

(f) For purposes of this article, the following terms have the following meanings: 
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(1) “Planning period” shall be the time period between the due date for one housing 
element and the due date for the next housing element. 

(2) “Projection period” shall be the time period for which the regional housing need is 
calculated. 

(g) For purposes of this section, “regional transportation plan update” shall mean a 
regional transportation plan adopted to satisfy the requirements of subdivision (d) of 
Section 65080. 
 
Sustainable Communities and Climate Protection Act 
Chapter 728 of the Statutes of 2008 shall be known and may be cited as the Sustainable 
Communities and Climate Protection Act. 
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ALTERNATIVE PLANNING STRATEGY 
(APS) 
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Appendix H 

 
Alternative Planning Strategy  

 
Background 
 
California Government Code Section 65080(H) states MPOs shall prepare an APS if the 
MPO determines the region will not be able to achieve ARB’s regional GHG emission 
reduction targets through the sustainable communities strategy (SCS).  It should be 
noted that an SCS must be prepared as part of the RTP - regardless if the MPO can 
achieve the regional GHG emission reduction target or not.  The APS however is not a 
part of an RTP.    
 
APS Statutory Language 
 
Below is the specific statutory language from California Government Code Section 
65080(H) relating to the preparation of an APS: 
 

Calif. Government Code Section 65080(H)  
(H) If the sustainable communities strategy, prepared in compliance with 
subparagraph (B) or (C), is unable to reduce greenhouse gas emissions to achieve 
the greenhouse gas emission reduction targets established by the state board, the 
metropolitan planning organization shall prepare an alternative planning strategy to 
the sustainable communities strategy showing how those greenhouse gas 
emission targets would be achieved through alternative development patterns, 
infrastructure, or additional transportation measures or policies.  The alternative 
planning strategy shall be a separate document from the regional transportation 
plan, but it may be adopted concurrently with the regional transportation plan.  In 
preparing the alternative planning strategy, the metropolitan planning organization: 
 
   (i) Shall identify the principal impediments to achieving the targets within the 
sustainable communities strategy. 
(ii) May include an alternative development pattern for the region pursuant to 

subparagraphs (B) to (F), inclusive. 
(iii) Shall describe how the greenhouse gas emission reduction targets would be 
achieved by the alternative planning strategy, and why the development pattern, 
measures, and policies in the alternative planning strategy are the most practicable 
choices for achievement of the greenhouse gas emission reduction targets. 
(iv) An alternative development pattern set forth in the alternative planning strategy 
shall comply with Part 450 of Title 23 of, and Part 93 of Title 40 of, the Code of 
Federal Regulations, except to the extent that compliance will prevent achievement 
of the greenhouse gas emission reduction targets approved by the state board. 
(v) For purposes of the California Environmental Quality Act (Division 13 
(commencing with Section 21000) of the Public Resources Code), an alternative 
planning strategy shall not constitute a land use plan, policy, or regulation, and the 
inconsistency of a project with an alternative planning strategy shall not be a 
consideration in determining whether a project may have an environmental effect. 
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Appendix I  
 
 

RHNA AND RTP DEVELOPMENT 
INFORMATION 

 
 

The following table was prepared by the California Department of Housing and 
Community Development (HCD). Questions regarding the RHNA process should 
be directed to HCD using the contact information located at: 
 

http://hcd.ca.gov/contact.html 
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RHNA/Housing Element & RTP Statutory Process Timelines 
Regional Housing Need Allocation (RHNA) 

Government Code (GC) Sections 65584-65589 
Regional Transportation Plan (RTP)  

(Sustainable Communities Strategy -SCS) 
A. REGIONAL CONSULTATION & DETERMINATION 

1. COG/MPO provides HCD written notice of estimated RTP 
adoption date: at least 12 months prior to estimated adoption 
date. GC 65588(e)(5). NOTE: RTP adoption later than 
estimated date can cause (1) misalignment between RHNA 
projection period (based on “estimated” adoption date) & HE 
planning period & due date (18 months from “actual” adoption 
date) & (2) shortage of required housing unit allocation over 
period past “estimated” adoption date. GC 65588(e)(2) 

2. HCD & COG/MPO begin RHNA consultation: at least  
26 months before due date of local government Housing 
Element (HE). GC 65584.01(c)(1). 
(COG Subregion optional formation and notification: at least 
28 months before HE due date. GC 65584.03.) 

3. HCD issues final RHNA: at least 24 months before  
HE due date. GC 65584(b). 

B. COG/MPO RHNA DISTRIBUTION METHODOLOGY & PLAN 
4. COG/MPO begins developing distribution methodology:  

at least 24 months before HE due date (allowing 60-day 
public comment period & public hearing). GC 65584.04(a). 

5. COG/MPO adopts final distribution methodology for all 
income category RHNA consistent with development pattern 
of Regional Transportation Plan Sustainable Communities 
Strategy. GC 65584.04(h). 

C. COG/MPO ISSUES DRAFT RHNA DISTRIBUTIONS 
6. COG/MPO distributes Draft RHNAs: at least 18 months 

before HE due date. GC 65584.05(a). 
7. Jurisdictions may request draft RHNA revision: within  

60 days from receipt of draft RHNA. GC 65585.05(b)-(c) 
D. JURISDICTION APPEAL PROCESS & COG/MPO ACTION 

8. Jurisdictions may appeal draft RHNA: within 60 days from 
date COG/MPO establishes to hear appeals at public 
hearing. GC 65585.05(d)-(e)  

9. COG/MPO reviews and responds to appeal requests  
and issues proposed Final RHNA (at least equal to HCD 
income category RHNA): within 45 days after appeal 
hearing. GC 65584.05(f)-(g). 

10. COG/MPO holds Public Hearing and adopts and submits  
Final RHNA Plan: Adopt Plan within 45 days from issuing 
proposed Final RHNA distribution Plan.  Submit Plan within 
3 days from adoption to HCD to review/approve within  
60 days from receipt. GC 65584.05(h).  

E. HCD REVIEW & APPROVAL OF COG/MPO RHNA PLAN  
11. Review of Final RHNA by HCD: within 60 days of receipt  of 

COG’s Final RHNA Plan (HCD may revise COG’s RHNA  
Plan if not consistent with initial regional determination)  
GC 65584.05(h) 

(Regional variations exist for some MPOs in San 
Joaquin Valley, Bay Area, and  Southern California 
and for congestion management agency-subregion 
processes) 

 
1. MPO gathers data, develops models, begins 

update of regional growth forecast 
  

2. MPO adopts public participation plan for SCS 
and possibly an APS 

 

3. Prior to public participation process, MPO 
submits proposed methodology for estimating 
GHG reduction from its SCS (and APS, if 
desired) to ARB for review and comment 

 

4. MPO conducts outreach & public workshops, at 
least 1-3 workshops per county 

 

5. MPO conducts inter-agency consultation 
pursuant to federal conformity requirements 

 

6. MPO prepares draft SCS which must 
accommodate HCD’s RHNA determination 

 

7. Draft EIR/RTP is prepared & reviewed by public 
and agencies for comment 

 

MPO must issue Draft SCS not less than 55 days 
before RTP adoption; must hold SCS public 
hearing (for single-county at least 2 public 
hearings& for multi-county at least 3 hearings) 
 

8. MPO makes any revisions to Draft 
SCS/responds to DEIR comments 

 

9. MPO Certifies EIR & Adopts RTP within either 4 
years of its prior conformity date, or 5 years. of 
its prior adoption date, if attainment MPO 

 

10. MPO submits RTP to FHWA/FTA for 
conformity 

 

11. After adoption, MPO submits SCS for review to 
ARB. ARB has 60 days to accept or reject the 
MPO’s determination that strategy, if 
implemented, will achieve region’s GHG target 

 
******************************************* 
For non-attainment regions, subsequent SCS  
(4 yrs. hence) must integrate with prior RHNA as 
RHNA determinations are made for 8-yr intervals 
(every other 4-yr RTP update). 

JURISDICTION 8-YEAR HOUSING ELEMENT DUE DATE: within 18 
months from actual RTP adoption date. NOTE: consequence for late 
adoption past 120 days from due date is interruption of 8-year HE cycle 
and 4-yr update by due date for at least two consecutive 4-year 
intervals.   GC 65588(e)(4)    

If approved by FHWA, FTA & EPA, federal approval 
starts RTP update timetable for non-attainment MPOs: 
RTP must be updated within 4 years  
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APCD Air Pollution Control District, a county agency that adopts 

regulations to meet State and Federal air quality standards. 
 
AQMD                                       Air Quality Management District, a regional agency formed by 2  
                                                    or more counties, which adopts regulations to meet State and             
                                                    Federal air quality standards. 
 
ATTAINMENT  
AREA Attainment Area, is any geographic area in which levels of a 

given criteria air pollutant (e.g., ozone, carbon monoxide, PM10, 
PM2.5, and nitrogen dioxide) meet the health-based National 
Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) for that pollutant. An 
area may be an attainment area for one pollutant and a 
nonattainment area for others. A “maintenance area” (see 
definition below) is not considered an attainment area for 
transportation planning purposes. 

 
BLUEPRINT   
PLANNING                               Blueprint Planning, is a Caltrans sponsored voluntary  
                                                    discretionary competitive grant program designed to assist  

MPOs in developing a regional vision that considers 
transportation, land use, housing, environmental protection, 
economic development and equity. 

  
 
CAPACITY  Capacity, is a transportation facility's ability to accommodate a 

moving stream of people or vehicles in a given time period.   
 
CARB California Air Resources Board, the State agency responsible for 

implementation of the Federal and State Clean Air Acts.  
Provides technical assistance to air districts preparing attainment 
plans; reviews local attainment plans and combines portions of 
them with State measures for submittal of the State 
Implementation Plan (SIP) to U.S. EPA. 

 
CASP California Aviation System Plan, prepared by Caltrans Division 

of Aeronautics every five years as required by PUC Section 
21701.  The CASP integrates regional aviation system planning 
on a Statewide basis.  

 
CEQA California Environmental Quality Act, State law that requires the 

environmental effects associated with proposed plans, programs 
and projects to be fully disclosed. 

 
CMA Congestion Management Agency, the county agency responsible 

for developing, coordinating and monitoring the Congestion 
Management Program.  

 
CMP    Congestion Management Program is a countywide integrated 

program that addresses congestion in a coordinated and 
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cooperative manner. The program contains 5 elements: a Level 
of Service element, a transit standards element, a TDM and trip 
reduction element, a land use analysis element, and a capitol 
improvement program element. To effectively address this goal, 
the appropriate land use, transportation and air quality agencies 
need to integrate their planning processes, share information and 
respond to congestion using a coordinated approach. In 1996 AB 
2419 amended government code section 65088.3 to allow 
counties to opt out of this previously mandatory program. 

 
CTC  California Transportation Commission, a decision making body 

established by AB 402(Alquist / Ingalls) of 1977 to advise and 
assist the Secretary of Transportation and the legislature in 
formulating and evaluating State policies and plans for 
transportation programs. 

 
CTP   California Transportation Plan, The CTP is a long-range 

transportation policy plan that is submitted to the Governor.  The 
CTP is developed in collaboration with partners, presents a 
vision for California’s future transportation system, and defines 
goals, policies, and strategies to reach the vision.  It is developed 
in consultation with the State’s regional transportation planning 
agencies, is influenced by the regional planning process, and 
provides guidance for developing future RTPs. RTPs should be 
consistent with and implement the vision and goals of the CTP. 
As defined by State statute, the CTP is not project specific.  

 
DSMP   District System Management Plan, a District’s long-range plan 

for management of the State highway transportation system in its 
jurisdiction. 

 
FAA Federal Aviation Administration, the agency of the U.S. 

Department of Transportation charged with regulating air 
commerce to promote its safety and development, encouraging 
and developing civil aviation, air traffic control and air 
navigation, and promoting the development of the national 
airport system. 

 
EMISSIONS  
BUDGET   Emissions Budget, is the part of the State Implementation Plan 

(SIP) that identifies the allowable emissions levels, mandated by 
the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS), for 
certain pollutants from mobile, stationary, and area sources. The 
emissions levels are used for meeting emission reduction 
milestones. 

 
FHWA   Federal Highway Administration, a component of the U.S. 

Department of Transportation, established to ensure 
development of an effective national road and highway 
transportation system. FHWA and FTA, in consultation with US 
EPA, make Federal Clean Air Act Conformity findings for 
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Regional Transportation Plans, Transportation Improvement 
Programs, and Federally funded projects. 

 
FISCAL  
CONSTRAINT Fiscal constraint, the metropolitan transportation plan, TIP, and 

STIP includes sufficient financial information for demonstrating 
that projects in the metropolitan transportation plan, TIP, and 
STIP can be implemented using committed, available, or 
reasonably available revenue sources, with reasonable assurance 
that the Federally supported transportation system is being 
adequately operated and maintained. For the TIP and the STIP, 
financial constraint/fiscal constraint applies to each program 
year. Additionally, projects in air quality nonattainment and 
maintenance areas can be included in the first two years of the 
TIP and STIP only if funds are ‘‘available’’ or ‘‘committed.’’ 

 
FTA   Federal Transit Administration, a component of the U.S. 

Department of Transportation, responsible for administering the 
Federal transit program under the Federal Transit Act, as 
amended, and SAFETEA-LU. 

 
FSTIP  Federal State Transportation Improvement Program is a multi-

year Statewide, financially constrained, intermodal program of 
projects that is consistent with the Statewide transportation plan 
(CTP) and regional transportation plans (RTPs). The FSTIP is 
developed by the California Department of Transportation and 
incorporates all of the MPOs and RTPAs FTIPs by reference. 
Caltrans then submits the FSTIP to FHWA.  

 
FTIP  Federal Transportation Improvement Program is a constrained 4-

year prioritized list of all transportation projects that are 
proposed for Federal and local funding. The FTIP is developed 
and adopted by the MPO/RTPA and is updated every 2 years. It 
is consistent with the RTP and it is required as a prerequisite for 
Federal funding.  

 
IIP   Interregional Improvement Program is one of two component 

funding source programs that ultimately make up the State 
Transportation Improvement program. The IIP receives 25% of 
the funds from the State Highway account. The IIP is the source 
of funding for the ITIP. 

 
ILLUSTRATIVE                      
PROJECT                                An illustrative project  means an additional transportation project  
                                                   that may (but is not required to)be included in a financial plan for  

the RTP or FTIP if reasonable additional resources were to 
become available.              

 
INTERMODAL    Intermodal refers to the connections between modes of 

transportation. 
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ITIP   Interregional Transportation Improvement Program is a 
Statewide program of projects, developed by Caltrans for 
interregional projects that are primarily located outside of 
urbanized areas. The ITIP has a 4-year planning horizon and is 
updated every two years. It is submitted to the CTC along with 
the FTIP and taken together they are known as the STIP.  

 
ITS   Intelligent Transportation Systems are electronics, photonics, 

communications, or information processing used singly or in 
combination to improve the efficiency or safety of a surface 
transportation system. 

 
 
ITSP  Interregional Transportation Strategic Plan describes the 

framework in which the State will carry out its responsibilities 
for the Interregional Transportation Improvement Program 
(ITIP).  

 
MIS   Major Investment Study was a Federally mandated study 

required for major transportation improvements under ISTEA. 
An MIS was a planning analysis done on a corridor or sub-
regional area that included social, economic and environmental 
considerations early in the planning process and integrated these 
considerations into the project development stage. Although 
SAFETEA-LU has deleted this requirement, Section 450.318(a) 
and Appendix A retains the option to link early environmental 
considerations in the RTP to the subsequent project specific 
environmental review that takes place during the project delivery 
process.  

 
MODE    Mode is a specific form of transportation, such as automobiles, 

buses, trains or planes. 
 
MPO   Metropolitan Planning Organization, a planning organization 

created by Federal legislation charged with conducting regional 
transportation planning to meet Federal mandates. 

 
NATIONAL  
AMBIENT AIR  
QUALITY  
STANDARDS     NAAQS are the acceptable limits that are set for various 

pollutants by the US EPA. Air quality standards have been 
established for the following six criteria pollutants: ozone, 
carbon monoxide, particulate matter, nitrogen dioxide, lead and 
sulfur dioxide. 

 
NEPA   National Environmental Policy Act is Federal legislation that 

created a national policy and procedures that require Federal 
agencies to consider the environmental effects of their actions 
and to inform the public that their decisions reflect this 
environmental consideration. NEPA applies to most 
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transportation projects because they are jointly funded with a 
combination of Federal, State and sometimes local money. 

  
NONATTAINMENT Nonattainment, any geographic region of the United States that 

has been designated by the EPA as a nonattainment area under 
section 107 of the Clean Air Act for any pollutants for which an 
NAAQS exists. 

 
PERFORMANCE  
MEASURES   Performance measures are used to model travel demand and 

allow the long-range forecasting of transportation network and 
system-level performance (e.g. Walk, bike, transit, and carpool 
mode share, corridor travel times by mode, percentage of 
population within 0.5 mile of a high frequency transit stop). 

 
PERFORMANCE  
MONITORING  
INDICATORS/METRICS Performance monitoring indicators or metrics include field data 

such as vehicle miles traveled, mode share, fatalities/injuries, 
transit access, change in agricultural land, and CO2 emissions.   

 
PERFORMANCE 
TARGETS Performance targets are numeric goals established to enable the 

quantifiable assessment of performance measures. 
 
RIP   Regional Improvement Program is one of two component 

funding source programs that ultimately make up the State 
Transportation Improvement program. The RIP receives 75% of 
the funds from the State Highway account. This 75% is then 
distributed to the MPOs and RTPAs by a formula. The RIP is the 
source of funding for the FTIP. 

 
RTIP    Regional Transportation Improvement Program, is a synonym 

for the FTIP and it refers to the programming done by the 
MPO/RTPA as part of the development of the RTP.  

 
RTP   Regional Transportation Plan, a Federal and State mandated 

planning document prepared by MPOs and RTPAs. The plan 
describes existing and projected transportation needs, conditions 
and financing affecting all modes within a 20-year horizon. 

 
RTPA   Regional Transportation Planning Agency, a State designated 

single or multi-county agency responsible for regional 
transportation planning. RTPAs are also known as Local 
Transportation Commissions or Councils of Governments and 
are usually located in rural or exurban areas.  

 
SHA   State Highway Account, the SHA account is the State’s primary 

source of funding for transportation improvements. The SHA 
account is composed of revenues from the State’s gasoline and 
diesel fuel tax, truck weight fees and Federal highway funds. The 
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SHA is primarily used for STIP, SHOPP and local assistance 
projects   as well as non-capitol projects such as maintenance, 
operations, and support.  

 
SHOPP    State Highway Operations and Protection Program is a 

legislatively created program to maintain the integrity of the 
State highway system. It is tapped for safety and rehabilitation 
projects. SHOPP is a multi-year program of projects approved by 
the Legislature and Governor. It is separate from the STIP. 

 
SIP    State Implementation Plan, as defined in section 302(q) of the 

Clean Air Act (CAA), the portion (or portions) of the 
implementation plan, or most recent revision thereof, which has 
been approved under section 110 of the CAA, or promulgated 
under section 110(c) of the CAA, or promulgated or approved 
pursuant to regulations promulgated under section 301(d) of the 
CAA and which implements the relevant requirements of the 
CAA. 

 
SMART GROWTH   Smart Growth, is a set of policies designed by local governments 

to protect, preserve and economically develop established 
communities as well as natural and cultural resources. Smart 
growth encompasses a holistic view of development. 

 
SPRAWL   Sprawl is an urban form based on the movement of people from 

the central city to the suburbs. Concerns associated with sprawl 
include loss of farmland and open space due to low-density land 
development, increased public service costs including 
transportation, and environmental degradation. 

 
STIP    State Transportation Improvement Program, a Statewide or 

bundled prioritized list of transportation projects covering a 
period of four years that is consistent with the long-range 
Statewide transportation plan, metropolitan transportation plans 
and FTIPs, and required for projects to be eligible for funding 
under Title 23 U.S.C. and title 49 U.S.C. Chapter 53. 

 
TCM    Transportation Control Measures, any measure that is 

specifically identified and committed to in the applicable SIP 
that is either one of the types listed in section 108 of the Clean 
Air Act or any other measure for the purpose of reducing 
emissions or concentrations of air pollutants from transportation 
sources by reducing vehicle use or changing traffic flow or 
congestion conditions. Notwithstanding the above, vehicle 
technology-based, fuel-based, and maintenance-based measures 
that control the emissions from vehicles under fixed traffic 
conditions are not TCMs. 

 
TIERING                   Section 15385 of the CEQA guidelines defines tiering as the 

coverage of general matters in broader EIRs with subsequent 
narrower EIRs incorporating by reference the general 
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discussions and concentrating solely on the issue specific to the 
EIR that is being subsequently prepared. Tiering allows agencies 
to deal with broad environmental issues in EIRs at the planning 
stage and then to provide a more detailed examination of specific 
effects in EIRs for later development projects that are consistent 
with or that implement the plan.               

 
TITLE VI    Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, prohibits discrimination 

in any program or project receiving Federal financial assistance. 
 
TDM     Transportation Demand Management refers to policies, 

programs and actions that encourage the use of transportation 
alternatives to driving alone and reduce vehicle miles traveled.  

 
TSM    Transportation System Management refers to the use of 

relatively inexpensive transportation improvements that are used 
to increase the efficiency of transportation facilities.  TSM can 
include carpool and vanpool programs, parking management, 
traffic flow improvements, high occupancy vehicle lanes, and 
park-and-ride lots.   

 
US EPA   United States Environmental Protection Agency is the Federal 

agency that approves the SIP and the emissions budgets that are 
the basis of the RTP conformity assessments. 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

ATTACHMENT B



Final Draft  January 2017 

Final Draft 2017 MPO RTP Guidelines             272        
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Page Left Intentionally Blank 

 
 
 
 
 

ATTACHMENT B



Final Draft  January 2017 

Final Draft 2017 MPO RTP Guidelines             273        
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Appendix K 
 
 

AB 441 - Promoting Health and Health 
Equity in MPO RTPs 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

ATTACHMENT B



Final Draft  January 2017 

Final Draft 2017 MPO RTP Guidelines             274        
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Page Left Intentionally Blank 
 
 
 
 

ATTACHMENT B



Final Draft  January 2017 

Final Draft 2017 MPO RTP Guidelines             275        
 

 

Appendix K Contents 
 

Introduction: Public Health and Transportation Planning .................................. 276 
Direct Effects ...................................................................................................... 277 

Indirect Effects ................................................................................................... 278 

 
Policies, Programs, and Projects that Promote Health and Health Equity in RTPs ...... 280 

Goals and Policies ............................................................................................. 280 

Health in All Policies ..................................................................................... 280 
Regional and Local Active Transportation Planning................................... 281 
Local Government General Plans and Policies ........................................... 283 

 

Programs ............................................................................................................ 284 

Collaboration with Non-Transportation Agencies ....................................... 284 
Affordable Housing ....................................................................................... 286 
Interagency Consultation Process: Near-Road Air Quality Considerations 
for MPOs ........................................................................................................ 287 
Near-Road Air Quality Analysis and Mitigation ........................................... 288 
Bicycle and Pedestrian Non-Infrastructure Programs ................................ 288 
Complete Streets Programs .......................................................................... 290 
Strengthening Stakeholder Engagement in Communities Affected by Health 
Inequities ........................................................................................................ 292 
Programs that Serve Rural Transportation Needs ...................................... 294 
Promoting Public Transit Connectivity to Essential Destinations and Low 
Income Communities .................................................................................... 294 

 

Public Health Planning Activities and Projects ................................................ 295 

Using a Health and Health Equity Lens in Decision-Making ....................... 295 
Health Impact Assessment ........................................................................... 295 

 
Data, Tools, and Metrics that Promote Health and Health Equity in RTPs ........ 297 

Performance Measures/Metrics/Indicators for Health and Health Equity ...... 297 

Modeling Tools to Capture Health and Health Equity Impacts ....................... 299 

Health Economic Assessment Tool (HEAT) ................................................ 299 
Integrated Transport and Health Impact Model (ITHIM) .............................. 300 
California Statewide Public Health Assessment Model (C-PHAM) ............. 302 

 
Key Terms .............................................................................................................. 303 
 
Resources and Citations ...................................................................................... 305 
 

ATTACHMENT B



Final Draft  January 2017 

Final Draft 2017 MPO RTP Guidelines             276        
 

Purpose of Appendix K 

Assembly Bill 441 (2012, Monning) requires the RTP Guidelines to identify innovative 
planning practices that can serve as models for MPOs and their partner agencies in 
undertaking a regional transportation planning  process that promotes the health and 
well-being of all Californians. Appendix K has been prepared to serve as voluntary 
guidance to highlight cutting-edge examples of policies, programs, projects, and tools 
that MPOs are employing to address public health and health equity in the regional 
transportation planning process. It is important to note that this appendix is not 
intended to provide a “one size fits all” approach. In light of the diversity of California 
MPOs, and the varying level of financial resources and technical capabilities to 
undertake the long range regional transportation planning process, this appendix 
offers examples from both rural and urban regions, and recognizes the importance of 
a regionally-appropriate approach to addressing health and health equity in the RTP. 
It is also important to acknowledge that improving the built environment is one of 
many factors in improving public health. This Appendix is meant to provide examples 
of how the RTP can contribute to improved public health and is not meant to imply 
that by implementing these recommendations, all public health needs will be 
addressed. 

 

Introduction: Public Health and Transportation Planning 
 
Many factors combine to affect the health of individuals and communities. Within the 
public health field the circumstances and conditions in which people are born, grow up, 
live, work, play and age are called the social determinants of health (SDoH) and are 
recognized to have a significant impact on health outcomes and health equity.1 These 
social determinants of health include socioeconomic status, education, employment, 
social support networks, and the built environment and have been shown to have a 
greater impact on health than health care or genetics.2 Transportation is a key social 
determinant of health and the Regional Transportation Plans determine long-term 
investments in the built environment over extensive geographies. These plans can 
impact public health through multiple pathways, including economic opportunity, 
access to essential destinations, and the safety of communities and transportation 
options, as illustrated in the graphic below. 
 

                                                 
1 Mark R. Cullen, Clint Cummins, and Victor R. Fuchs, “Geographic and Racial Variation in Premature 
Mortality in the U.S.: Analyzing the Disparities,” PLoS ONE 7, no. 4 (April 17, 2012): e32930, 
doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0032930. 
 
2 Schroeder, SA (2007). We can Do Better---Improving the Health of American People. NEJM. 357:12221-8. 

ATTACHMENT B



Final Draft  January 2017 

Final Draft 2017 MPO RTP Guidelines             277        
 

Credit: Southern California Association of Governments 2016-2040 RTP/ SCS Public Health Appendix 
 
A 2012 report, “Creating Healthy Regional Transportation Plans: A Primer for California’s 
Public Health Community on Regional Transportation Plans and Sustainable 
Communities Strategies,”1 (2012, TransForm & CA Dept. of Public Health) identified 
direct and indirect effects of transportation projects and policies that are developed at 
both the regional and local level: 
  
Direct Effects 

 
● Physical Activity and Active Transportation. Active transportation (walking, 

biking, and wheeling to destinations) has a direct health benefit, and can reduce 
the risk of heart disease, improve mental health, lower blood pressure, and 
reduce the risk of overweight and obesity-related chronic disease such as Type 2 
Diabetes. Public transit is considered active transportation because it generally 
involves an active mode at the beginning or the end of the trip. 

 
● Collision Injuries and Fatalities. Motor vehicle collisions are a major cause of 

death and injury, and are the leading cause of death among those ages 5-34. In 
2009, traffic injuries caused 3,063 deaths, 25,328 hospitalizations, and 221,454 
emergency department treatments in California. 18 percent of deaths, 19 percent 
of the hospitalizations, and 9 percent of the emergency department treatments 
were pedestrians and bicyclists. Road design, “Complete Streets,” speed 
reduction, and other strategies can all reduce the toll of motor vehicle collisions. 

 
● Air Pollution. Auto emissions impact air quality and contribute to impaired lung 

development, lung cancer, asthma and other chronic respiratory problems, and 
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heart disease. Cleaner fuels and more efficient vehicles can reduce emissions, 
but strategies that reduce driving are also important for air quality because some 
pollutants, like particulate matter from re-entrained road dust, are directly related 
to how much people drive. 

 
● Climate Change. The transportation sector causes 38 percent of California’s 

total gross greenhouse gas emissions. Minimizing transportation’s contribution to 
climate change will limit the health effects of climate change, such as heat 
illness, effects of higher ozone levels, impacts of extreme weather events, and 
changes in vector-borne diseases. 

 
• Stress and Mental Health. Commuting during rush-hour traffic can be highly 

stressful for drivers. Unreliable and infrequent transit service can also cause 
stress, especially for low-income employees who depend solely on transit to get 
to their jobs on time. Reducing commute times and increasing public 
transportation reliability through effective transportation planning can reduce 
stress and improve mental health. 

  
Indirect Effects 
 

• Access to Jobs. For low-income families who cannot afford a car, public transit 
can be a lifeline to jobs. Social service agencies have found that inadequate 
transportation is one of the top three barriers to the transition from welfare to 
work. Transportation planning can help residents reach jobs, education, social 
services, and medical care by walking, biking or public transportation in a timely 
manner. 

 
● Access to Services and Medical care. When getting to health care or other 

essential services is difficult—and this is especially true for lower-income 
residents, seniors, and people with disabilities, who don’t have access to a car or 
effective public transportation—patients often miss appointments or delay care 
until a condition deteriorates and requires emergency attention. 

 
• Household Expenses. The Average American Family spends an astounding 32 

percent of household income on housing and 19 percent on getting from place A 
to place B3. Low-income families are hit the hardest because housing and 
transportation expenses account for a larger proportion of their income. This 
leaves much less for savings or investing in education, healthful food, etc. 
Regions can support increased economic stability and access to community 
necessities by assuring that all populations, and especially vulnerable 
populations such as youth, older adults, and low-income residents, have access 
to affordable and accessible transportation options. Affordable transportation 

                                                 
3 http://wwh.fhwa.dot.gov/livability/fact_sheets/transandhousing.cfm 
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options enable low income households to invest in savings, education, and 
healthier food options—all factors that contribute to greater individual and 
community health. 

 
● Displacement/Gentrification. Transportation improvements, especially new rail 

lines and stations to low-income communities, can increase access to 
opportunities. But they can also result in much higher property values and an 
increase in the cost of owning and renting property, inadvertently displacing 
existing residents and businesses. Being forced to leave a home is a stressful, 
costly and traumatic life event, especially when affordable housing is so limited. 
There is a growing recognition of tools and strategies that can be implemented 
alongside community investments to reduce displacement. 

 
● Social Cohesion and Social Networks. Transportation planning and community 

design that facilitates active transportation, including public transportation, tends 
to increase social interaction and community cohesion. Increased neighborly 
interactions can help reduce crime, depression, and poverty, provide support and 
safety, and increase property values. Community cohesion and supportive 
transportation services are particularly important for vulnerable populations, 
including the elderly and disabled. 

 
Health-focused transportation plans can help reduce the number of injuries and fatalities 
from collisions. When streets are designed to safely accommodate walking and biking, 
more people may do so, and as more people walk and bike the rate of collisions actually 
goes down as pedestrians and bicyclists become more visible to motorists. In addition, 
more people out walking and biking in a neighborhood has an important public safety 
benefit, as it means there are more “eyes on the street” to deter criminal activity. Taking 
this a step further, studies have shown that people who live in neighborhoods with less 
traffic and higher rates of walking, bicycling, and transit use know more of their 
neighbors, visit their neighbor’s homes more often, and are less fearful of their 
neighbors.4 When streets are inhospitable to pedestrians and bicyclists, residents don’t 
feel safe walking or biking to nearby transit and their ability to access regional 
educational and employment opportunities is hampered. In short, improving traffic safety 
results in better public health beyond simply reduced injuries and fatalities. 
 
While local governments have primary control over streets and roads in their 
jurisdictions, and county transportation agencies can generate funding by placing 
transportation sales taxes before voters, the interaction of transportation and land use 
happens most profoundly at a regional scale. Many health, equity and environmental 
benefits of smarter planning and investment – from creating access to jobs for low-
income communities, to protecting open space, to reducing air pollution – can be 

                                                 
4 “At the Intersection of Active Transportation and Equity.” Safe Routes 
to School National Partnership. 2015. <http://saferoutespartnership. 
org/sites/default/files/resource_files/at-the-intersection-of-activetransportation-and-equity.pdf>. 
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realized at a regional scale through the collaborative planning process between regional 
and local governments. MPOs play a significant role in engaging residents and 
stakeholders in the regional transportation planning process to ensure the improvement 
of health outcomes for all segments of the population. A timely opportunity to address 
public health outcomes is early during the RTP development process and MPOs are 
encouraged to consider health priorities in selection of projects for the RTP. 
  
Policies, Programs, and Projects that Promote Health and 
Health Equity in RTPs 

This section serves to identify examples of innovative policies, programs, and projects 
that California MPOs of varying size have employed to consider health and health equity 
in the RTP. This section encourages a regionally-appropriate approach to addressing 
health and health equity in the planning process. For example, regions with limited 
resources, especially rural regions, may be best served by selecting a few high-priority 
strategies where there is greatest opportunity to affect regional outcomes.  

Goals and Policies  

Health in All Policies  

The identification of regional goals and policies is an important part of the RTP 
development process. The Health in All Policies (HiAP) approach is one mechanism that 
facilitates the consideration of health in the RTP. HiAP is a collaborative strategy that 
aims to improve public health outcomes by including health considerations in the 
planning process across sectors and policy areas. The five key tenets of HiAP as 
defined by the California Department of Public Health include:  

● Promote Health Equity and Sustainability  
● Support Inter-Agency Collaboration  
● Benefit Multiple Partners  
● Engage Stakeholders  
● Create Structural or Procedural Change  

Urban MPO Example:  

The regional planning process serves as a valuable forum for inter-agency collaboration 
and is uniquely suited for a HiAP approach. The Southern California Association of 
Governments (SCAG) incorporated the use of the HiAP policy framework in its 2016- 
2040 RTP/SCS. SCAG identified seven focus areas for further analysis and 
implementation related to the built environment’s impact on health outcomes:  

1. Access to Essential Destinations  

2. Affordable Housing  

3. Air Quality  
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4. Climate Adaptation  

5. Economic Opportunities  

6. Physical Activity  

7. Transportation Safety  

SCAG developed a comprehensive Public Health Appendix which features an in-depth 
discussion of the focus areas, a simple and clear graphic connecting the RTP goals to 
each of these focus areas, identification of the challenges and opportunities in these 
areas, adoption of guiding principles for the integration of public health considerations in 
the plan, a detailed report of plan performance in the public health focus areas, and 
examples of regional and local initiatives. For more information:  

http://scagrtpscs.net/Documents/2016/final/f2016RTPSCS_PublicHealth.pdf 

Regional and Local Active Transportation Planning 

Active Transportation planning promotes bicycling and walking as a means to decrease 
auto dependency, reduce traffic congestion, facilitate development of new sidewalks and 
trails, and improve connectivity. Infrastructure that welcomes walking and biking as 
modes of transportation provides opportunity for increased physical activity and 
associated health benefits and contributes to an environment that is ultimately safer for 
those traveling by bicycle or on foot. Local and regional governments have expanded the 
level of planning and investment in active transportation. Some examples of regional and 
local active transportation planning throughout California are highlighted below: 

Large/Urban MPO Examples: 

SCAG 2016 RTP/SCS 

Chapter 5 and the Active Transportation Appendix to the 2016 RTP/SCS, represents 
how the region plans to use active transportation to help meet these challenges over the 
next 25 years, including longer-trip strategies for commuters and active recreation, 
integrating active transportation with transit, short-trip strategies for utilitarian trips 
(shopping, school, local retail), and safety/encouragement. It presents the background, 
existing conditions, progress since the 2012 RTP/SCS, new strategies, and actions 
making it easier and safer to walk and bike in Southern California. 

For more information see: http://scagrtpscs.net/Pages/FINAL2016RTPSCS.aspx 

SANDAG’s Active Transportation Grant Program (ATGP) 

The TransNet sales tax measure Extension Ordinance provides funding for two 
competitive grant programs that support local efforts to increase walking, biking, and 
transit usage throughout the region: the Smart Growth Incentive Program (SGIP) and the 
Active Transportation Grant Program (ATGP). The ATGP also is funded with Transit 
Development Act (TDA) funds. 
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The goal of the ATGP is to encourage local jurisdictions to plan and build facilities that 
promote multiple travel choices for residents and connectivity to transit, schools, retail 
centers, parks, work, and other community gathering places. The grant program also 
encourages local jurisdictions to provide bicycle parking, education, encouragement, and 
awareness programs that support pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure. 

It is important to note that not all MPO’s have local discretionary funding resources to 
develop and administer a program such as SANDAG’s ATGP. More information on the 
ATGP is available at: 

http://www.sandag.org/index.asp?classid=12&projectid=491&fuseaction=projects.detail 

Small/Medium/Rural MPO Examples: 

Linking Tahoe Active Transportation Plan 

The Tahoe Metropolitan Planning Organization (TMPO) and Tahoe Regional Planning 
Agency (TRPA) prepared the “Linking Tahoe Active Transportation Plan” (ATP). The 
ATP is a toolbox for planning, designing, constructing and maintaining a safe, 
comfortable and efficient roadway for users of all ages and abilities such as pedestrians, 
bicyclists, transit riders, motorists, commercial and emergency vehicles. The ATP helps 
plan a network that provides connectivity, improves safety, supports consistent project 
implementation and increases awareness. For more information visit: 
http://www.trpa.org/transportation/plans-projects-and-programs/ and 
http://www.trpa.org/ActiveTransportationPlan/ 

StanCOG Bicycle/Pedestrian Advisory Committee (BPAC) 

The BPAC is one of the StanCOG Standing Committees. This committee, created in 
2009, advises the Policy Board on bicycle and pedestrian-related issues. It reviews 
transportation projects and recommends planning efforts that enhance non-motorized 
transportation opportunities in the Stanislaus region. For more information visit: 
http://www.stancog.org/bpac-committee.shtm 

Walk ‘n’ Bike Tulare County Active Transportation Plan 

The Tulare County Association of Governments (TCAG) has begun to develop the first 
Regional Active Transportation Plan (RATP) for the county, called “Walk ‘n Bike Tulare 
County.” The plan seeks to make walking and biking in Tulare County safer and more 
convenient. Most importantly, it will identify the highest priority pedestrian and bicycle 
improvements for the County and its eight cities for the next ten years, and will aim to 
position those projects to compete well for grant funds. Also, the plan will make up the 
pedestrian and bicycle component of the Tulare County Regional Transportation Plan. 
For more information visit: http://www.tularecounty.ca.gov/rma/index.cfm/whats-going-
on/walk-n-bike-tulare-county-regional-active-transportation-plan/ 
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Local Government General Plans and Policies  

Local jurisdictions are instrumental partners in the preparation of the RTP/SCS and are 
vital to its successful implementation. Local governments have exclusive land use 
authority and general plans are the mechanism by which long range planning is 
conducted to provide for the public health and welfare of cities and counties within MPO 
regions. Local general plans serve as critical sources of information in the development 
of the RTP/SCS. The 2016 Draft General Plan Guidelines (GPG) prepared by the 
Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR) acknowledge this relationship and 
provides guidance on the relationship between the General Plan and regional plans.  

The general plan development process has evolved to include elements beyond the 
seven mandated areas of land use, circulation, and housing, open space, air quality, 
safety, and noise – for example, elements dedicated to health and equity. Chapter 5 of 
the 2016 Draft General Plan Guidelines (GPG) prepared by the Governor’s Office of 
Planning and Research (OPR) identifies the following health considerations for the 
General Plan development process:  

1. Health and Economic Opportunity  

2. A Changing Climate and Resiliency  

3. Active Living and Recreation  

4. Social Connection and Safety  

5. Housing  

6. Nutrition and Food Systems  

7. Environmental Health; and  

8. Health and Human Services  

The GPG also provide guidance, strategies and approaches for:  

1. Incorporating Health Considerations into General Plans  

2. Innovative Partnerships and Collaboration  

3. Sources of Support and Information for Health Considerations  

4. Health Data and Mapping; and  

5. OPR Recommended Policies  

Chapter 6 of the GPG addresses Social Equity, Environmental Justice, and Community 
Resilience in the General Plan including relevant statutory requirements and definitions, 
examples of incorporating a social equity “lens” for the plan, government funding 
perspectives, data, mapping, and tools, examples of community engagement, 
incorporation of supportive policies and strategies for addressing community resilience.  
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Given the recent passage of SB 1000 (Leyva, 2016), the GPG will be updated to provide 
guidance for local jurisdictions, who will be required to include an environmental justice 
element or environmental justice goals, policies, and objectives in other elements of the 
general plan. The General Plan process is distinct and separate from the RTP/SCS and 
is carried out by local agencies, however it serves as an important opportunity for 
engagement to address regional goals and the plans themselves are foundational 
documents for the RTP/SCS. MPOs are encouraged to collaborate closely with local 
jurisdiction long-range planning staff, and share data and resources where appropriate 
to facilitate local and regional policy considerations and investments that promote health, 
health equity, and environmental justice in the RTP/SCS. 

General Plan Guidelines information is available at:  

https://www.opr.ca.gov/s_generalplanguidelines.php 

Additional resources and information regarding local government policies and programs 
that promote health are available through the “Healthy Eating Active Living” (HEAL) 
campaign: 

http://www.healcitiescampaign.org/http://www.healcitiescampaign.org/toolkit.html 
 
Programs 

Collaboration with Non-Transportation Agencies 

Data development and technical analyses to consider public health and health equity in 
the RTP are very resource intensive and are often beyond the fiscal reach of small and 
rural agencies. One practical and non-resource intensive approach MPOs can use to 
understand regional public health and health equity issues is to engage in focused 
consultation with the local public health community and county public health 
departments, representatives from local school districts, community based 
organizations, and other non-transportation agencies This type of outreach can yield 
valuable insight regarding identifying regional needs, opportunities for greatest impact, 
areas of existing community and decision-maker support as well as alignment with 
current and emerging policy direction and funding programs. This consultation should 
happen early in the development of the RTP/SCS to ensure that feedback from public 
health practitioners can be meaningfully integrated into the RTP/SCS, especially any 
data analysis, identification of performance measures, scenario modeling and selection 
of transportation projects for funding. 

Urban MPO Example: 

Public Health in Southern California: 

To address public health more broadly in its planning process, SCAG has established a 
Public Health Subcommittee, a Public Health Workgroup, and developed a Public Health 
Work Plan:  
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● The Public Health Subcommittee, outlined recommendations addressing the 
promotion of active transportation, enhancement of public health data, and 
engagement in collaborations. 

●  In accordance with the recommendations of the Public Health Subcommittee, 
SCAG formed a Public Health Workgroup to collaborate with regional 
stakeholders to develop a Work Plan of policy recommendations that further 
define SCAG’s role in public health.  

● For more information please visit the SCAG Public Health Program webpage: 
http://www.scag.ca.gov/programs/Pages/Programs/PublicHealth.aspx  

The Alliance for a Healthy Orange County is an example of a successful partnership 
among various stakeholders to leverage resources and funding to promote positive 
public health outcomes. For more information visit: 

http://www.ochealthalliance.org/ 

Small/Medium/Rural MPO Example: 

The Shasta Regional Transportation Agency (SRTA) partners with public health 
organizations and agencies such as Healthy Shasta and the Shasta County Health and 
Human Services Agency in the development of the RTP, see the SRTA Public 
Participation Plan available at: http://www.srta.ca.gov/166/Public-Participation 

National Examples: 

Health & Well Being in Regional Planning – Nashville, Tennessee:  
 
Developed in 2015, the Nashville MPO Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) increased its 
commitment to prioritizing transportation projects that improve health. Through the 
endorsed goals and objectives for the RTP, the MPO is committed to helping local 
communities grow in a healthy and sustainable way by: 

● Aligning transportation decisions with economic development initiatives, land use 
planning, and open space conservation efforts. 

● Integrating healthy community design strategies and promote active 
transportation to improve the public health outcomes of the built environment. 

● Encouraging the deployment of context-sensitive solutions to ensure that 
community values are not sacrificed for a mobility improvement. 

● Incorporating the arts and creative place-making into planning and public works 
projects to foster innovative solutions and to enhance the sense of place and 
belonging. 

● Pursuing solutions that promote social equity and contain costs for transportation 
and housing. 

● Minimizing the vulnerability of transportation assets to extreme weather events. 
 
The three major strategies to achieve these outcomes are: 

● Fund and implement the Regional Vision for Mass Transit 
● Develop active transportation options for walkable communities 
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● Reinvest in strategic roadway corridors 
 
The MPO also updated the scoring criteria used to evaluate projects.  80 of the 100 
points help to ensure that projects are prioritized around improving health by increasing 
physical activity, improving air quality and reducing crashes for all modes. In addition, 
projects were evaluated for location within Health Priority Areas, which are defined by 
areas with high rates of at least three of the following: low income, unemployed, carless 
and populations over age.  
 
By prioritizing active transportation facilities such as transit, sidewalks and bikeway, and 
placing these facilities in areas where they are most needed, the MPO is working to 
using transportation as a prevention strategy to improve health and prevent disease. For 
more information, see the Plan’s website: 
http://www.nashvillempo.org/regional_plan/health/ 
 
Health in Transportation Planning - Puget Sound, Washington Regional Council  
 
VISION 2040, the region’s long-range growth management, economic and transportation 
strategy, calls for a transportation system that creates more travel choices while 
preserving environmental quality and open space. Health is featured prominently in 
VISION 2040’s multicounty planning policies. PSRC works with regional partners to 
discover how health outcomes in VISION 2040 can better be achieved.  
 
VISION 2040’s triple bottom line (people, prosperity, and planet) is viewed by the public 
health partners as recognizing the link between a healthy environment, healthy 
economy, and healthy people. In addition to continuing PSRC’s interest in safety, 
VISION 2040 calls out other health-related topics, including the built environment and 
health, air and water pollution from vehicles, and chronic diseases related to exposure to 
pollutants, physical inactivity and lack of access to healthy foods. In addition, the plan 
calls for ensuring mobility choices and minimizing negative impacts for disadvantaged 
populations and people with special needs. 
 
For more information, see the Plan’s website: 
http://www.psrc.org/transportation/bikeped/health-in-transportation-planning/ 
 
Affordable Housing 
 
The California Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD) reviews and 
certifies the General Plan Housing Elements of local jurisdictions that are responsible for 
the siting and permitting of affordable housing. MPOs can serve as a forum for regional 
discussion regarding housing affordability to identify data, tools, and services that could 
be provided to local partners. 
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Large/Urban MPO Example: 
 
SCAG Regional Housing Summit and 2016 RTP/SCS 
 
In October 2016 SCAG, in partnership with numerous stakeholders, held a Regional 
Housing Summit. The Summit provided a forum to discuss critical housing issues facing 
Southern California and the entire state including: the chronic shortage of housing and a 
lack of housing affordability throughout California; the fact that major institutions, 
employers, and startups cite lack of housing options as a serious impediment to 
recruiting and retaining talent; the impact of housing affordability as a critical challenge 
to local, regional, and Statewide economies, particularly as people from all income 
groups are increasingly frustrated with the lack of affordable options to rent or buy and 
instead opt to develop their careers in more affordable areas.  
 
The Summit discussed solutions and strategies for decision-makers to build housing in 
their local communities. For more information please visit: 
http://www.scag.ca.gov/SiteAssets/HousingSummit/index.html 
 
Additionally, SCAG discussed Housing Affordability and Economic Impacts in the 2016 
RTP SCS Public Health Appendix: 
http://scagrtpscs.net/Documents/2016/final/f2016RTPSCS_PublicHealth.pdf 
 
Calling the Bay Area Home: Tackling the Affordable Housing and Displacement 
Challenge 
 
This forum was jointly held in February 2016 by the Association of Bay Area 
Governments (ABAG) and the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) to 
facilitate a timely and important dialogue among a diverse array of stakeholders on the 
role that Bay Area local governments and regional agencies — as well as the state and 
federal governments — can play in addressing skyrocketing housing costs and the 
accompanying displacement of long-time residents. Held in Oakland, the forum brought 
together Bay Area housing and transportation policymakers, city planners, community 
and business leaders, housing developers and advocates. For more information please 
see: http://mtc.ca.gov/whats-happening/news/recap-calling-bay-area-home-tackling-
affordable-housing-and-displacement 

 
Interagency Consultation Process: Near-Road Air Quality Considerations for 
MPOs 

The association between respiratory and other health effects and proximity to high traffic 
roadways is addressed in ARB's Air Quality and Land Use Handbook. Diesel exhaust 
and other vehicle emissions, known as mobile source air toxics (MSATs), are associated 
with many diseases. ‘‘Sensitive land uses,'' including residences, schools, daycare 
centers, playgrounds, and medical facilities, deserve special attention because children, 
pregnant women, the elderly, and those with existing health problems are especially 
vulnerable to the effects of air pollution. Agencies participating in the interagency 
consultation process are encouraged to work closely with transportation project 
sponsors to ensure that siting and design decisions consider MSAT health risk and 
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exposure reduction near sensitive land uses. Pollutant exposure reduction strategies for 
projects can be an important preventative action.  

ARB’s Air Quality and Land Use Handbook is available at: 
https://www.arb.ca.gov/ch/landuse.htm 

Examples of near-road pollutant reduction strategies are included in the General Plan 
Guidelines update, at https://www.opr.ca.gov/s_generalplanguidelines.php.  

 

Near-Road Air Quality Analysis and Mitigation 

While transportation agencies must conduct analysis of the air quality impacts of their 
proposed projects through the NEPA or CEQA processes, the RTP planning process 
also offers an opportunity for MPOs to consider the cumulative near-roadway air quality 
impacts of the existing transportation system as well as potential impacts of new 
transportation projects on sensitive lands uses. An example of this type of analysis is the 
“Emissions Impacts Along Freeways and Highly Traveled Corridors” that SCAG included 
in the Environmental Justice Appendix of its 2016/2040 RTP. This analysis looked at the 
emissions exposure in areas within 500 feet of freeways and high volume roads in the 
SCAG region, and cross-referenced this information with demographic information about 
people residing in those areas to determine potential environmental justice impacts. 
SCAG also included in this Appendix an “Environmental Justice Toolbox” that included 
examples of potential mitigation for air quality impacts along freeways and heavily 
traveled corridors, and potential mitigation for public health impacts that transportation 
agencies could use as mitigation options for project impacts. 

 

Bicycle and Pedestrian Non-Infrastructure Programs  

Non-infrastructure programs that promote public health, especially safe walking and 
biking, are just as essential as infrastructure projects that improve the built environment. 
Many people are uncomfortable or unfamiliar with how to navigate their communities on 
foot or bike, or feel unsafe doing so. Non-infrastructure programs are also essential to 
reducing greenhouse gas emissions because they make users more comfortable and 
familiar with how to walk and bike, thereby taking more cars and school buses off the 
road. Programs such as Safe Routes to School, bike safety education programs and 
Vision Zero are some examples of non-infrastructure programs that can advance public 
health in the RTP. 

Safe Routes to School  

The Safe Routes to School movement is focused around six “E”s: engineering, 
education, encouragement, enforcement, evaluation and equity. The first E, engineering, 
is focused on infrastructure projects that improve the built environment around schools. 
This is of particular importance in the RTP process given its focus on identifying 
transportation projects for funding. The second and third Es are the heart of the non-
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infrastructure work with Safe Routes to School, and focus on getting more children to 
understand how to walk and bike safely to school and in their communities, and have fun 
doing it. Enforcement focuses on making sure existing traffic safety laws are enforced, 
and partnering with law enforcement and regulatory agencies to create safer 
environments for walking and bicycling. Evaluation looks at how effective the overall 
Safe Routes to School efforts are at increasing walking and bicycling. Finally, equity 
focuses on ensuring that students of all backgrounds and abilities can walk and bike 
safely, with a particular focus on disadvantaged communities, where there are often 
higher rates of students walking and biking, as well as higher rates of injuries and 
fatalities.  

Safe Routes to School non-infrastructure efforts can be integrated into RTPs in several 
ways. First, MPOs can create Regional Safe Routes to School Plans that identify 
strategies for increasing walking and bicycling to school across the region. These plans 
would identify routes that are safe and convenient for walking and bicycling, as well as 
infrastructure improvements that could improve the commute for students making these 
trips. The plans would then be a resource when MPOs make decisions about where to 
prioritize transportation funding. Second, MPOs can integrate Safe Routes to School into 
the active transportation and complete streets sections of their RTPs, identifying 
strategies to increase walking and bicycling and improve safety as part of the overall 
active transportation goals. Third, Safe Routes to School can be a primary strategy to 
improve public health and health equity, because they focus on children and future 
generations living within the region.  

Safe Routes to School is a mechanism to promote physical activity and thereby reduce 
obesity. It can also be a land use consideration in the SCS process, since the location of 
schools is a primary driver of how many students can walk or bike instead of being 
driven in a car or school bus. Safe Routes to School can also be a part of VMT reduction 
strategies, since around 10-14% of morning congestion is attributable to cars and buses 
driving children to school. Finally, MPOs can create distinct Safe Routes to School 
funding programs to allocate resources to communities and schools to run Safe Routes 
to School education and encouragement activities, as well as infrastructure 
improvements. It is important to note that many regions do not have the financial 
resources to undertake such a program; however, MPOs are encouraged to strategically 
partner and pursue discretionary funding from the Active Transportation Program or 
other sources to develop non-infrastructure plans and programs to address regional 
health and health equity issues. Many more strategies can be found in the Safe Routes 
to School National Partnership’s Primer for Regional Governments. 

Safety Education Programs.  

Vision Zero. “Vision Zero” is a campaign to reduce the number of pedestrian deaths to 
zero. It involves a culture change to reclaim streets for people rather than cars, and 
relies on significant collaboration across agencies, organizations, and community 
residents to work towards improving street safety. Vision Zero campaigns are an 
emerging non-infrastructure strategy; as of this writing, no Vision Zero initiatives have 
been adopted by an MPO. SCAG is working in partnership to support the City of Los 
Angeles’ Vision Zero campaign by sharing data, tracking efforts, assisting in the pursuit 
of funding, and including supportive language in the RTP. This is an example of one way 
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in which an MPO could support local jurisdictions efforts in this area. 
http://visionzero.lacity.org/ 

Urban MPO Examples  

SCAG “Go Human” 

“Go Human” is a community outreach and advertising campaign with the goals of 
reducing traffic collisions in Southern California and encouraging people to walk and bike 
more. The program seeks to create safer and healthier cities through education, 
advocacy, information sharing and events that help residents re-envision their 
neighborhoods. Go Human is a collaboration between SCAG and the health 
departments and transportation commissions from the counties of Imperial, Los Angeles, 
Orange, Riverside, San Bernardino, and Ventura. Go Human was launched with a $2.3 
million grant from the 2014 Active Transportation Program.  

MTC One Bay Area Grant Program 

The MTC One Bay Area Grant (OBAG2) Program provides specific funding opportunities 
for jurisdictions in the nine-county Bay Area region to invest in Safe Routes to School 
projects. Under OBAG2, MTC provides $5 million per year, distributed to each of the 
nine counties based on school enrollment for Safe Routes to School infrastructure 
projects and Non-Infrastructure programs. Each County CMA determines the details on 
how the SRTS funds are spent. It should be noted that this example is unique to a large 
urbanized MPO with substantial discretionary funding sources. Not all regions have the 
fiscal resources to undertake this type of program   

Rural MPO Example:  

Healthy Shasta 

Shasta Regional Transportation Agency collaborates with the “Healthy Shasta” 
partnership to promote healthy and active living among north state residents through 
increased biking and walking. For more information please visit: http://healthyshasta.org/ 

Complete Streets Programs  

The term “Complete Streets” refers to a transportation network that is planned, 
designed, constructed, operated and maintained to provide safe mobility for all users, 
including bicyclists, pedestrians, transit and rail riders, commercial vehicles and 
motorists appropriate to the function and context of the facility.   

MPOs should encourage all jurisdictions and agencies within the region to ensure that 
their circulation elements and street and road standards, including planning, design, 
construction, operations, and maintenance procedures address the needs of all users.   
Streets, roads and highways should also be safe for convenient travel in a manner that 
is suitable within the context of Complete Streets. To the maximum extent feasible, MPO 
funded transportation system projects, corresponding Complete Street facilities, and 
improvements should meet the needs in project areas to maximize connectivity, 
convenience and safety for all users.  
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Large/Urban MPO Examples: 

SANDAG Complete Streets Policies 

The SANDAG Board of Directors adopted a Regional Complete Streets Policy in 
December 2014. The policy defines complete streets as it will be used to guide 
SANDAG in its role as an implementer of regional transportation projects. The policy 
includes implementation action items to provide the tools, training and procedures 
necessary to ensure all projects implemented by SANDAG consider local complete 
streets initiatives and accommodate the needs of all travel modes: 
http://www.sandag.org/index.asp?classid=12&projectid=521&fuseaction=projects.detail 

MTC Complete Streets Policies 

MTC’s Complete Streets policy requires jurisdictions that wish to be eligible for One Bay 
Area Grant funding to update its general plan circulation element to include Complete 
Street elements, or pass a policy resolution with nine specified elements. Essentially all 
of the Bay Area’s 101 jurisdictions have done so over the last few years.  

Taking Back the Streets and Sidewalks Report 

Many aspects of Complete Streets policies also contribute to achieving the tenets of 
community violence prevention through infrastructure design. Taking Back the Streets 
and Sidewalks Report can serve as a reference for those in the planning community 
working on violence prevention. The report examines ways in which Safe Routes to 
School and community safety efforts overlap and complement each other. The report 
primarily focuses on approaches to support personal safety for children and teens during 
the trip to and from school, but broader community strategies are also discussed in the 
course of providing background and exploring more comprehensive solutions to violence 
in communities. The report’s overall goal is to increase the safety and health of children 
and youth, and ensure that communities become more equitable places. The report is 
available at: http://saferoutespartnership.org/resources/report/taking-back-streets-and-
sidewalks 

Small/Medium/Rural MPO Examples 

Linking Tahoe: Active Transportation Plan – Complete Streets Resource Guide 

This appendix presents an overview of bicycle and pedestrian facility designs, based on 
appropriate Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices and Highway Design Manuals, 
and is supplemented by national best practices developed by FHWA and the National 
Association of City Transportation Officials, as well as state standards and Tahoe-
specific design guidelines. The appendix is intended to provide readers and project 
designers with an understanding of the facility types that are proposed in the Plan, and 
with specific treatments that are recommended or required region-wide. This appendix 
also acts as a stand-alone document for implementing agencies to use as a reference 
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guide for designing projects that provide for all roadway user mobility and safety. For 
more information see: 
http://tahoempo.org/activetransportationplan/docs/appendices/Appendix%20A_Complet
e%20Street%20Resource%20Guide.pdf 

 

Strengthening Stakeholder Engagement in Communities Affected by Health 
Inequities  

MPOs can strengthen stakeholder engagement in communities most affected by health 
inequities by identifying and proactively seeking the input of these households and by 
making meetings as accessible as possible. Engagement strategies may include: 

 
● Proactively working with and/or providing financial support (if feasible) to 

community-based and membership organizations across the region to help 
engage low-income residents and residents of color in the public process and to 
jointly plan public workshops or other engagement opportunities.  

● Forming an advisory group on environmental justice, social equity and/or 
disadvantaged communities that includes policy and community-based 
organizations that are focused on social equity in the region to provide feedback 
throughout the RTP process.  

● Creating resident advisory committees or roles within existing committees with 
decision-making authority and identify opportunities for disadvantaged 
communities to serve as representatives on decision-making bodies. 

● Ensuring that community residents have the opportunity to deliberate together to 
achieve consensus on their most pressing needs and recommendations. 

● Creating a feedback loop to provide community members information about how 
their input was included in any drafts and reasons for including/excluding the 
input;  

● Ensuring that there is agreement between residents and the local planning 
authority about what community engagement includes.  

● Educating and building capacity of community members on issues such as data, 
evaluation, storytelling, and mentoring community members new to the process.  

● Ensuring Meetings are Convenient and Accessible:  
 Hold multiple public meetings at times and locations that allow a diverse 

range of individuals and organizations, including communities with 
various family and work schedules, to attend such as meetings in the 
evening and on the weekends.  

 Consider holding meetings at public facilities such as libraries, community 
centers, or neighborhood organizations that people are already familiar 
with and which are convenient to other destinations they may have to go 
before or after the meeting.  

 Avoid holding public meetings during the day if feedback from the 
community is sought.  

 Avoid government office buildings that require photo ID and security to 
enter.  
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 Ensure that interpreters are available when holding meetings in 
communities with a large population of people with English as a second 
language or who do not speak English at all.  

 Translate materials, including electronic communications and invitations, 
to Spanish and other languages where appropriate.  

 Provide childcare, food, and other amenities, or resource local community 
groups to do so.  

● Adding to the meeting agendas of neighborhood/community based organizations 
to facilitate a meeting where residents will be available, providing resources to 
the organization to assist.  

● Using meeting locations within access to public transportation, walking and biking 
routes in addition to parking when selecting a facility. Many times agencies 
choose locations based on access to parking and busy routes like freeways, 
which are not as convenient for people who depend on public transportation or 
other modes. Neighborhood and community based organizations and schools 
may let you use their meeting space.  

● Considering neutral professional facilitation of public meetings to manage conflict 
and keep the meetings running on time.  

● As part of public process, providing materials ahead of time and sharing draft 
work product.  

● Public participation should also include ability to access underlying data on 
populations (household and person files) and travel patterns (trip lists with time 
and distances of trip segments) to statistically describe the baseline and 
alternative scenarios by mode and other characteristics. This approach may 
better address specific questions of the public and complement limited analytic 
resources of MPOs.  

● Expanding the list of potential partners to include: schools, the faith community, 
agriculture and food hubs, local business or chambers of commerce, health 
providers and public health sectors, funders/philanthropy, academia, and 
environmental health/justice advocates, libraries, law enforcement, parks and 
recreation, and the technology industry. 

● Using a community health worker or promotora model to identify resident 
leaders. 

● Using facilitators with experience in race and power inequities at community 
meetings. 

● Working with community-based and membership organizations across the region 
to jointly plan public workshops on the RTP, especially the Title VI and 
Environmental Justice analyses. They know the communities impacted by the 
RTP transportation projects and can assist with recruiting residents, businesses 
and other affected stakeholders. Be proactive in asking for their participation 
instead of waiting for them to come to you. 

● Ensuring meetings are attended by MPO decision makers in addition to MPO 
staff.  
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MPO Example:  

FresnoCOG Community-Based Outreach Program 

To help ensure diverse and direct input from all populations especially those with the 
most potential to be affected by health inequities, Fresno Council of Governments 
(FresnoCOG) administers a “Community-Based Mini-Grant Outreach Program5,” which 
competitively awards mini-grants ($1,000 - $3,000) to community-based organizations, 
schools, and other groups to conduct outreach to individuals not typically involved in the 
regional transportation planning process. The selected organizations conduct outreach 
activities such as organizing and tailoring meetings, customizing presentations materials, 
building trust and removing barriers to participation to secure public involvement from 
stakeholders in their communities and the populations they currently serve, engaging 
them in the planning process and generating feedback on the development of the RTP 
and SCS.  

Additional statewide examples of stakeholder engagement strategies are also compiled 
in the following report developed by ClimatePlan:  

Leading the Way: Policies and Practices for Sustainable Communities 

 
Programs that Serve Rural Transportation Needs  

The California Vanpool Authority (CalVans) is the lead agency in the Agricultural 
Industry Transportation Services (AITS) project which seeks to provide safe, reliable 
transportation for agricultural industry workers and to serve low-density rural areas and 
inter-county commuters. This multi-county partnership has grown to include 18 counties. 
The project is managed out of the Hanford office in Kings County with satellite offices in 
Ventura and Monterey. Approximately 450 vanpools provide transportation to farm 
workers traveling to one of many agricultural worksites within California and to Yuma 
and Imperial Valley in Arizona. For more information see: http://www.calvans.org/ 

Fresno COG Measure C Farmworker Vanpool Program provides vouchers to help farm 
laborers pay for their transportation to various job sites when they ride in an approved 
Farmworker Vanpool. For more information see: http://www.fresnocog.org/measure-c-
farmworker-vanpools-0 

 
Promoting Public Transit Connectivity to Essential Destinations and Low Income 
Communities  

First-mile and last-mile connections to public transit are fundamentally important to 
providing access to essential destinations and increasing transit mode share which can 
contribute to improving public health outcomes through improved access to health care 
and services and enhancing active transportation opportunities.  

                                                 
5 Administered as a contractual arrangement with community based consultants for outreach services that is 
subject to the federal procurement process. See: 
http://www.fresnocog.org/sites/default/files/publications/RTP/RTP_Mini_grant_app_Fresno_COG.pdf 
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Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority developed a First and Last 
Mile Strategic Plan which identified strategies and potential funding sources for 
improving the areas surrounding transit stations to make it easier and safer for people to 
access them.  More information regarding the plan is available at: 

https://www.metro.net/projects/countywide-planning/ 

http://media.metro.net/docs/First_Last_Mile_Strategic_Plan.pdf 

http://media.metro.net/docs/sustainability_path_design_guidelines.pdf 

MPOs are encouraged to work with transit operators and local jurisdictions to address 
first mile-last mile connections. For example, SCAG served as a funding partner and 
provided technical assistance to LA Metro in the development of the First and Last Mile 
Strategic Plan referenced above.  

Another mechanism by which MPOs can promote public transit connectivity is through 
RTP policies that promote Safe Routes to Transit. For example, SANDAG provided the 
following guiding language in Chapter 2 of the 2015 San Diego Forward RTP: Safe 
Routes to Transit projects can include bike and pedestrian access improvements at 
transit stations and within station areas, including improved access to nearby schools, 
jobs and commercial and residential areas. These projects can make walking or riding a 
bike between transit stops or stations safer and more comfortable. The projects can be 
built into future transit capital project or retrofitted into existing ones. 
 
Public Health Planning Activities and Projects 

Using a Health and Health Equity Lens in Decision-Making6  
 

Using a “health lens” is a systematic way of finding opportunities to improve health and 
equity and embed these principles in decision-making.  The utilization of a health lens 
simply means providing evidence that allows people to consider the positive and 
negative health and equity consequences of their decisions during the decision-making 
process. It can be carried out at a high level to identify broad connections with health, or 
can address the potential adverse or beneficial health consequences of a policy or 
program at a more detailed level. 

Analysis using a health lens can take many forms and the approach will vary depending 
on the circumstances. The choice between more or less structured analyses rests in 
many cases on resources, including availability of staff with appropriate skills, or funding 
to obtain such staff. One example of a more structured analysis is a Health Impact 
Assessment. 

Health Impact Assessment  

A Health Impact Assessment (HIA) is “a process that helps evaluate the potential health 
effects of a plan, project, or policy before it is built or implemented. HIA brings potential 

                                                 
6 Rudolph, L., Caplan, J., Ben-Moshe, K., & Dillon, L. (2013). Health in All Policies: A Guide for State and 
Local Governments. Washington, DC and Oakland, CA: American Public Health Association and Public 
Health Institute. 
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positive and negative public health impacts and considerations to the decision-making 
process for plans, projects, and policies that fall outside traditional public health arenas, 
such as transportation and land use. An HIA provides practical recommendations to 
increase positive health effects and minimize negative health effects.”7 
 
The major steps in conducting an HIA include: 

● Screening (identifying plan, project, or policy decisions for which an HIA would be 
useful). 

● Scoping (planning the HIA and identifying what health risks and benefits to 
consider). 

● Assessment (identifying affected populations and quantifying health impacts of 
the decision). 

● Recommendations (suggesting practical actions to promote positive health 
effects and minimize negative health effects). 

● Reporting (presenting results to decision makers, affected communities, and 
other stakeholders). 

● Monitoring and evaluation (determining the HIA’s impact on the decision and 
health status). 

 
Nationally, there are local and state laws that support the examination of health impacts 
in decision making and a few explicitly require the use of HIA. HIA is different from a 
public health assessment, a health risk assessment, and an environmental impact 
assessment. Learn more about the different types of health assessments. 

Resources on HIAs include: 

Human Impact Partners, who have conducted many HIAs in California: 
http://www.humanimpact.org/ 

U.S. Centers for Disease Control & Prevention: 
https://www.cdc.gov/healthyplaces/hia.htm 

World Health Organization: http://www.who.int/hia/en/ 

Pew Charitable Trusts, Health Impact Project: 
http://www.pewtrusts.org/en/projects/health-impact-project/health-impact-assessment 

American Planning Association, 2016. The State of Health Impact Assessment in 
Planning: https://planning-org-uploaded-media.s3.amazonaws.com/document/State-of-
Health-Impact-Assessment-in-Planning.pdf  

Examples: 

Atlanta Regional Plan 2040 HIA (2012): This was the first-ever MPO to include a health 
impact assessment as part of its RTP development process: 

                                                 
7 Centers for Disease Control & Prevention, https://www.cdc.gov/healthyplaces/hia.htm.  
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http://www.pewtrusts.org/en/multimedia/data-visualizations/2015/hia-
map/state/georgia/atlanta-plan-2040 

Other case studies are available here:  

http://www.pewtrusts.org/en/projects/health-impact-project/health-impact-
assessment/case-studies 
 
Data, Tools, and Metrics that Promote Health and Health Equity 
in RTPs 

 
While this is a dynamic and evolving policy area, research has demonstrated a clear 
connection between public health and transportation. Accordingly, the tools and 
strategies to promote health in transportation continue to be improved, and it is 
recommended that state, regional and local agencies all integrate the consideration of 
public health into their transportation and planning policies, programs, and projects as 
appropriate.  
 

MPOs are encouraged to include strategies and policies in the RTP to obtain data and 
develop tools which would facilitate health and equity analysis and measurements. 
Agencies are also encouraged to build partnerships to leverage financial and technical 
resources as appropriate. Regions with limited resources, especially rural regions, may 
be best served by selecting a few high-priority strategies where there is greatest 
opportunity to affect performance metrics/outcomes over a larger geographic region, or 
taking a more comprehensive approach over a smaller, more focused geographical 
area. Appropriate scale is important for the effective application of resources to 
quantitatively address public health and health equity in the planning process. 
 
Performance Measures/Metrics/Indicators for Health and Health Equity 
 
One critical opportunity though which health and equity considerations into an RTP is 
development of health related performance measures that can be used in comparing 
alternative scenarios. Extensive research and early applications have demonstrated that 
physical activity as measured through active transportation (i.e. minutes of walking and 
biking) can reap substantial public health benefits, in addition to other co-benefits such 
as reducing greenhouse gas emissions. Further, physical activity as measured by 
minutes of active transportation is also one of the easiest health impacts to measure 
using existing tools and methods.  Activity Based Models can provide outputs of bicycle 
and pedestrian trips that serve as key inputs into health models (such as those listed 
above in the “Modeling Tools to Capture Health and Health Equity Impacts” section). 
Additionally, if and when MPOs evaluate specific projects and scenarios based on cost 
effectiveness, including increased active transportation per dollar invested, those 
projects that increase active transportation are found to have substantial, and sometime 
larger, monetary benefits compared with traditional transportation performance measure 
such as vehicles hours of delay.    
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The significant monetary benefit of increased physical activity is based on extensive 
evidence from the public health research that increasing active transportation and 
therefore physical activity reduces rates of colon cancer, breast cancer, lung cancer, 
respiratory disease, diabetes and dementia. These diseases are among the top causes 
of death in the United States.  
 
Resources: Projects with health and transportation indicators: 
 
 USDOT Transportation and Health Tool 
 CDPH Healthy Communities Data and Indicators Project (HCI)  
 CDC:  Community Health Status Indicators (CHSI 2015)  
 California Health Disadvantage Index 
 CalBRACE Climate Change and Health Vulnerability Indicators  

(Anticipated release January 2017) 
 
Resource: Report on how to incorporate health and equity performance measures: 
 
 Transportation 4 America: Planning for a Healthier Future 

 
Additionally, health departments, both at the local and state level, have access to a 
variety of other public health data sets (e.g. chronic disease rates, behavior risk factors), 
survey results (e.g. California Household Travel Survey), and peer reviewed literature. 
Health departments can also provide guidance on health data and in some cases may 
be able to assist with data analysis. 
 
Examples of how large/urban MPO’s have included public health and equity 
performance measurement in their RTPs: 
 
SCAG 2016 RTP/SCS Performance Measures and Public Health Appendices: 
http://scagrtpscs.net/Documents/2016/final/f2016RTPSCS_PerformanceMeasures.pdf 
http://scagrtpscs.net/Documents/2016/final/f2016RTPSCS_PublicHealth.pdf 
 
MTC adopted thirteen performance targets for Plan Bay Area 2040, the nine-county Bay 
Area’s RTP/SCS. This plan is currently under development and is anticipated to be 
adopted by fall 2017. MTC conducted a project level cost/benefit analysis, as well as a 
qualitative assessment for each of the thirteen targets. Both scores, for cost/benefit and 
target results, informed the selection of projects to include in the scenario analysis 
process. For more information see: http://planbayarea.org/the-plan/plan-details.html 
  
Appendix N of SANDAG’s Regional Transportation Plan describes Performance 
Measures which include various public health indicators (benefits [7E and 7F] and a 
burden measure [9]). The appendix is located here: 
http://www.sdforward.com/pdfs/RP_final/AppendixN-
EvaluatingthePerformanceoftheTransportationNetwork.pdf 

ATTACHMENT B

https://www.transportation.gov/transportation-health-tool
http://phasocal.org/data/healthy-communities-indicator-project/
https://wwwn.cdc.gov/communityhealth
http://phasocal.org/ca-hdi/
https://www.cdph.ca.gov/programs/Pages/CalBRACE.aspx
http://t4america.org/docs/planning-for-a-healthier-future-0616.pdf
http://scagrtpscs.net/Documents/2016/final/f2016RTPSCS_PerformanceMeasures.pdf
http://scagrtpscs.net/Documents/2016/final/f2016RTPSCS_PublicHealth.pdf
http://planbayarea.org/the-plan/plan-details.html
http://www.sdforward.com/pdfs/RP_final/AppendixN-EvaluatingthePerformanceoftheTransportationNetwork.pdf
http://www.sdforward.com/pdfs/RP_final/AppendixN-EvaluatingthePerformanceoftheTransportationNetwork.pdf


Final Draft  January 2017 

Final Draft 2017 MPO RTP Guidelines             299        
 

Modeling Tools to Capture Health and Health Equity Impacts 
 
This section provides background information on some modeling tools currently being 
used to capture health and equity impacts in the regional transportation planning 
process. It is important to note that these tools are dynamic and continually evolving. 
The tools below are described for informational purposes only and MPO’s are 
encouraged to use the most regionally appropriate tools and approach, taking into 
consideration regional demographics, as well as the technical and fiscal capacity of their 
agency. It is also important to note that models capturing the impacts of public health are 
oftentimes only as good as the inputs provided by regional travel demand models. 
Chapter 3 of the RTP Guidelines provides technical detail and additional planning 
practice examples regarding travel models used in RTP development. 
 
Health Economic Assessment Tool (HEAT) 

The Health Economic Assessment Tool (HEAT) was developed by the World Health 
Organization (WHO) to assist in economic assessment of the health benefits of walking 
or bicycling. The tool estimates the value of reduced mortality that results from specified 
amounts of walking or bicycling. HEAT is best used for planning new bicycle or walking 
infrastructure, evaluating the reduced mortality from past and/or current levels of 
bicycling or walking, and providing input for health impact assessments (HIA). The data 
needed to run HEAT are: an estimate of how many people are walking or bicycling, an 
estimate of the average time spent walking or bicycling, mortality rate, and a value of 
statistical life number. The tool is designed for adult populations between the ages of 20-
65 years old due to the fact that the model is designed to be used for activities such as 
commuting. The segment of the population age 65 and older is considered to be 
retirement age and not participating in a regular commuting and walking/bicycling 
routine. 
Uses HEAT estimates the economic value of reduced mortality rates 

from increased walking and bicycling for a given population. The 
model is not calibrated to any country or region so the results 
should be used appropriately.  
 
The online tool models the effects of cycling or walking on the 
levels of physical activity in a population group. Based on these 
estimates, the tool estimates the mortality benefits from current 
levels of cycling or walking for a neighborhood or city.  
 
Results from the tool can provide input into more comprehensive 
cost–benefit analyses, or prospective health impact 
assessments: for instance, to estimate the mortality benefits 
from achieving national targets to increase cycling or walking, or 
to illustrate potential cost consequences of a decline in current 
levels of cycling or walking. 

Data Inputs 
Needed 

Average duration of trip by walking or biking (in minutes) per 
day/week/month; and number of adults below the age of 65 
years in the population. 
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Lowest Applicable 
Level of 
Geography 

Population size across any geography 

Resources/Contact http://www.euro.who.int/en/health-topics/environment-and-
health/Transport-and-health/activities/guidance-and-tools/health-
economic-assessment-tool-heat-for-cycling-and-walking 
 

Examples/Case Studies of HEAT 

MTC adopted thirteen performance targets for Plan Bay Area 2040, the nine-county Bay 
Area’s RTP/SCS. This plan is currently under development and is anticipated to be 
adopted by fall 2017. MTC conducted a project level cost/benefit analysis, as well as a 
qualitative assessment for each of the thirteen targets. Both scores, for cost/benefit and 
target results, informed the selection of projects to include in the scenario analysis 
process.  

For the health target (reduce adverse health impacts by 10%), MTC used the HEAT tool 
to estimate the relative health benefits or impacts of each project on the region’s 
population. Given that MTC evaluated around 80 different projects, this simple tool 
allowed for a quantitative assessment of potential health outcomes in the region. 

Small MPOs and rural agencies with minimal financial and technical resources may find 
this tool helpful for modeling health outcomes. 

Here is a link to the World Health Organization’s examples of the use of HEAT for 
cycling: 

http://www.euro.who.int/en/health-topics/environment-and-health/Transport-and-
health/activities/guidance-and-tools/health-economic-assessment-tool-heat-for-cycling-
and-walking/examples-of-applications-of-heat. 

Integrated Transport and Health Impact Model (ITHIM) 

The Integrated Transport and Health Impact Model (ITHIM) was developed at the 
University of Cambridge, England, in 2009. ITHIM is a scenario-based health risk 
analysis tool that models three health pathways related to travel behavior: physical 
activity from active transportation, road traffic injuries, and Particulate Matter (PM) 2.5 
concentrations. Health outcomes are expressed in terms of change in deaths and years 
of life-shortening and of living with disability from major chronic diseases and road traffic 
injuries. ITHIM has 15 inputs aggregated from travel and health surveys, travel demand 
and air pollution models, mortality and disease data, and road traffic injuries. ITHIM is a 
free, open-source, spreadsheet tool (Excel) with detailed technical documentation for 
use, calibration, and integration with travel demand models. Extensions are available for 
cost-benefit, equity, and downscaling. Analysis can be conducted at the county or 
regional scale. 

The California version of ITHIM was co-developed in 2011 by the California Department 
of Public Health and the University of Cambridge with assistance from the University of 
California, Davis.  ITHIM has been calibrated for the major MPO regions of California 
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(MTC, SACOG, SCAG, SANDAG, San Joaquin Valley), incorporating the latest data 
from the California Household Transportation Survey 2012. 

ITHIM has been field-tested on behalf or in collaboration with several California MPOs. 
These include SANDAG, MTC, and FresnoCOG. In carrying out this work, interfaces 
between MPO travel demand models and ITHIM have been created. The use-cases of 
ITHIM include quantifying MPO preferred and alternative scenarios during SCS 
development. At MTC, where a specific health goal was set for project performance, 
ITHIM was used to quantify the health benefits of achieving that goal. MTC has also 
used ITHIM to assess health and equity impacts of scenarios on high and low income 
groups. ITHIM has examined the health impacts of scenarios using backcasted goals for 
physical activity based on the U.S. Surgeon General's recommendation for daily physical 
activity for adults and for specific carbon reductions. UC Davis has participated in local 
implementations of ITHIM in Fresno and Sacramento counties with community-based 
organizations. 

Outside of California, ITHIM has been in routine use since 2012 in Oregon by the 
Oregon state health department and the Oregon Department of Transportation 
(GreenStep model). In collaboration with the Centers for Disease Control, the Nashville, 
TN MPO implemented ITHIM as part of their 2013 regional transportation plan update. 
Different types of technical and development support are being provided by the 
California Department of Public Health, other state health departments, MPOs that have 
implemented ITHIM, and an international ITHIM developer's group, which include 
academic and independent researchers.  

The following table provides general information and resources for ITHIM: 

Uses Estimates how changes in active and motorized 
travel across a population will impact premature 
mortality, chronic disease, and road traffic 
injuries, due to changes in physical activity, 
traffic-related fine particulate pollution, and traffic 
collisions. The model monetizes prevented 
deaths and disability using two different 
methods: cost of illness and value of a statistical 
life 

Data Inputs Needed ITHIM uses regional data from health surveys, 
traffic collision databases, vital statistics, and the 
results of regional models for travel demand, 
vehicle emissions, and air pollution. 

Lowest Applicable Level of 
Geography 

The model has been calibrated for the major 
regions in California that correspond to the 
counties served by MTC, SCAG, SANDAG, and 
SACOG. There is a Fresno County and San 
Joaquin Valley versions.  Regional results can 
be geographically downscaled to counties and 
city level.  The model is not yet suitable for 
project level assessments, but has used output 
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of travel demand models to assess equity of 
health outcomes in economically disadvantaged 
subpopulations within regions. 

Resources/Contact CA Dept. of Public Health - Office of Health 
Equity  
cchep@cdph.ca.gov 
 

 
California Statewide Public Health Assessment Model (C-PHAM) 

The California Statewide Public Health Assessment Model (C-PHAM) was developed 
by Urban Design 4 Health (UD4H). It is a neighborhood/city scale public health 
scenario modeling tool for California’s five major urban centers: San Francisco Bay 
Area, Los Angeles, San Diego, Sacramento, and Fresno. C-PHAM can be run from the 
land-use matrix developed using the Urban Footprint Scenario Planning tool, allowing 
quick approximations of public health co-benefit from land use changes suggested 
through local or MPO planning processes.   C-PHAM is an evolving tool and currently 
the model does not include potential health risks from air pollution exposure and 
potential bicycle/pedestrian injury. At present, the model uses adult data but expansion 
to include the demographic cohorts of children and seniors is being pursued.  

 

Uses Provides rough, small area estimates 
of health benefits from land use and 
transportation changes. 

Data Inputs Needed -Urban Footprint Scenario Planning 
model forecasted land use changes 
OR 
-Minutes of Transportation-related 
physical activity in baseline and 
plan/project scenario. 

Lowest Applicable Level of Geography -ballpark estimates can be provided at 
a very small (neighborhood level) 
geography.  Results are more reliable 
at larger (zip code) geographies. 

Resources/Contacts Urban Design 4 Health 
info@ud4h.com 
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Key Terms 
a. Community Resilience: A measure of the sustained ability of a community to 

utilize available resources to respond to, withstand, and recover from adverse 
situations8. 

b. Disadvantaged Community: See Vulnerable Populations definition. 
Disadvantaged Community refers to communities that are currently experiencing or 
have experienced historic disadvantage due to income, race, ethnicity, language, 
residency status, environment, education, or other indicators of social status. Today 
in California, the term Disadvantaged Community is being used by state, regional, 
and some local agencies to allocate funding.   

c. SB 535 Disadvantaged Community: Senate Bill 535 (De Leon, Chapter 830, 
Statutes of 2012) added Section 39711 of the Health and Safety Code which 
specifies that Disadvantaged Communities are identified based on geographic, 
socioeconomic, public health, and environmental hazard criteria, and may include, 
but are not limited to, either of the following: 

(a) Areas disproportionately affected by environmental pollution and other 
hazards that can lead to negative public health effects, exposure, or 
environmental degradation. 
(b) Areas with concentrations of people that are of low income, high 
unemployment, low levels of homeownership, high rent burden, sensitive 
populations, or low levels of educational attainment. 

d. Displacement: Displacement manifests itself in many forms from physical (i.e. 
demolition, evictions or service disruption) to economic (i.e. rent increases). 
Displacement can result from gentrification when neighborhoods become out of 
reach for people or can occur at earlier stages through disinvestment, increasing 
vacancies and facilitating demographic turnover9. The detrimental effects of 
displacement include relocation costs, longer commutes, disruptions to health care, 
loss of community support networks, and homelessness. All of this impacts mental 
and psychological well-being10.   

e. Environmental Justice: Efforts to identify and address, as appropriate, 
disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effects of 
programs, policies, and activities on low-income and minority populations.  
Environmental justice at FHWA means “identifying and addressing 
disproportionately high and adverse effects of the agency's programs, policies, and 
activities on minority and low-income populations to achieve an equitable 
distribution of benefits and burdens. This includes the full and fair participation by all 
potentially affected communities in the transportation decision-making process.” 

f. Gentrification: Gentrification is generally described as that which happens in 
neighborhoods that are seeing decreases in the number of low-income people and 

                                                 
8 Community Resilience. RAND Corporation. http://www.rand.org/topics/community-resilience.html 
9 http://www.urbandisplacement.org/resources 
10 “Development without Displacement: Resisting Gentrification in the Bay Area.” Causa Justa :: Just Cause 
and Alameda County Public Health Department, Place Matters Team. August 2014. 
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people of color due to an influx of high-income individuals and families who are 
willing and able to pay higher rents.11 

g. Health: Refers to physical, mental, and oral health.12 
h. Health Equity: Efforts to ensure that all people have full and equal access to 

opportunities that enable them to lead healthy lives.13 
i. Health Inequity: Disparities in health that are not only unnecessary and avoidable 

but, in addition, are considered unfair and unjust.14 Health inequities are rooted in 
social and environmental injustices that make some population groups more 
vulnerable to poor health than other groups.15 

j. Healthy Communities: A healthy community as described by the U.S. Department 
of Health and Human Services Healthy People 2010 report is one that continuously 
creates and improves both its physical and social environments, helping people to 
support one another in aspects of daily life and to develop to their fullest potential. 
Healthy places are those designed and built to improve the quality of life for all 
people who live, work, worship, learn, and play within their borders -- where every 
person is free to make choices amid a variety of healthy, available, accessible, and 
affordable options.16 

k. Social Equity: The just and fair inclusion into a society in which all can participate, 
prosper, and reach their full potential17. 

l. Vulnerable Population: Includes the economically disadvantaged, racial and 
ethnic minorities, the uninsured, low-income children, the elderly, the homeless, 
those with human immunodeficiency virus (HIV), and those with other chronic 
health conditions, including severe mental illness18. 

  

                                                 
11 “Development without Displacement: Resisting Gentrification in the Bay Area.” Causa Justa :: Just Cause 
and Alameda County Public Health Department, Place Matters Team. August 2014. 
12 “The Landscape of Opportunity: Cultivating Health Equity in California.” California Pan-Ethnic Health 
Network. October 2016. 
13 http://www.cdph.ca.gov/programs/Documents/CDPHOHEDisparityReportAug2015.pdf 
14 “The Concepts and Principles of Equity and Health.” World Health Organization Regional Office for 
Europe. 2000. 
15  “The Concepts and Principles of Equity and Health.” World Health Organization Regional Office for 
Europe. 2000. 
16 “Health and Healthy Places.” U.S. Centers for Disease Control & Prevention. 
https://www.cdc.gov/healthyplaces/about.htm 
17 PolicyLink, Equity Definition: http://www.policylink.org/about  
18 “Vulnerable Populations: Who Are They?” American Journal of Managed Care, 2006. 
http://www.ajmc.com/journals/supplement/2006/2006-11-vol12-n13suppl/nov06-2390ps348-s352 
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Resources and Citations 

http://sgc.ca.gov/pdf/HiAP_Task_Force_Report-_Dec_2010.pdf 
  
https://www.cdph.ca.gov/programs/Documents/Healthy_Community_Indicators_Core_  
list10-17-14Table1-5.pdf 
  
https://www.cdph.ca.gov/Documents/CDPH_Healthy_Community_Indicators1pager5-  
16-12.pdf 
  
https://www.cdph.ca.gov/programs/Pages/HealthyCommunityIndicators.aspx#TechInfo 
  
https://planning-org-uploaded-media.s3.amazonaws.com/document/State-of-Health-  
Impact-Assessment-in-Planning.pdf 
  
https://www.transportation.gov/transportation-health-tool 
  
https://www.transportation.gov/mission/health/strategies-interventions-policies 
  
http://phasocal.org/ca-hdi/ 
  
http://scagrtpscs.net/Documents/2016/proposed/pf2016RTPSCS_PublicHealth032816.
pdf 
  
http://t4america.org/docs/planning-for-a-healthier-future-0616.pdf 
  
http://www.transformca.org/sites/default/files/Healthy%20RTP%20-%20FULL%20- 
%202013-02-19%20Color.pdf 

http://narc.org/wp-content/uploads/Public-Health-and-Transportation-Info-0606121.pdf 
  
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/planning/health_in_transportation/resources/healthy_comm  
unities/mpohealth12122012.pdf 
  
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/planning/health_in_transportation/resources/movinghealthy.pdf 
 
http://www.trbhealth.org/ 
 
http://sgc.ca.gov/pdf/HiAP_Task_Force_Report-_Dec_2010.pdf 
 
https://www.cdph.ca.gov/programs/Documents/Healthy_Community_Indicators_Core_lis
t10-17-14Table1-5.pdf 
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https://www.cdph.ca.gov/Documents/CDPH_Healthy_Community_Indicators1pager5-16-
12.pdf 
 
https://www.cdph.ca.gov/programs/Pages/HealthyCommunityIndicators.aspx#TechInfo 
 
https://planning-org-uploaded-media.s3.amazonaws.com/document/State-of-Health-
Impact-Assessment-in-Planning.pdf 
 
https://www.transportation.gov/transportation-health-tool 
 
https://www.transportation.gov/mission/health/strategies-interventions-policies 
 
http://phasocal.org/ca-hdi/ 
 
http://scagrtpscs.net/Documents/2016/proposed/pf2016RTPSCS_PublicHealth032816.p
df 
 
http://www.sdforward.com/pdfs/RP_final/AppendixQ-WhitePapers.pdf 
 
http://t4america.org/docs/planning-for-a-healthier-future-0616.pdf 
 
http://www.transformca.org/sites/default/files/Healthy%20RTP%20-%20FULL%20-
%202013-02-19%20Color.pdf 
 
http://narc.org/wp-content/uploads/Public-Health-and-Transportation-Info-0606121.pdf 
 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/planning/health_in_transportation/resources/healthy_communiti
es/mpohealth12122012.pdf 
 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/planning/health_in_transportation/resources/movinghealthy.pdf 
 
http://www.trbhealth.org/ 
 
http://www.saferoutespartnership.org/sites/default/files/pdf/CaseStudy_ActiveTransportat
ionPlanningattheRegionalLevel.pdf 
 
http://www.saferoutespartnership.org/sites/default/files/pdf/The_Final_Active_Primer.pdf  
 
http://saferoutespartnership.org/sites/default/files/pdf/RegionalGovernmentPrimer-v5.pdf 
 
http://www.saferoutespartnership.org/sites/default/files/pdf/Local_Policy_Guide_2011.pdf  
 
http://saferoutespartnership.org/resources/report/intersection-active-transportation-equity  
 

ATTACHMENT B

https://www.cdph.ca.gov/Documents/CDPH_Healthy_Community_Indicators1pager5-16-12.pdf
https://www.cdph.ca.gov/Documents/CDPH_Healthy_Community_Indicators1pager5-16-12.pdf
https://www.cdph.ca.gov/programs/Pages/HealthyCommunityIndicators.aspx#TechInfo
https://planning-org-uploaded-media.s3.amazonaws.com/document/State-of-Health-Impact-Assessment-in-Planning.pdf
https://planning-org-uploaded-media.s3.amazonaws.com/document/State-of-Health-Impact-Assessment-in-Planning.pdf
https://www.transportation.gov/transportation-health-tool
https://www.transportation.gov/mission/health/strategies-interventions-policies
http://phasocal.org/ca-hdi/
http://scagrtpscs.net/Documents/2016/proposed/pf2016RTPSCS_PublicHealth032816.pdf
http://scagrtpscs.net/Documents/2016/proposed/pf2016RTPSCS_PublicHealth032816.pdf
http://www.sdforward.com/pdfs/RP_final/AppendixQ-WhitePapers.pdf
http://t4america.org/docs/planning-for-a-healthier-future-0616.pdf
http://www.transformca.org/sites/default/files/Healthy%20RTP%20-%20FULL%20-%202013-02-19%20Color.pdf
http://www.transformca.org/sites/default/files/Healthy%20RTP%20-%20FULL%20-%202013-02-19%20Color.pdf
http://narc.org/wp-content/uploads/Public-Health-and-Transportation-Info-0606121.pdf
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/planning/health_in_transportation/resources/healthy_communities/mpohealth12122012.pdf
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/planning/health_in_transportation/resources/healthy_communities/mpohealth12122012.pdf
http://www.trbhealth.org/
http://www.saferoutespartnership.org/sites/default/files/pdf/CaseStudy_ActiveTransportationPlanningattheRegionalLevel.pdf
http://www.saferoutespartnership.org/sites/default/files/pdf/CaseStudy_ActiveTransportationPlanningattheRegionalLevel.pdf
http://www.saferoutespartnership.org/sites/default/files/pdf/The_Final_Active_Primer.pdf
http://saferoutespartnership.org/sites/default/files/pdf/RegionalGovernmentPrimer-v5.pdf
http://www.saferoutespartnership.org/sites/default/files/pdf/Local_Policy_Guide_2011.pdf
http://saferoutespartnership.org/resources/report/intersection-active-transportation-equity


Final Draft  January 2017 

Final Draft 2017 MPO RTP Guidelines             307        
 

http://www.apha.org/topics-and-issues/transportation/public-health-and-equity-principles-
for-transportation 
 
https://saferoutescalifornia.files.wordpress.com/2012/11/hip_healthequitymetrics_impact
s_table_11_16_12.pdf 
 
http://www.psrc.org/transportation/bikeped/health-in-transportation-planning/ 
 
http://www.nashvillempo.org/regional_plan/health/ 
 
http://www.mapc.org/public-health 
 
http://www.changelabsolutions.org/sites/default/files/Health_Transport_Factsheet_FINAL
_20110713_%28rebrand_20130409%29.pdf 
 
http://portal.hud.gov/hudportal/HUD?src=/program_offices/economic_resilience/sustaina
ble_communities_regional_planning_grants 
 
https://www.sustainablecommunities.gov/ 
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Introduction 

This appendix aggregates planning practice examples and resource information into a 
single location organized by topic area. The examples contained in this appendix are not 
intended to establish baseline standards but rather serve to highlight exemplary, state of 
the art planning practices that Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs) can seek to 
emulate in their planning processes as financial and technical resources allow.  
 
Efforts have been made to highlight planning practices that are being undertaken by 
large, medium, and small MPOs in both rural and urban areas throughout the state. It is 
important to note that this appendix represents a snapshot of available resources and 
planning practices representative of the time at which these guidelines were prepared.  
 
 
Coordination with Other Planning Processes  
 
Regional Transportation Plans (RTPs) are prepared within the context of many other 
planning processes conducted by federal, state, and local agencies. This section 
provides resources associated with planning processes that are used by state, federal 
and local agencies such as Caltrans, the Federal Highway Administration, and local 
jurisdictions to further their respective goals and objectives associated with the California 
Transportation Plan, the federal Partnership for Sustainable Communities, and local 
General Plans. As the RTP is bound by fiscal constraint, the strategies, actions, and 
improvements described in this section are intended to inform the development of the 
RTP and should be considered to the maximum extent feasible.  
 
Please see Section 2.7 in the RTP Guidelines for additional information on these areas. 
 
Smart Mobility Framework 
 
The Caltrans Smart Mobility Framework (SMF) is a key strategic tool for integrating 
transportation with land use, to develop healthy and livable communities through multi-
modal travel options, reliable travel times, and safety for all users of the transportation 
system. Additional Smart Mobility Framework information and resources are available at 
the following links: 
 
http://www.dot.ca.gov/transplanning/ocp/sm-framework.html 
 
http://smartmobilityca.org/ 
 
Planning for Public Health and Health Equity 
 
Please see Section 2.3 and Appendix L for resources and planning practice 
information regarding the consideration of public health and health equity in the regional 
transportation planning process. 
 
Complete Streets 
 
The term “Complete Street” refers to a transportation network that is planned, designed, 
constructed, operated, and maintained to provide safe mobility for all users including: 
bicyclists, pedestrians, transit and rail riders, as well as commercial vehicles and 
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motorists appropriate to the function and context of the facility. Complete Streets policies 
and practices are best implemented with a comprehensive and integrated approach of 
all agencies involved, taking advantage of opportunities for synergies and cost savings 
such as restriping when repaving.     
 
General Complete Streets background, resources, and practice information at the state 
and national level: 
 
Smart Growth America offers an interactive resources data base which offers 
information and case studies on a variety of mobility topics including Complete Streets: 
https://smartgrowthamerica.org/resources/ 
 
The National Complete Streets Coalition provides success stories, frequently asked 
questions, examples, and resources including sample presentations here: 
http://www.completestreets.org/ 
 
The National Complete Streets Coalition provides a map with states and local 
jurisdictions that have adopted complete streets policies: 
https://smartgrowthamerica.org/program/national-complete-streets-coalition/ 
 
Safe Routes to Schools National Partnership Complete Streets resources are available 
here: http://saferoutespartnership.org/state/bestpractices/completestreets 
 
The guide Complete Streets: Making Roads Safe and Accessible for All Users  
(Safe Routes to Schools National Partnership, 2013) provides information on Complete 
Streets policies in underserved communities. 
 
A Complete Intersections Guide can be downloaded from the Caltrans Pedestrian 
Safety Resources website: 
http://nacto.org/docs/usdg/complete_intersections_caltrans.pdf 
 
Accommodating Bicycle and Pedestrian Travel: A Recommended Approach is a policy 
statement adopted by the United States Department of Transportation (USDOT). 
USDOT hopes that public agencies, professional associations, advocacy groups, and 
others will also adopt this approach as a way to promote the integration of bicycling and 
walking into the transportation main stream: 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/bicycle_pedestrian/guidance/design.cfm 
 
The American Planning Association Knowledge Center offers Complete Streets applied 
research resources: http://planning.org/research/streets/ 
 
The AARP Complete Streets Archive provides reports, case studies, presentations and 
more. 
 
State-Level Plans addressing Complete Streets: 
 
http://www.californiatransportationplan2040.org/ 
 
http://www.cabikepedplan.org/ 
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Regional Planning Practice Examples of Complete Streets Policies: 
 
Large/Urban MPO Examples: 
 
The following link contains a case study in the SCAG region of how MPOs can 
integrate neighborhood electric vehicles into a complete streets policy: 
 
http://www.scag.ca.gov/sb375/pdfs/FS/cs-SouthBayStrategy.pdf 
 
The following links contains planning practice examples of integrating Complete Streets 
Policies in the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) bay-area region and the 
San Diego Region: 
 
http://mtc.ca.gov/our-work/plans-projects/bicycle-pedestrian-planning/complete-streets 
 
http://www.sandag.org/index.asp?classid=12&projectid=521&fuseaction=projects.detail 
 
Small/Medium and Rural MPO Examples: 
 
Tahoe Metropolitan Planning Organization and the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency 
developed the following Complete Street Resource Guide: 
 
http://tahoempo.org/activetransportationplan/docs/appendices/Appendix%20A_Comple
te%20Street%20Resource%20Guide.pdf 
 
Local Planning Guidance for Complete Streets  
 
Governor’s Office of Planning and Research General Plan Guidelines: 
 
https://www.opr.ca.gov/s_generalplanguidelines.php 
 
 
Regional Travel Demand Modeling & Analysis  
 
Please see Section 3.5 for resources and planning practice information regarding travel 
demand modeling and analysis for the preparation of an RTP. 
 
 
RTP Consultation and Coordination  
 
Public Participation Plan  
 
The purpose of the Public Participation Plan is to establish the process by which the 
public can participate in the development of regional transportation plans and programs. 
Please see Section 4.1 in the RTP Guidelines for Statutory requirements associated 
with Public Participation Plan development and the public input process for preparing the 
RTP. 
 
Exemplary planning practice examples of MPO Public Participation plans and processes 
include incorporating public participation strategies in the RTP that ensure members of 
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the public are engaged throughout the development of the RTP. Given the complex 
nature of transportation planning, MPOs can use public participation as a way to ensure 
local residents and community-based organizations are active participants at each step 
of the process. Open-invite roundtables and/or on-going advisory committees are one 
way that MPOs can seek public input throughout the process.  
 
Various MPOs have developed on-going advisory committees that included a wide 
range of interests including representation from historically underserved communities 
and rural areas. These advisory committees met regularly throughout the development 
of the RTP to ensure the document reflected the goals of the community. Other MPOs 
used on-line educational survey tools and games in addition to workshops, roundtables, 
and phone surveys, to allow the public to balance their priorities for the region. Additional 
information and specific examples are provided below: 
 
Large/Urban MPO Examples: 
 
Metropolitan Transportation Commission Public Participation Plan 
http://www.mtc.ca.gov/get_involved/participation_plan.htm 
 
Sacramento Area Council of Governments Public Participation Plan 
http://www.sacog.org/sites/main/files/file-attachments/public_participation_plan_2013.pdf 
  
SANDAG Public Involvement Plan: 
http://www.sandag.org/uploads/projectid/projectid_428_15559.pdf 
 
Small/Medium/Rural MPO Example: 
 
Kern Council of Governments Online Educational Survey Game 
http://www.directionsto2050.com/ 
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To the extent that it is practicable and resources are available, the Draft RTP as well as 
any comments received to the draft could be posted on the MPO website in a way that is 
easily accessible to the public. The table below provides links to the websites of all 
eighteen California MPO’s: 
 
 

MPO Name                Website 
 

Association of Monterey Bay Area Governments www.ambag.org 
 

Butte County Association of Governments www.bcag.org 
 

Fresno Council of Governments www.fresnocog.org 
 

Kings County Association of Governments www.kingscog.org 
 

Kern Council of Governments www.kerncog.org 
 

Merced County Association of Governments www.mcagov.org 
 

Madera County Transportation Commission www.maderactc.org 
 

Metropolitan Transportation Commission www.mtc.ca.gov 
 

Sacramento Area Council of Governments www.sacog.org 
 

San Diego Association of Governments www.sandag.org 
 

San Joaquin Council of Governments www.sjcog.org 
 

San Luis Obispo Council of Governments www.slocog.org 
 

Santa Barbara County Association of 
Governments 

www.sbcag.org 
 

Shasta Regional Transportation Agency www.srta.ca.gov 
 

Southern California Association of Governments www.scag.ca.gov 
 

Stanislaus Council of Governments www.stancog.org 
 

Tulare County Association of Governments www.tularecog.org 
 

Tahoe Metropolitan Planning Organization http://www.trpa.org/transportation/ 
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Title VI, Environmental Justice, and Social Equity Considerations in the RTP 

This section includes planning practices relevant to the requirements described in 
Chapter 4, especially sections 4.2, 4.3 and 4.4. These requirements include conducting 
a social equity analysis to ensure that any planned regional transportation improvements 
do not have a disproportionately high and adverse impact on low income or minority 
populations, and to ensure that the plan will not result in the denial of, reduction in, or 
significant delay in the receipt of benefits by minority or low-income populations. 

In order to identify and address (if further mitigation measures or alternatives are 
feasible that would reduce the disproportionately high and adverse effects) 
disproportionately high and adverse effects of programs, policies, and activities on 
minority and low-income populations to achieve an equitable distribution of benefits and 
burdens in the RTP,  MPOs are called upon to (1) identify which populations and 
communities are low income or minority, and to (2) determine what metrics they will use 
to measure the benefits and burdens to those populations and communities. They are 
then called up to (3) conduct an appropriate social equity analysis, as discussed in 
section 4.2. Finally, (4) a public participation is required to ensure that the RTP planning 
process succeeds in “seeking out and considering the needs of low-income and minority 
households.” 

Planning practices relevant to each of these requirements are collected here: 

1.) Identifying protected communities: 

FTA Circular 4703.1 emphasizes the importance of understanding a community when 
addressing environmental justice, both in identifying low income and minority 
communities through the use of Census data and in engaging with potentially impacted 
residents and community-based organizations. In defining a unit of geographic analysis, 
a study area “must be appropriate to the scope of the plan, program, or project to 
determine disproportionate burdens on EJ versus non-EJ populations.” As such, MPOs 
ought to “make reasonable efforts to identify the presence of distinct minority and/or low-
income communities residing both within, and in close proximity to, the proposed project 
or activity and to identify those minority and/or low income groups who use or are 
dependent upon natural resources that could be potentially affected by the proposed 
action.”  This may involve analysis that summarizes impacts for areas with the highest 
concentration of EJ populations or potential burdens within an MPO’s service area.  

One particular approach, pioneered by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban 
Development (HUD), for identifying especially impacted communities, is known as 
“Racially Concentrated Areas of Poverty.” HUD’s definition is “a geographic area with 
significant concentrations of poverty and minority populations.” The concept is flexible 
and can be readily adapted to local conditions. For instance, in Minnesota’s Twin City 
region, the Metropolitan Council provides a two-step definition for Areas of Concentrated 
Poverty.  The first, contiguous census tracts where at least 40% of residents live in 
households with incomes below 185% of the federal poverty line.  The second, a 
refinement of HUD’s concept which further identifies, as particularly vulnerable, Areas of 
Concentrated Poverty where at least 50% of the residents are people of color.  
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2.) Defining “benefits” and “burdens” to those protected communities: 

While there is some federal guidance on candidate social equity performance measures, 
the measures can vary according to regional goals.  Examples of performance measures 
that have been used by California MPOs are: 

• Share of population within 1/4 or 1/2 mile of transit 
• Travel Time 
• Active Transportation' infrastructure 
• Share of transportation system usage by population type 
• Physical activity (time or distance) walking/biking 
• Distribution of investments 
• Combined housing / transportation affordability 
• Gentrification / displacement 
• Access to employment 
• Access to parks or open space 
• Access to medical or health care facilities 
• Access to primary or secondary schools 
• Access to higher education 
• Access to grocery stores 
• Air quality - localized (near roads, ports, rail yards, etc.) 
• Traffic safety - active modes 
• Air quality - regional distribution 
• Roadway noise 

Some of these performance measures are intended to help evaluate whether a particular 
population will be more heavily burdened than others if the RTP is implemented, while 
others are intended to indicate whether some groups will glean more benefits than 
others if the RTP is implemented. Based on factors such as community input, availability 
of the necessary data, technical capabilities of the MPO, and likely accuracy of the 
results of the analysis, each MPO  through outreach to and consultation with residents of 
affected communities can choose these or other measures best suited to its region. 

In addition, non-governmental organizations have identified planning examples from 
other contexts.  One example is guidance the California Air Resources Board (ARB) has 
provided on the implementation of SB 535 (De León).19  ARB’s GGRF Funding 
Guidelines require implementing agencies to “give priority to those [investments] that 
maximize benefits to disadvantaged communities” by “favor[ing the] projects which 
provide … the most significant benefits” to them. More specifically, the Guidelines 
require that every investment intended to benefit a disadvantaged community “provide[] 
direct, meaningful, and assured benefits to one or more disadvantaged communities.”  

                                                 
19  That statute requires that “a minimum of 25 percent” of moneys in the Greenhouse Gas 
Reduction Fund go “to projects that provide benefits to” disadvantaged communities and “a 
minimum of 10 percent … to projects located within” those communities. Health & Saf. Code § 
39713. 
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ARB’s Funding Guidelines20 define the benefit a GGRF investment must provide under 
SB 535 as “a benefit that meaningfully addresses an important community need” in a 
disadvantaged community.21 ARB’s definition of “benefit” is also directly relevant to the 
crafting of an equity and EJ analysis of the RTP, as discussed in the next section. In 
addition, ARB’s Funding Guidelines require that “projects be designed to avoid 
substantial burdens, such as physical or economic displacement of low-income 
disadvantaged community residents and businesses or increased exposure to toxics or 
other health risks.”22 

3.) Conducting the social equity analysis: 

Many California MPOs have conducted environmental justice and social equity analyses 
in their respective RTP/SCS reports.  Federal and state agencies have also compiled 
best practices in environmental justice and equity analysis in various topic areas from 
RTPs across the nation23. Efforts are underway by SANDAG24, in partnership with other 
regional transportation planning agencies and Caltrans, to develop a Social Equity 
Analysis Method (SEAM) and a Social Equity Analysis Tool (SEAT) to assist with RTP 
development. This project, which is partly funded by a Caltrans Partnership Planning 
grant, will produce a tool that MPOs and RTPAs could use when assessing benefits and 
burdens on various ‘social equity focus’ (SEF) populations (e.g. low income and minority 
groups) that are expected to occur if the programs and projects in an RTP are 
implemented. The final version of the SEAT is expected to be complete in the first 
quarter of 2018 and will include up to eight performance measures – some of which will 
measure relative benefits and others that will measure relative burdens. The goal is to 
provide an analysis tool with functionality in a GIS-based application that can be used by 
agencies throughout the state. 

MPOs also can work with environmental justice and social equity stakeholders through 
the RTP/SCS outreach process to develop additional measures and analyses to 
illustrate and identify the historical and current conditions of transportation and land use 
for low income and minority communities to ensure future transportation investments will 
not further cause disproportional impacts to those communities. 

As MPOs seek to respond to the needs and concerns of low-income and minority 
communities, a planning practice from another (non-RTP) context that MPOs may 
incorporate comes from the U.S. Department of Housing and Community Development 
(HUD) rule on “affirmatively furthering fair housing” (or AFFH). AFFH looks at 

                                                 
20  Air Resources Board, Cap-and-Trade Auction Proceeds Funding Guidelines for Agencies that 
Administer California Climate Investments (Dec. 2015), p. 2.A-6, available at 
http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/capandtrade/auctionproceeds/fundingguidelines.htm 
21  Id., p. 2-6. See id., p. 1.A-12 (requiring reporting on “disadvantaged community benefits and 
… strategies the agency will use to maximize benefits” to them).  
22  Id. p. 2-12.  
23 Examples include: 
http://dot.ca.gov/hq/LocalPrograms/saferoutes/EnvironmentalJusticeDeskGuideJan2003.pdf, 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/environmental_justice/resources/,  
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/environmental_justice/case_studies/ 
24 SANDAG Statewide Social Equity project description: 
http://sdforward.com/ContinuingActions/SocialEquityEnvJustice.aspx.  

ATTACHMENT B

http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/capandtrade/auctionproceeds/fundingguidelines.htm
http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/capandtrade/auctionproceeds/fundingguidelines.htm
http://dot.ca.gov/hq/LocalPrograms/saferoutes/EnvironmentalJusticeDeskGuideJan2003.pdf
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/environmental_justice/resources/
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/environmental_justice/case_studies/
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/environmental_justice/case_studies/
http://sdforward.com/ContinuingActions/SocialEquityEnvJustice.aspx


Final Draft  January 2017 

Final Draft 2017 MPO RTP Guidelines             321        
 

neighborhood-level transportation and transit access, educational and economic 
opportunity, and environmental health factors.25  

The AFFH begins with assessing “the elements and factors that cause, increase, 
contribute to, maintain, or perpetuate segregation, racially or ethnically concentrated 
areas of poverty, significant disparities in access to opportunity, and disproportionate 
housing needs.”26 The basic methodology for HUD’s AFFH rule includes the following 
steps: 

1. Identify, with robust community engagement, current patterns and conditions of 
segregation, racially concentrated poverty, disparities in access to opportunity, 
and disproportionate housing needs, utilizing data HUD provides and other 
relevant regional data; 

2. Identify key contributing factors of the patterns and conditions identified; 
3. Prioritize the most significant contributing factors and set goals that will 

meaningfully address the high priority factors, with “metrics and milestones” for 
each goal;  

4. Tailor near-term actions and investments consistent with those goals; and 
5. Measure progress over the near term. (24 C.F.R. § 5.154(d) (2), (3), (4), (5) and 

(7).) 

The HUD rule is discussed in a recent letter that the Secretary of the U.S. Department of 
Transportation issued with the Secretaries of HUD and the U.S. Department of 
Education.27  That letter emphasized the relevance of transportation to the issues of 
segregation, access to opportunity, and racially-concentrated poverty, and encouraged 
transportation agencies (including MPOs) nationally to integrate the principles and goals 
of AFFH into their decision-making. In particular, the letter called on transportation 
agencies to “identify impediments to accessing opportunity” and to “coordinate efforts to 
address” issues of segregation and opportunity.28  In considering whether to align its 
equity analysis with the Assessment its local jurisdictions are called up to conduct, an 
MPO will have the opportunity to ensure coordination regionally of local actions to 
identify and address current conditions of inequity. 

                                                 
25  HUD, Assessment Tool (Public Dec. 31, 2015) at 8, available online at 
https://www.huduser.gov/portal/sites/default/files/pdf/Assessment-of-Fair-Housing-Tool.pdf (last 
accessed July 12, 2016).  
26  24 C.F.R. § 5.154 (a). 
27  The Tri-Agency letter, issued on June 3, 2016, is available at 
https://www2.ed.gov/documents/press-releases/06032016-dear-colleagues-letter.pdf. 
28  The letter states: “Today, our agencies are calling on local education, transportation, and 
housing leaders to work together on issues at the intersection of our respective missions in 
helping to guarantee full access of opportunity across the country. Our goals are to identify 
impediments to accessing opportunity; to coordinate efforts to address these issues and to 
provide broad-reaching benefits; and to ensure that every child and family is provided with 
transportation, housing, and education tools that promote economic mobility. The new process in 
which communities are engaging under the Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing rule (AFFH rule) 
from HUD provides an opportunity for cross-agency collaboration and strong community 
involvement. We urge you to take full advantage of the community participation process of the 
AFFH rule, so that regional planning promotes economic mobility and equal access to the many 
benefits provided by affordable housing, great schools, and reliable transportation.”   
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Public Engagement Practices for “Seeking Out and Considering the Needs of 
Low-income and Minority Households”: 

Building on the emphasis of public engagement outlined in FTA Circular 4703.1, it is 
recommended that MPOs “ensure the full and fair participation by all potentially affected 
communities in the transportation decision-making process….Understanding the needs 
and priorities of environmental justice populations will also help…to balance the benefits 
of the proposed project against its adverse effects.” If an adverse effect is 
“predominantly borne by an EJ population, or will be suffered by the EJ population and is 
appreciably more severe or greater in magnitude than the adverse effect that will be 
suffered by the non-EJ population”, engagement with an affected community can help to 
identify an appropriate strategy to mitigate, reduce, avoid, and/or offset adverse effects.  
Public outreach is, therefore, an essential component of an MPO’s environmental justice 
efforts and should employ strategies to increase engagement in the transportation 
decision-making process from low income and minority populations. Specific strategies 
covering location, timing, content, format, noticing, and accessibility requirements of 
public outreach meetings are detailed in Chapter III of FTA Circular 4703.1. 
MPOs can encourage the involvement of low-income communities and communities of 
color by proactively seeking the input of these households and by making public 
meetings as accessible as possible.  Public engagement strategies to promote inclusion 
of these communities may include:  
 

• Conduct education and outreach before beginning the formal input process; 
• Provide all materials related to the update with adequate time for public review 

and input. 
• Provide early and ongoing drafts for public review to ensure transparency. 
• Proactively work with and/or provide financial support, as resources allow, to 

community-based and membership organizations across the region to help 
engage low-income residents and residents of color in the public process and to 
jointly plan public workshops or other engagement opportunities.  

• Form an advisory group on Environmental Justice, Social Equity and/or 
Disadvantaged Communities that includes policy and community-based 
organizations that are focused on social equity in the region to provide feedback 
throughout the RTP process. 

• Ensure that community residents have the opportunity to deliberate together to 
achieve consensus on their most pressing needs and recommendations. 

• Hold meetings at accessible locations and outside of traditional working hours 
(e.g. evenings and weekends); 

• Locate meetings in low-income communities and communities of color; 
• Locate meetings at sites accessible via affordable transit;  
• Translate meeting materials for non-English speakers;  
• Consider the needs to low-income and individuals with limited English proficiency 

when translating outreach materials and ensuring that documents are easy to 
understand (i.e. evaluate the reading level of the materials and quality of 
translations); 

• Technology and the Internet can reach many people, but recognize that not 
everyone has access to the Internet and an email address and that efforts should 
be made to reach individuals in other ways; 

• Provide interpretation at meetings for non-English speakers;  
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• Create resident advisory committees or roles within existing committees with 
decision-making authority and identify opportunities for disadvantaged 
communities to serve as representatives on decision-making bodies; 

• Expand the list of potential partners to include: schools, the faith community, 
agriculture and food hubs, local business or chambers of commerce, health 
providers and public health sectors, funders/philanthropy, academia, and 
environmental health/justice advocates, libraries, law enforcement, parks and 
recreation, and the technology industry; 

• Create a feedback loop to provide community members information about how 
their input was included in any drafts and reasons for including/excluding the 
input; 

• Make sure that there is agreement between residents and the local planning 
authority about what community engagement includes; 

• Educate and build capacity of community members on issues such as data, 
evaluation, storytelling, and mentoring community members new to the process; 

• Use a community health worker or promotora model to identify resident leaders; 
• Use facilitators with experience in race and power inequities at community 

meetings; 
• Work with community-based and membership organizations across the region to 

jointly plan public workshops on the RTP, especially the Title VI and 
Environmental Justice analyses. They know the communities impacted by the 
RTP transportation projects and can assist with recruiting residents, businesses 
and other affected stakeholders. Be proactive in asking for their participation 
instead of waiting for them to come to you; and,  

• Ensure meetings are attended by MPO decision makers in addition to MPO staff.  
 
Exemplary planning practice examples of MPO efforts to address Title VI, Environmental 
Justice, and Social Equity Considerations in the RTP are provided below: 
 
Large/Urban MPO Examples: 
 
http://planbayarea.org/the-plan/plan-details/equity-analysis.html 
 
http://www.scag.ca.gov/programs/Pages/EnvironmentJustice.aspx 
 
http://www.sdforward.com/pdfs/RP_final/AppendixH-
SocialEquityEngagementandAnalysis.pdf 
 
Statewide Social Equity Analysis Tool: 
 
SANDAG, through a Caltrans Strategic Partnership Grant, is collaborating with large and 
small MPOs and RTPAs in the state to develop a tool that can be used for conducting 
Social Equity Analyses for regional plans throughout the state of California.  
Currently agencies use varied approaches when conducting a social equity analyses of 
regional plans such as RTPs and the SCSs required by SB 375. There is not a widely 
accepted tool used by regional and local agencies to model the burdens and benefits of 
regional plans and the projects they encompass to consistently evaluate environmental 
justice outcomes expected to result from a plan or project. This project calls for 
identification of best practices being used by regional agencies to analyze proposed 
plans and covered projects and development of a Social Equity Analysis Methodology 
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(SEAM) and Social Equity Analysis Tool (SEAT) for statewide use. For more information 
visit: http://sdforward.com/ContinuingActions/SocialEquityEnvJustice.aspx 
 
Small/Medium and Rural MPO Examples: 
 
To help ensure diverse and direct input from all populations especially those with the 
most potential to be affected by health inequities, Fresno Council of Governments 
(FresnoCOG) administers a “Community-Based Mini-Grant Outreach Program29,” which 
competitively awards mini-grants ($1,000 - $3,000) to community-based organizations, 
schools, and other groups to conduct outreach to individuals not typically involved in the 
regional transportation planning process. The selected organizations conduct outreach 
activities such as organizing and tailoring meetings, customizing presentations materials, 
building trust and removing barriers to participation to secure public involvement from 
stakeholders in their communities and the populations they currently serve, engaging 
them in the planning process and generating feedback on the development of the RTP 
and SCS.  
 
Additional statewide examples of stakeholder engagement strategies are also compiled 
in the following report developed by ClimatePlan:  
Leading the Way: Policies and Practices for Sustainable Communities 
 
Private Sector Involvement 
 
Private sector involvement refers to engaging the goods movement industry and other 
business or commercial interests in the development of the RTP. Trucks, freight trains, 
taxis, limousines, and shared mobility companies all use the transportation network and 
are an integral part of the regional transportation system.  Other examples of private 
sector entities to engage in the development of the RTP include Transportation 
Management Associations, private transit operators, developers, and Chambers of 
Commerce.  Private sector involvement informs the regional transportation planning 
process can contribute to greater efficiency of the planned transportation network.   
 
Exemplary planning practice examples of MPO efforts to engage the private sector in 
RTP development are provided below: 
 
Large/Urban MPO Examples: 
 
http://www.sacog.org/regional-plans  
 
The National Highway Institute offers training on engaging the Private Sector in Freight 
Planning: 
http://www.nhi.fhwa.dot.gov/training/course_search.aspx?sf=0&course_no=139009 

                                                 
29 Administered as a contractual arrangement with community based consultants for outreach 
services that is subject to the federal procurement process. See: 
http://www.fresnocog.org/sites/default/files/publications/RTP/RTP_Mini_grant_app_Fresno_COG.
pdf 
 

ATTACHMENT B

http://sdforward.com/ContinuingActions/SocialEquityEnvJustice.aspx
http://www.climateplan.org/new-report-leading-the-way-on-strategies-for-a-more-sustainable-california/
http://www.sacog.org/regional-plans
http://www.nhi.fhwa.dot.gov/training/course_search.aspx?sf=0&course_no=139009
http://www.fresnocog.org/sites/default/files/publications/RTP/RTP_Mini_grant_app_Fresno_COG.pdf
http://www.fresnocog.org/sites/default/files/publications/RTP/RTP_Mini_grant_app_Fresno_COG.pdf


Final Draft  January 2017 

Final Draft 2017 MPO RTP Guidelines             325        
 

Consultation with Interested Parties 
 
The US DOT defines consultation as when: “one or more parties confer with other 
identified parties in accordance with an established process and, prior to taking 
action(s), considers the views of the other parties and periodically informs them about 
action(s) taken.”  Some areas of consultation could include transportation, land use, 
employment, economic development, housing, community development and 
environmental issues. Consultation requirements for the RTP are outlined in Section 
4.6. 
 
Large/Urban MPO Examples: 
 
http://rtpscs.scag.ca.gov/Pages/default.aspx 
Exemplary planning practice examples of MPO consultation efforts are provided below: 
 
Small/Medium and Rural MPO Example: 
 
http://www.sjcog.org/index.aspx?nid=181 
 
Native American Tribal Government Consultation and Coordination 
 
California is home to many non-federally recognized tribes as well as Native Americans 
living in urban areas.  MPOs should involve the Native American communities in the 
public participation processes. Establishing and maintaining government-to-government 
relations with federally recognized Tribal Governments through consultation is separate 
from, and precedes the public participation process. Tribal Consultation requirements for 
the RTP are outlined in Section 4.9. 
 
US DOT Order 5301.1 ensures that programs, policies and procedures administered by 
the US DOT are responsive to the needs and concerns of Native Americans.  This 
Order provides a very thorough overview of the various Federal regulations and 
Executive Orders on this subject.  This Order is available at: 
 
http://environment.fhwa.dot.gov/guidebook/vol2/5301.1.pdf 
 
It is recommended that federally and non-federally recognized Tribal Governments be 
consulted when historic, sacred sites, subsistence resources or traditional collecting 
properties are present in the MPOs jurisdiction.  
 
An exemplary planning practice example of MPO Tribal Consultation efforts is provided 
below: 
 
http://www.sdforward.com/pdfs/RP_final/AppendixG-
TribalConsultationProcessforSanDiegoForward-
CommunicationCooperationandCoordination.pdf 
 
Consultation with Resource Agencies 
 
Current federal regulations require MPOs to consult with resource agencies, State and 
local agencies responsible for land use management, environmental protection, 
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conservation, and historic preservation concerning the development of the RTP. As part 
of SCS development, MPOs must gather and consider the best available scientific 
information on resource areas and farmlands within the region. State and federal 
resource agencies may be able to assist MPOs by providing data, maps, or other 
information. Detailed information regarding Resource Agency Consultation during RTP 
development is available in Section 4.10. 
 
Transportation agencies and resource agencies have developed methods to better 
incorporate resource issues into transportation planning processes to benefit both 
transportation planning and project delivery as well as ecological outcomes. Two 
examples of processes are:  
 

1) FHWA's Eco-logical Approach organizes current methods for addressing natural 
resource identification, avoidance, minimization and mitigation into a systematic, 
step-wise process that starts at the beginning of the transportation planning 
process and concludes with establishing programmatic approaches to recurring 
natural resource issues that are implemented at the project level. FHWA has 
developed an implementation approach called Integrated Eco-logical Framework 
(IEF), a nine-step, voluntary framework for partners to collaborate, share data, 
and prioritize areas of ecological significance.  Implementing IEF at a regional 
scale during RTP development would allow for early coordination with resource 
agencies and other key stakeholders to establish a Regional Ecosystem 
Framework. This approach is also consistent with Regional Advance Mitigation 
Planning (RAMP) models developed by the RAMP Statewide Working Group. 
 
https://www.environment.fhwa.dot.gov/ecological/ImplementingEcoLogicalAppro
ach/default.asp 
 
https://rampcalifornia.water.ca.gov/ 

 
2) AB 2087 (Levine, 2016) establishes a pilot study program for a conservation 

planning tool called a Regional Conservation Investment Strategy (RCIS). The 
purpose of the RCIS is to promote the conservation of species, habitats and 
other natural resources and enable advance mitigation for public infrastructure 
projects, including transportation. An RCIS provides a voluntary, non-regulatory 
assessment and analysis of conservation needs in a region including habitat 
connectivity and climate resilience. Transportation agencies can use an 
approved RCIS to secure mitigation credit for conservation investments 
consistent with the RCIS through a Mitigation Credit Agreement (MCA). Pursuant 
to AB 2087, an RCIS pilot study program is presently under development and all 
RCISs and MCAs must be approved prior to January 1, 2020.   

 
Exemplary planning practice examples of Resource Agency consultation efforts and 
resulting planning products are provided below: 
 
Large/Urban MPO Examples: 
 
The San Diego Association of Governments’ TransNet Environmental Mitigation 
Program (EMP), funded by local sales tax dollars, is unique in that it goes beyond 
traditional mitigation for transportation projects by including a funding allocation for 
habitat acquisition, management, and monitoring activities as needed to help implement 
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the Multiple Species Conservation Program (MSCP) and the Multiple Habitat 
Conservation Program (MHCP) which are developed through extensive consultation with 
resource agencies. Information regarding the TransNet EMP is available at: 
 
http://www.sandag.org/index.asp?projectid=263&fuseaction=projects.detail 
 
The Southern California Association of Governments’ (SCAG) recently approved SCS 
Appendix on Natural and Farm Lands is a prime example of successful consultation with 
environmental agencies and stakeholders. SCAG established an Open Space 
Conservation Working Group (which included resource agencies), developed a 
comprehensive database with resources for county transportation commissions, local 
governments and other planning agencies to use in their conservation and mitigation 
planning processes, along with a report to provide context. The SCAG SCS Appendix is 
available at: 
 
www.scagrtpscs.net/Documents/2016/final/f2016RTPSCS_NaturalFarmLands.pdf 
 
 
 
Small/Medium and Rural MPO Examples: 
 
Butte County Association of Government's (BCAG) RTP/SCS and Regional 
Conservation Plan. BCAG adopted the Butte County Regional Conservation Plan (Plan), 
a regional Natural Community Conservation Plan/Habitat Conservation Plan 
(NCCP/HCP), to streamline the development and mitigation associated with public and 
private development in the planning area. BCAG's RTP/SCS is built around a set of 
general plans designed to be consistent with the Regional Conservation Plan. 
Preparation and adoption of the Regional Conservation Plan required extensive 
resource agency coordination with the planning signatories upon issuance of federal and 
state permits along with the Plan.  
 
http://www.buttehcp.com/ 
 
 
Integrating Ecological Considerations into Transportation Planning and 
Project Delivery 
 
This section discusses regionally important natural resources such as farmlands and 
habitat corridors that should be identified during the development and update process of 
RTPs, in order to more effectively implement transportation projects during the 
environmental review and permitting processes. This should not be considered a 
comprehensive list of environmental resources to consider in planning and early project 
development nor is this intended to include a comprehensive list for regulatory review. 
For a list of environmental resources to consider during environmental review, please 
see Chapter 5 of these Guidelines. 
 
Addressing Resource Areas and Farmland in the RTP 
 
As a planning practice to comply with the requirements of CA Government Code 65080 
(b)(2)(B), MPOs, based on locally and regionally significant considerations, are 
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encouraged to develop a Regional Open Space and Conservation Area Framework that 
identifies and considers “resource areas” and “farmland” as defined in Government Code 
Section 65080.01(a) and (b). To demonstrate consideration of resource areas and 
farmland, the SCS could 1) identify regional priority areas for conservation and mitigation 
efforts, based upon existing publicly available information and developed in consultation 
with the appropriate resource agencies including cities and counties, 2) adopt a land use 
forecast structured around spatially explicit, complementary networks of priority 
conservation areas and priority development areas, and 3) commit discretionary funding 
for conservation and development incentives for such areas. For an example of this 
approach, see Plan Bay Area: http://planbayarea.org/the-plan/adopted-plan-bay-area-
2013.html 
 
Another way to demonstrate consideration of resource areas and farmland is to 1) 
incorporate layers representing all categories of “resource areas” listed in Government 
Code Section 65080.01(a) and (b), as well as other key resources identified in HCPs, 
NCCPs and input from leading conservation organizations, and 2) treat these layers as 
constraints to development in land use scenarios and the adopted land use forecast.  
This low-cost, straightforward approach was pioneered by the Santa Barbara County 
Association of Governments (using a “Regional Greenprint” of GIS layers representing 
habitat, agricultural resources and other open space areas), and the Tulare County 
Association of Governments (using layers from the San Joaquin Valley Greenprint).   
 
Regional Conservation Planning Strategies to Address Potential Impacts  
 
Landscape conservation planning takes a proactive approach, identifying priority 
mitigation and conservation areas in advance of impacts, with the goal of preserving 
larger areas of higher habitat quality and connectivity. This type of advance planning 
also results in a more efficient and streamlined permitting approach for development 
projects. Advance mitigation, Natural Community Conservation Planning, mitigation 
banking, and in-lieu fee programs are all examples of landscape conservation planning 
in California. Generally speaking, all take a long-range, regional approach to mitigation 
and conservation planning. By working on a regional level, rather than project-by-project, 
state and federal agencies can work together and in cooperation with regional and local 
agencies to offset the environmental impacts of several planned infrastructure projects at 
once. https://www.wildlife.ca.gov/Conservation/Planning 
 
Policies and Regulations 
 
The following is a list of national and state policies that support and enable regional 
conservation planning efforts in California: 
 
National  

• Department of the Interior, Order No. 3330 “Improving Mitigation Policies and 
Practices of the Department of the Interior (Secretary Sally Jewell, 2013);” and 

• Presidential Memorandum “Mitigating Impacts on Natural Resources from 
Development and Encouraging Related Private Investment” (Nov 2015). 

• FHWA policies to encourage integration of natural resources in the planning 
process: https://www.environment.fhwa.dot.gov/integ/index.asp 

State  
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• California Endangered Species Act and Natural Community Conservation 
Planning Act (NCCP Act) 

 
Tools and Frameworks 
 
The following is a list of tools and frameworks available for regional conservation 
planning that can be integrated into planning processes at a regional scale:  
 

• Regional Advance Mitigation Planning (RAMP) - Advance mitigation planning to 
identify areas for mitigation prior to project-by-project discussion is an exemplary 
planning practice. Regional Advance Mitigation Planning (RAMP) is an important 
example of such efforts. By coordinating early with agencies responsible for 
project-level permitting to evaluate the individual and cumulative impacts of one 
or several projects and focusing mitigation on regional priority conservation 
opportunities, ecosystem-scale conservation needs can be met, providing more 
effective conservation and mitigation. In addition, the time and cost inefficiency of 
project-by-project review, permitting, and mitigation can be avoided thereby 
making mitigation more efficient. MPOs may consider using RAMP in siting and 
mitigating for infrastructure projects, in order to maximize time efficiency, reduce 
mitigation costs, and protect regional natural resources; 

• Regional Conservation Investment Strategies (RCIS) and Mitigation Credits 
Agreements (MCA) – Assembly Bill 2087 (Levine, 2016), established an RCIS 
pilot study program in California that is presently under development. An RCIS 
must be proposed by a public agency and would provide a voluntary process and 
framework to guide investments in natural resource conservation, infrastructure, 
and will identify priority locations for compensatory mitigation on a regional basis. 
Once an RCIS has been approved by the California Department of Fish and 
Wildlife as a pilot project, a Mitigation Credit Agreement can be established. 
Once established, RCISs and subsequent MCAs can provide a regional 
mitigation framework for RTPs and subsequent transportation projects. All RCISs 
and MCAs must be approved prior to January 1, 2020; 

• For additional information regarding regional open space conservation please 
see the following EPA website - http://www.epa.gov/dced/openspace.htm. 

 
The following is a list of regional Habitat Conservation Plan/NCCPs (HCP/NCCP) and 
other resources: 
 

• CA Department of Fish and Game Natural Community Conservation Planning 
information - There are currently 13 approved NCCPs (includes 6 subarea plans) 
and 22 NCCPs in the active planning phase (includes 10 subarea plans), which 
together cover more than 7 million acres and will provide conservation for nearly 
400 special status species and a wide diversity of natural community types 
throughout California  - 
https://www.wildlife.ca.gov/Conservation/Planning/NCCP/Plans; 

• USFWS Endangered Species Habitat Conservation Planning Information 
https://www.fws.gov/endangered/what-we-do/hcp-overview.html 

• Pacific Southwest Region USFWS Offices for Ecological Information 
http://www.fws.gov/cno/es/ 

• Sacramento FWS Office list of Regional Habitat Conservation Plans - 
https://www.fws.gov/sacramento/es/Habitat-Conservation-Plans/es_hcp.htm 
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• Carlsbad FWS Office information regarding Regional Habitat Conservation Plans 
http://www.fws.gov/carlsbad/HCPs/CarlsbadCFWORegionalHCPs%20.html 

• Ventura FWS Office information regarding Regional Habitat Conservation Plans  
https://www.fws.gov/ventura/endangered/habitatconservation/index.html 

• Information regarding City and County Zoning Ordinances - 
https://www.opr.ca.gov/docs/PZD2012.pdf 

• Information regarding Farmland Mapping and Williamson Act  
www.conservation.ca.gov/dlrp/fmmp; 

• Information regarding adopted Open Space Elements is available through the 
Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR) California Planner’s Book of 
Lists - https://www.opr.ca.gov/s_publications.php 

 
Statewide Examples 
 
Aggregated planning practice examples of the consideration of environmental resources 
in transportation planning from throughout California can be found in the Sustainable 
Communities Strategies and Conservation report:  
  
http://www.nature.org/ourinitiatives/regions/northamerica/unitedstates/california/sustaina
ble-communities-strategies-and-conservation.pdf 
 
The following represent additional planning practice examples of how regions have 
conducted regional conservation planning efforts focusing on resource areas and 
farmland as part of their RTP process: 
 
Large/Urban MPO Examples: 
 

• SANDAG’s Environmental Mitigation Program (EMP) - An excellent example of 
this approach is SANDAG’s EMP, which is funded through the region’s TransNet 
sales tax measure. The EMP directs mitigation resources to habitat identified in 
adopted conservation plans, leverages funding from conservation partners, and 
saves additional money by acquiring habitat “early, at lower prices, and in larger 
parcels” (http://www.keepsandiegomoving.com/EMP/EMP-intro.aspx). For more 
information, please see San Diego Forward: The Regional Plan 
http://www.sdforward.com/;  

• Orange County Transportation Authority (OCTA) EMP 
http://www.octa.net/Projects-and-Programs/Measure-M/Measure-M2-(2011-
2041)/Freeway-Mitigation/Conservation-Plan/; 

• Rural-Urban Connections Strategy (RUCS) developed by SACOG: 
http://www.sacog.org/rucs/ 

• SCAG’s preparation of a Conservation Framework and Assessment (Jan 2015)- 
http://sustain.scag.ca.gov/Sustainability%20Portal%20Document%20Library/SC
AG%20Final%20Conservation%20Framework%20%20Assessment_Feb.pdf; 

• SCAG’s 2016 RTP/SCS preparation of Natural and Farm Lands Appendix -  
www.scagrtpscs.net/Documents/2016/final/f2016RTPSCS_NaturalFarmLands.pd
f 
 

Medium/Small/Rural MPO Examples: 
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• Butte County Association of Government's (BCAG) RTP/SCS and Regional 
Conservation Plan - BCAG adopted the Butte County Regional Conservation 
Plan (Plan), a regional Natural Community Conservation Plan/Habitat 
Conservation Plan (NCCP/HCP), adopted recently to streamline the development 
and mitigation associated with public and private development in the planning 
area. BCAG's RTP/SCS has identified Regional Conservation Plan development 
and implementation strategies during transportation projects. Preparation and 
adoption of the Regional Conservation Plan required extensive resource agency 
coordination with the planning signatories upon issuance of federal and state 
permits along with the Plan. For more information, see Butte County Metropolitan 
Transportation Plan & Sustainable Communities Strategy:  
http://www.bcag.org/Planning/RTP--SCS/index.html; 

• AMBAG incorporated a Regional Greenprint Analysis into its 2014 MTP/SCS:  
http://www.ambag.org/programs-services/planning/metro-transport-plan; 

• San Joaquin Valley Greenprint, sponsored by Fresno COG:  
www.fresnocog.org/san-joaquin-valley-greenprint-program; 

• Tulare County Association of Governments (using layers from the San Joaquin 
Valley Greenprint) - 2014-2040 Regional Transportation Plan & Sustainable 
Communities Strategy for Tulare County http://www.tularecog.org/rtp2014/. 

• Santa Barbara County Conservation Blueprint – A process led by the Land Trust 
of Santa Barbara County is underway and leading an effort of data gathering and 
community engagement process leading to a Conservation Blueprint that will 
provide a science based decision-making platform for conservation, including 
restoration and other land management decisions. The process is led by Land 
Trust for Santa Barbara County, Cachuma Resource Conversation District, and 
the Santa Barbara Foundation’s LEAF Initiative, and is guided by a 12-member 
Steering Committee; http://www.aginnovations.org/project/santa-barbara-county-
conservation-blueprint. For more information, see Santa Barbara’s 2040 
Regional Transportation Plan and Sustainable Communities Strategy: 
http://www.sbcag.org/rtp.html; 

• The Land Trust of Santa Cruz County developed a Conservation Blueprint 
(http://www.landtrustsantacruz.org/blueprint/) for the county which is being 
integrated with Santa Cruz County’s RTP and regional planning processes. 
Specifically, Santa Cruz County’s Conservation Blueprint is the basis for 
developing an advance mitigation planning framework via an EMP within the 
2014 RTP development process - http://sccrtc.org/funding-planning/long-range-
plans/rtp/2014-plan.  

• The Elkhorn Slough Early Mitigation Partnership (ESEMP) is a Caltrans-
sponsored interagency effort to provide early mitigation for a series of future 
transportation improvement projects within the Elkhorn Slough Watershed. This 
project seeks to help address regional scale conservation in a manner that also 
can help facilitate project delivery by developing a process for identifying funding 
strategies and implementing conservation agreements earlier than would be 
possible through existing traditional channels - http://elkhornslough.ucdavis.edu/. 

 
Aquatic and Terrestrial Habitat Connectivity  
 
A functional network of connected wildlands is essential to the continued support of 
California’s diverse natural communities in the face of human development and climate 
change. Natural and semi-natural components of the landscape must be large enough 
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and connected enough to meet the needs of all species that use them, including species’ 
continued need for movement, migration, and shifts in distribution. The California 
Essential Habitat Connectivity Project developed guidance for mitigating the fragmenting 
effects of roads and transportation corridors and a framework for developing regional 
and local connectivity plans (California Essential Habitat Connectivity Project 2010).  
 
Policies and Regulations 
 
The following is a list of national and state policies that support and enable habitat 
connectivity planning efforts in California: 
 
National 

• Federal Endangered Species Act and species recovery plans that identify habitat 
fragmentation and road mortality as risks to species recovery 

State 
• AB 498 (Levine, 2015) regarding Wildlife Conservation and Wildlife Corridors 

which amends California Fish and Game Code Sections 1797.5, 1930, and 
1930.5; 

• CEQA Guidelines and Migratory Species – “Will the project interfere substantially 
with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or 
with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use 
of native wildlife nursery sites;” 

• California State Wildlife Action Plan and Transportation Companion Plan - 
https://www.wildlife.ca.gov/swap; and 

• SB 857 (Kuehl, 2006) applies to State Highway System transportation projects 
and details requirements for assessing and remediating barriers to fish passage 
at stream crossings along the State Highway System. A coordinated and 
comprehensive fish passage improvement program is fundamental to restore 
unimpeded passage for aquatic organisms and for the success of habitat 
restoration activities.      

 
Tools and Data 
 
There are GIS habitat modeling tools and datasets that are available to consider and 
integrate into the RTP update process. These can be integrated into the RTP update 
itself as well as with future transportation projects identified in RTPs. The following is a 
list of tools and datasets available for planning decisions:  
 
Statewide 

• California Essential Connectivity Project (2010) 
https://www.wildlife.ca.gov/conservation/planning/connectivity/CEHC;  

• California Protected Areas Database www.calands.org; and 
• California Fish Passage Assessment Database (PAD) http://www.calfish.org/ 

Regional 
• Bay Area Critical Linkages - http://www.scwildlands.org/; 
• South Coast Linkages - http://www.scwildlands.org/; 
• California Desert Connectivity Project - http://www.scwildlands.org/; and 
• CDFW’s Northern Sierra Nevada Foothill connectivity mapping project 

https://www.wildlife.ca.gov/Data/Analysis/Connectivity. 
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Examples 
 
The following are examples of various RTPs and other long-range transportation plans 
that have integrated habitat connectivity resources and natural resource mapping into 
their planning processes: 
 

• AMBAG’s Monterey Bay Area Sensitive Resource Mapping Project with 2035 
RTP/SCS Update. AMBAG received SHRP2 (C06) federal highway research 
funds to apply FHWA’s Integrated Ecological Framework (IEF) to their Moving 
Forward Monterey Bay 2035 Plan and planning process. The goal was to identify 
sensitive resources in the AMBAG region to provide managers with a better 
understanding of potential conflicts and mitigation needs for transportation 
projects in the 2035 Plan. AMBAG created on on-line interactive GIS database 
with this project and developed 32 sensitive resource maps for the AMBAG 
region and used in the Environmental Mitigation section of the RTP/SCS 2035 
Plan update; 

• Caltrans District 5 Highway 17 Transportation Concept Report – 
http://www.dot.ca.gov/dist05/planning/sys_plan_docs/factsheets_datasheets/SR1
7/17_tcr.pdf; 

• Caltrans District 5 Regional Wildlife and Habitat Connectivity Plan for the Central 
Coast Region of California – 
http://www.dot.ca.gov/dist05/planning/AdvWildlifeConnectivity.htm; and 

• Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation Plan - Conservation planning efforts, 
such as the Conservation Blueprint, developed by the Land Trust of Santa Cruz 
County, and the Wildlife Habitat Connectivity GIS database, developed by 
Caltrans and partner agencies, support regional mitigation and can serve as a 
resource for future mitigation plans in Santa Cruz County. This data is being 
integrated into the RTP 2014 of Santa Cruz County and AMBAG’s RTP/SCS. 

 
 
RTP Financial Overview 
 
Federal statute and regulations and California State statute requires RTPs to contain an 
estimate of funds available for the 20-year planning horizon.  This discussion of financial 
information is fundamental to the development and implementation of the RTP.  The 
financial portions of the RTP identify the current and anticipated revenue sources and 
financing techniques available to fund the planned transportation investments described 
in other portions of the RTP.  The intent is to define realistic financing constraints and 
opportunities.  All projects, except illustrative projects i.e. unconstrained projects, must 
be fully funded in order to be included in the RTP.   With this financing information, 
alternatives are developed and used by the MPO, local agencies and State decision-
makers in funding transportation projects. Detailed information regarding RTP financial 
requirements is available in Sections 6.2 – 6.7. 
 
Fiscal Constraint 
 
http://www.sandag.org/index.asp?projectid=292&fuseaction=projects.detail 
 
http://www.scag.ca.gov/rtp2004/2004/FinalPlan.htm 
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Listing of Constrained and Un-constrained Projects 
 
http://www.mtc.ca.gov/planning/2035_plan/ 
 
 
Revenue Identification and Forecasting  
 
http://www.bcag.org/Planning/index.html 
 
Estimating Future Transportation Costs 
 
In keeping with the Federal and State efforts to streamline the project delivery and NEPA 
review process at the project level by providing environmental information at the earliest 
point in time, it is recommended that the RTP also include a preliminary cost estimate for 
the mitigation activities that are identified.  
 
Asset Management 
 
To ensure a sustainable transportation system, MPOs are encouraged to address 
existing infrastructure condition and performance prior to considering expansion of the 
system.  This general approach is considered a best practice that will ensure that the 
agencies funding for the transportation will be adequate to sustain the system into the 
future.  
 
 
RTP Modal Discussion 
 
Transit 
 
Los Angeles Metro, First and Last Mile Strategic Plan, identified strategies and potential 
funding sources for improving the areas surrounding transit stations to make it easier 
and safer for people to access them. SCAG incorporated some of these strategies into 
its 2016 RTP/SCS as well as short trips strategies to increase the number of trips under 
three miles that people take by foot or bike.  The plan is available at: 
 
http://media.metro.net/docs/sustainability_path_design_guidelines.pdf 
 
Bicycle & Pedestrian 
 
The use of bicycles and walking as a means of transportation has increased 
dramatically in California over the last 20 years.  Both modes of transportation promote 
a healthy lifestyle and reduce environmental impacts.  
 
Bicycle and Pedestrian planning practice information and resources are available at the 
following links: 
 
“At the Intersection of Active Transportation & Equity” (Safe Routes to Schools National 
Partnership, 2015) http://saferoutespartnership.org/resources/report/intersection-active-
transportation-equity 
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“Urban Bikeway Design Guide” (National Association of City Transportation Officials, 
2014) http://nacto.org/publication/urban-bikeway-design-guide/ 
 
Local and Regional plans for bicycle and pedestrian trails and related facilities, 
including the California Coastal Trail should be supported by RTPs. Additional planning 
practice information regarding the California Coastal Trail is available at the following 
links: 
 
Completing the California Coastal Trail Plan – California Coastal Conservancy 
http://www.coastal.ca.gov/access/coastal-trail-report.pdf 
 
Information regarding California Coastal Trail Definition and Design and Siting Standards 
is available at: 
http://www.scc.ca.gov/webmaster/pdfs/CCT_Siting_Design.pdf 
 
Goods Movement (Maritime/Rail/Trucking/Aviation) 
 
MPOs are encouraged to consider developing or updating freight plans for their region, 
as these plans can help MPOs improve the efficiency and sustainability of goods 
movement in their regions. 
 
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/tpp/offices/ogm/ 

 
http://rtpscs.scag.ca.gov/Pages/default.aspx 

 
http://www.alamedactc.org/goodsmovement 
 
http://www.ops.fhwa.dot.gov/Freight/infrastructure/nfn/index.htm 

 
http://www.sandag.org/index.asp?classid=13&fuseaction=home.classhome 
 
California Sustainable Freight Action Plan 
 
In July 2015, Governor Brown issued Executive Order B-32-15 which prioritizes 
California’s transition to a more efficient and less polluting freight transportation system.  
This transition of California’s freight transportation system is essential to supporting the 
State’s economic competitiveness in the coming decades while reducing greenhouse 
gas emissions and air quality impacts.  The Executive Order directed State agencies to 
develop an integrated action plan by July 2016 that established clear targets to improve 
freight efficiency, transition to zero-emission technologies, and increase the 
competitiveness of California’s freight system.  It is suggested that regional 
transportation agencies consult the California Sustainable Freight Action Plan when 
developing the freight-related strategies in their respective RTPs. For more information 
see: http://www.dot.ca.gov/casustainablefreight/ 
 
California Freight Mobility Plan 
 
The state’s California Freight Mobility Plan (CFMP) is a policy and action agenda 
document that supports the improvement of California’s goods movement infrastructure 
while preserving the environment.  MPOs are encouraged to review the CFMP for 
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guidance, and ensure consistency while addressing goods movement within their RTPs.   
The RTPs and the CFMP will ideally function in a feedback loop, as the goods 
movement strategies and projects identified in RTPs will be incorporated into the next 
update of the CFMP. For more information see: 
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/tpp/offices/ogm/cfmp.html 
 
Regional Aviation System 
 
MPOs should consider including the following aviation planning topics in the 
development of their RTPs: 
 

1. An overview of the role that all public use airports including both commercial, and 
general aviation airports, heliports, and military airfields play in the region’s 
multimodal transportation system. 

2. Describe the functional relationship between the region’s airports, and heliports, 
and explain specific RTP policies that support and preserve the long term viability 
of the region’s airports. 

3. Identify current airport conditions such as noise, safety, and future airport 
improvement projects that can be found in either an airport’s layout plan, or 
master plans.  

4. Provide a list of all public-use airports, including their State functional class 
developed by the Division of Aeronautics for all commercial and general aviation 
airports, and military installations in the region, and a description of their facilities 
and uses, and a map of their location. 

5. Provide a discussion of any future airport(s) growth and improvement needs 
found in each airport’s master plan or airport layout plan. 

6. A discussion of multimodal ground access issues and any required ground 
access program or plan. 

7. A separate list of short (5 year) and long-range (10 year) Airport Capital 
Improvement Plan (ACIP) projects within the region. 

8. Identify which governing body serves as each county’s ALUC for the region 
established pursuant to PUC 21670(a), as well as the title and date of the most 
current ALUCPs, Airport Master Plans or Airport Layout Plans; and military Air 
Installation Compatible Use Zone Plans. 

9. Demonstrate consistency with the State of California Office of Planning and 
Research’s document entitled Community and Military Compatibility Planning; 
Supplement to the General Plan Guidelines (December 2009) for military 
installations available at:   
https://www.opr.ca.gov/docs/Military_GPG_Supplement.pdf 

 
Additional aviation planning practice information and case studies can be found at:  

 
http://dot.ca.gov/hq/planning/aeronaut/publication.htm 

 
http://www.faa.gov/airports/planning_capacity/ga_study 

 
http://www.gao.gov/products/GAO-10-120 

 
http://www.gao.gov/products/GAO-13-261 
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For questions and additional information regarding the state aviation program and its 
airport planning activities for a specific region, please visit the Caltrans Division of 
Aeronautics website:  http://www.dot.ca.gov/aeronaut/index.html 

 
For additional information regarding land use compatibility concerns affecting airports, 
please visit the Caltrans Division of Aeronautics website:  
http://dot.ca.gov/hq/planning/aeronaut/documents/alucp/ 
 
Military Airfields and Installations 
 
As a best practice, MPOs should include a discussion of military installations 
transportation and land use compatibility needs in their RTPs by addressing of the 
following:  
 

1. A list and map of all military airfields and installations in the region.  
2. An overview of the role that these military airfields and installations play in the 

region including a brief description of the installation’s current and future 
mission(s). 

3. Discuss multimodal ground access needs to installations for both people and 
freight, as well any needed ground access programs or plans that support its 
needs to complete its mission(s). 

4. Demonstrate consistency with California’s OPR document Community and 
Military Compatibility Planning; Supplement to the General Plan Guidelines 
(December 2009) available at: 
https://www.opr.ca.gov/docs/Military_GPG_Supplement.pdf. 

 
Additional military installation planning practices can be found at:  
 
http://www.napawash.org/2009/1378-strengthening-national-defense-countering-
encroachment-through-military-community-collaboration.html 
 
http://militarycouncil.ca.gov/s_economicdata.php 
 
https://www.sdmac.org/ImpactStudy.htm 
 
http://hrtpo.org/page/military-transportation-needs 
 
http://www.nctcog.org/trans/aviation/jlus/JLUS_bkg.asp 
 
http://hrtpo.org/page/military-transportation-needs 
 
http://www.nceastmgtf.org/studies-and-analyses 
 
For questions and additional information regarding the state aviation program and its 
airport planning activities for a specific region, please visit the Caltrans Division of 
Aeronautics website:  http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/planning/aeronaut/planners.htm 
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Transportation System Management and Operations 
 
A US DOT document titled; “Management & Operations in the Metropolitan 
Transportation Plan: A Guidebook for Creating an Objectives-Driven, Performance-
Based Approach” provides a very good overview on how to integrate transportation 
system management and operations into the planning process. See: 
 
http://www.ops.fhwa.dot.gov/publications/moguidebook/index.htm 
 
In addition, the US DOT document titled, “Traffic Signal Operations and Maintenance 
Staffing Guidelines,” provides guidelines to estimate the staffing and resource needs 
required to effectively operate and maintain traffic signal systems. Specifically, Chapter 
1.3.1 provides a suggestion on the level of maintenance that is necessary.  See:  
http://ops.fhwa.dot.gov/publications/fhwahop09006/fhwahop09006.pdf 
 
 
Future of Transportation and New Technology 
 
While maintaining the current transportation network is often a priority for MPOs, MPOs 
need to be planning ahead for a future in which technology will transform the way that 
people move and live. This section provides a summary of federal and State legislation 
to prepare for new technologies and innovations for the future of transportation. MPOs 
are ideally positioned to anticipate and be responsive to the needs of future generations. 
In addition, RTPs can also identify how the transportation network has been designed to 
accommodate, and promote, new technology, alternative fuels, charging stations, zero-
emission technology, and emerging technology such as automated vehicles; include a 
discussion about incentives and implementation of these measures; and, identify how 
the proposed transportation network is meeting the goals and objectives of the State’s 
Zero Emission Vehicle Action Plan.  
 
Connected Vehicle Program 
 
There are several activities related to the national Connected Vehicle Program that will 
certainly impact regional and local transportation agencies, in addition to Caltrans.  
Since 90% of the roadways in California are owned and operated by local agencies, 
including the 58 counties and more than 500 incorporated cities, it is critically important 
for them to be aware of and to plan for the implementation of connected vehicles. 
 
This document explains licensing requirements transparent and best practices 
accessible to any organization, public or private, seeking to deploy “Connected Vehicle” 
Dedicated Short Range Communications (DSRC) Roadside Units (RSU) and services 
that support vehicle-to-infrastructure (V2I) applications. 
 
http://ntl.bts.gov/lib/56000/56900/56950/FHWA-JPO-16-267.pdf 
 
This guidance is intended to assist system owner/operator staff to deploy V2I technology 
not only in terms Federal Aid Highway program requirements but also practices to help 
ensure interoperability and efficient and effective planning/procurement/operations. 
 
http://www.its.dot.gov/meetings/pdf/V2I_DeploymentGuidanceDraftv9.pdf 
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SANDAG’s “Off-Model GHG Reduction Methodology” provides calculations and planning 
practices for vehicle automation assumptions: 
http://www.sdforward.com/pdfs/RP_final/AppendixA_B_C.pdf 
 
Transportation Electrification 
 
State law encourages MPOs to promote the development of transportation electrification 
and the deployment of electric vehicles in their RTPs. Section 740.12 of the Public 
Utilities Code describes the importance of transportation electrification for meeting 
greenhouse gas emission reduction targets and air quality standards. 
 
Guidance for Zero-Emission Vehicles Readiness Planning Statewide 
 
2016 Zero Emission Vehicle Action Plan  
(Governor’s Interagency Working Group on Zero-Emission Vehicles): 
https://www.gov.ca.gov/docs/2016_ZEV_Action_Plan.pdf 
 
Zero-Emission Vehicles in CA: Community Readiness Guidebook and Other Resources 
(Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, OPR): 
https://www.opr.ca.gov/docs/ZEV_Guidebook.pdf 
https://www.opr.ca.gov/s_zero-emissionvehicles.php 
 
A Toolkit for Community Plug-In Electric Vehicle Readiness and Additional Resources 
(California Plug-in Electric Vehicle Collaborative, PEV Collaborative): 
http://www.pevcollaborative.org/sites/all/themes/pev/files/docs/toolkit_final_website.pdf 
http://www.pevcollaborative.org/pev-readiness 
 
Funding for Zero-Emission Vehicle Planning and Implementation 
 
Zero-Emission Vehicle Regional Readiness and Planning (California Energy 
Commission): 
http://www.energy.ca.gov/contracts/GFO-16-601/ 
 
Examples of Regional Readiness Plans (Zero-Emission Vehicles and Alternative Fuels)  
 
Upstate Plug-In Electric Vehicle Readiness Project (Shasta, Siskiyou & Tehama 
Counties) 
http://www.siskiyoucounty.org/pev/ 
 
AMBAG Electric Vehicle Infrastructure Plan for the Monterey Bay Area 
http://www.ambag.org/programs-services/planning/electric-vehicle-planning 
 
San Joaquin Valley Plug-In Electric Vehicle Readiness Plan 
https://energycenter.org/sites/default/files/docs/nav/programs/pev-planning/san-
joaquin/san_joaquin_valley_pev_readiness_plan-web.pdf 
 
Bay Area – Experience Electric Initiative 
http://mtc.ca.gov/whats-happening/news/experience-electric-initiative-brings-lastest-ev-
models-people 
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SCAG RTP/SCS Mobility Innovations Appendix: 
http://scagrtpscs.net/Documents/2016/draft/d2016RTPSCS_MobilityInnovations.pdf 
 
SCAG Plug-In Electric Vehicle Readiness Plan 
https://www.scag.ca.gov/Documents/SCAG-
Southern%20CA%20PEV%20Readiness%20Plan.pdf 
 
San Diego Regional Alternative Fuel Readiness Plan: 
http://www.sandag.org/uploads/projectid/projectid_487_20274.pdf 
 
San Diego Plug-In Electric Vehicle Readiness Plan: 
http://www.sandag.org/uploads/publicationid/publicationid_1817_17061.pdf 
 
 
Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) Contents and Development 
 
Integrating transportation, land use, and housing, in the planning process is vital to 
reducing regional greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions from cars and light trucks. The 
Sustainable Communities Strategy or SCS, was added as a new component of the RTP 
following the passage of SB 375 in September 2008, pursuant to Government Code 
Section 65080(b)(2). Detailed information on the requirements for SCS Content and 
Development is available in Section 6.24 and Section 6.25. 
 
MPOs are required to develop a forecasted development pattern for the region that, 
when integrated with the regional transportation network and other transportation 
measures and policies, will reduce regional greenhouse gas emissions from cars and 
light trucks to achieve, if there is a feasible way to do so, the regional targets set by 
ARB.  
 
The RTP/SCS is required to be developed in an inclusive and transparent manner 
pursuant to a public participation plan that meets state and federal requirements. 
Consistent with SB 375 and Title 23 CFR Part 450.316, the RTP/SCS development 
process includes involvement by all interested parties, such as walking and bicycling 
representatives, public health departments and public health non-governmental 
organizations, affordable housing advocates, transportation advocates, neighborhood 
and community groups, environmental advocates, home builder representatives, broad-
based business organizations, landowners, commercial property interests and 
homeowner associations, the Native American community, neighboring MPOs and the 
general public through a proactive public participation process.  
 
As part of the RTP/SCS development process, MPOs generally prepare scenarios that 
illustrate different long-range visions for transportation and land-use in the region.  
MPOs balance public input from a variety of stakeholders in the development of their 
RTP scenarios. Examples of how MPOs have incorporated public input into their RTP 
scenario development processes can be found below: 
 
ABAG/MTC modeled the stakeholder-developed Enhanced Network of Communities 
(ENC) Scenario and the Equity, Environment, and Jobs (EEJ) Scenario. The ENC 
project list largely overlapped with the preferred scenario identified by MTC and ABAG. 
The EEJ list cut a number of road expansion projects in order to redirect funding to bus 
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service, while shifting some housing production to transit oriented suburban job centers 
that had not volunteered for significant growth. 
 
Fresno COG modeled Scenario D, which was built around a more compact pattern of 
growth that would have conserved over 4,700 more acres of farmland, rangeland, and 
other open space than Fresno COG’s preferred scenario, while directing more growth 
into existing communities, especially disadvantaged rural communities.  
 
In response to community advocates’ request for a “Balanced Growth Scenario,” Kern 
COG developed the 33% Housing Mix Alternative, under which 33% of new residential 
development would have gone into existing communities, and the 100% Infill Alternative.  
 
There are various approaches that MPOs can take to develop scenarios that reflect 
community input. Incorporating public feedback into scenario creation, as technical and 
financial resources allow, is considered an exemplary planning practice that MPOs 
should strive for.  
 
As a planning practice to evaluate the implementation of the land use development plan 
in the SCS, an on-going monitoring program and periodic reporting program could be 
conducted.  The monitoring program could be at a sufficient spatial and temporal level of 
detail to satisfy several objectives: a) identify regional or sub-regional growth patterns, b) 
provide jurisdiction level information needed to evaluate their role in the regional plan, 
and c) evaluate the consistency requirement for land use projects under SB 375 CEQA 
streamlining.  
  
Another planning practice is for MPOs to provide financial incentives, as feasible, to 
those local governments that promote land-use and affordable housing production 
consistent with the SCS. Those incentives can make a portion of regional transportation 
funding available only to those local governments that (1) adopt an HCD-certified 
Housing Element and commit to implement its action programs and report annually on 
implementation progress, (2) produce a substantial portion of their lower-income RHNA 
need, and (3) adopt effective tenant protections and other anti-displacement policies to 
ensure that high-propensity transit riders are not displaced from transit-oriented 
locations.  
  
MTC’s OneBayArea Grant Program (OBAG) has implemented elements of this 
approach. While not all agencies have the financial resources necessary to fund a 
discretionary grant program such as OBAG, it is an exemplary practice for MPOs to 
learn from.  As amended in July 2016, OBAG provides a policy framework for awarding 
federal funding to projects that reflect regional transportation priorities and that support 
the goals set forth in Plan Bay Area such as:  

• Conservation planning and land protection in Priority Conservation Areas 
• Incentives for focused, transit-oriented growth in Priority Development Areas 
• Funding for active transportation projects designed to support complete streets 

and safe access to transit and schools 
• Grants to reward cities for providing affordable housing and to protect affordable 

units in low-income communities 
 

ATTACHMENT B



Final Draft  January 2017 

Final Draft 2017 MPO RTP Guidelines             342        
 

For visualization and mapping, Urban Footprint is a planning tool which can reveal 
outcomes ranging from household costs, water and energy use, to loss or retention of 
open space.   SCAG employed Urban Footprint in the 2012 RTP/SCS, accessible at: 
 
http://www.scag.ca.gov/Documents/UrbanFootprintTechnicalSummary.pdf 
 
Addressing Resource Areas and Farmland in the SCS 
 
As a planning practice to comply with the requirements of CA Government Code 65080 
(b)(2)(B), MPOs, based on locally and regionally significant considerations, are 
encouraged to develop a Regional Open Space and Conservation Area Framework that 
identifies and considers “resource areas” and “farmland” as defined in Government Code 
Section 65080.01(a) and (b). To demonstrate consideration of resource areas and 
farmland, the SCS could 1) identify regional priority areas for conservation and mitigation 
efforts, based upon existing publicly available information and developed in consultation 
with the appropriate resource agencies including cities and counties, 2) adopt a land use 
forecast structured around spatially explicit, complementary networks of priority 
conservation areas and priority development areas, and 3) commit discretionary funding 
for conservation and development incentives for such areas. For an example of this 
approach, see Plan Bay Area: http://planbayarea.org/the-plan/adopted-plan-bay-area-
2013.html 
 
Another way to demonstrate consideration of resource areas and farmland is to 1) 
incorporate layers representing all categories of “resource areas” listed in Government 
Code Section 65080.01(a) and (b), as well as other key resources identified in HCPs, 
NCCPs and input from leading conservation organizations, and 2) treat these layers as 
constraints to development in land use scenarios and the adopted land use forecast.  
This low-cost, straightforward approach was pioneered by the Santa Barbara County 
Association of Governments (using a “Regional Greenprint” of GIS layers representing 
habitat, agricultural resources and other open space areas), and the Tulare County 
Association of Governments (using layers from the San Joaquin Valley Greenprint).   
 
For more information, see Santa Barbara’s 2040 Regional Transportation Plan and 
Sustainable Communities Strategy: http://www.sbcag.org/rtp.html and the 2014-2040 
Regional Transportation Plan & Sustainable Communities Strategy for Tulare County 
http://www.tularecog.org/rtp2014/. 
 
To support and expand upon these practices, MPOs are strongly encouraged to help 
local jurisdictions integrate HCPs, NCCPs and other conservation plans into their 
general plans, and incorporate the results into future land use forecasts. Prior to 
preparing its 2012 MTP/SCS, for example, the Butte County Association of 
Governments (BCAG) helped four of six local jurisdictions update their general plans to 
be consistent with one another, and with the Butte Regional Conservation Plan (BRCP) 
then in development.  Based in part on these plans, its 2012 land use forecast directs 
most new growth into a network of Urban Permit Areas designed to minimize conflict 
with the BRCP.  Thus, by working on a voluntary basis with those who have land use 
planning authority, BCAG was able to lay the groundwork for a land use pattern that will 
help protect some of its region’s most important habitat and open space.   
 
For more information, see Butte County Metropolitan Transportation Plan & Sustainable 
Communities Strategy: http://www.bcag.org/Planning/RTP--SCS/index.html. 
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The following represent additional planning practice examples of how MPOs have 
conducted regional conservation planning efforts focusing on resource areas and 
farmland:  
 
North County Multiple Habitat Conservation Program (MHCP) coordinated by SANDAG: 
http://www.sandag.org/index.asp?projectid=97&fuseaction=projects.detail 
 
Rural-Urban Connections Strategy (RUCS) developed by SACOG: 
http://www.sacog.org/rucs/ 
 
Natural and Farm Lands Appendix prepared by SCAG for its 2016 RTP/SCS:  
www.scagrtpscs.net/Documents/2016/final/f2016RTPSCS_NaturalFarmLands.pdf 
  
Regional Greenprint Analysis prepared by AMBAG for its 2014 MTP/SCS:  
http://www.ambag.org/programs-services/planning/metro-transport-plan 
 
San Joaquin Valley Greenprint, sponsored by Fresno COG: 
http://www.fresnocog.org/san-joaquin-valley-greenprint-program 
 
To realize the benefits of natural resource assessments like these, it is essential that 
they be thoroughly incorporated into land use scenarios and transportation project 
selection. In addition to the approaches taken by the Bay Area, Santa Barbara County, 
Tulare County and Butte County, MPOs are encouraged to follow an approach set forth 
in SLOCOG’s first RTP/SCS: “Give conservation plans as much weight as general plans 
when planning transportation investments.” For more information, see 
http://www.slocog.org/programs/regional-planning/2014-rtpscs. 
 
The following sources of information can assist MPOs in gathering and considering the 
best practically available scientific information regarding resource areas and farmland: 
 
Survey of conservation best practices in SCSs, with sample language, implementation 
steps and suggested performance measures for specific practices: 
 
Sustainable Communities Strategies and Conservation: Results from the First Round 
and Policy Recommendations for the Future Round (Southern Sierra Partnership) 
http://www.southernsierrapartnership.org/scs-policy-report.html 
 
Natural Community Conservation and Habitat Conservation Planning Information: 
 
CA Department of Fish and Game Natural Community Conservation Planning 
information 
http://www.dfg.ca.gov/habcon/nccp/ 
 
USFWS Endangered Species Habitat Conservation Planning Information 
https://www.fws.gov/endangered/what-we-do/hcp-overview.html 
 
Pacific Southwest Region USFWS Offices for Ecological Information 
http://www.fws.gov/cno/es/ 
 
Sacramento FWS Office list of Regional Habitat Conservation Plans 
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https://www.fws.gov/sacramento/es/Habitat-Conservation-Plans/es_hcp.htm 
 
Carlsbad FWS Office information regarding Regional Habitat Conservation Plans 
http://www.fws.gov/carlsbad/HCPs/CarlsbadCFWORegionalHCPs%20.html 
 
Ventura FWS Office information regarding Regional Habitat Conservation Plans 
https://www.fws.gov/ventura/endangered/habitatconservation/index.html 
 
Information regarding City and County Zoning Ordinances: 
https://www.opr.ca.gov/docs/PZD2012.pdf 
 
Information regarding Farmland Mapping and Williamson Act: 
www.conservation.ca.gov/dlrp/fmmp 
 
www.conservation.ca.gov/dlrp/pages/index.aspx 
 
Information regarding adopted Open Space Elements is available through the 
Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR) California Planner’s Book of Lists: 
https://www.opr.ca.gov/s_publications.php 
 
 
Land Use and Transportation Strategies to Address Regional Greenhouse 
Gas Emissions in the RTP 
 
MPOs are encouraged to consider and incorporate those strategies that are likely to 
provide the greatest level of greenhouse gas emissions reduction considering feasibility 
of implementation as well as the unique characteristics and needs within the region. 
 
This section provides several, but not a complete list of many and varied resources 
currently available to promote reductions in greenhouse gas emissions.  MPOs are 
encouraged to connect and consult these resources as appropriate for their region, 
additional information is also available in Section 6.24. 
 
Pricing Strategies 
 
(Local/State Legislation is required to implement various pricing strategies and should be 
researched prior to incorporating into the RTP development process) 
 
Pricing strategies are suggested to encourage reduced driving to reduce GHG 
emissions, and include, but are not limited to: 
 
1.  Using alternative mode programs, congestion pricing, toll roads, and parking pricing 
strategies.  Examples are: 

i. Road pricing and High Occupancy Toll (HOT) lanes.  To reduce VMT, MPOs 
should model adding pricing to existing lanes, not just as a means for 
additional expansion.  Variable/congestion pricing should be considered. 

ii. User fees such as fuel taxes and parking charges. 
iii. Free or reduced fare transit fares. 
iv. Expansion of Parking Cash-Out Programs. 
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v. Strategies to reduce the impacts of pricing strategies on low-income 
individuals. 

vi. Improve the cost-efficiency of transit investments and transit operations. 
 
2.  Consider utilizing revenues from these pricing strategies for projects, such as mass 
transit, that improve mobility without increasing VMT or GHG emissions. 
 
Road pricing can be found at: 
 
“Opportunities to Improve Air Quality through Transportation Pricing Programs”, U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency, September 1997. 
http://www.epa.gov/oms/market/pricing.pdf 
 
“Sacramento Transportation & Air Quality Collaborative Final Report, Volume III: 
Supplemental Text for Agreements”, December 2005. 
http://www.sacta.org/pdf/STAQC/FinalReportIII.pdf 
 
Transportation Planning and Investment Strategies 
 
1.  Consider shifting transportation investments towards improving and expanding urban 
and suburban core transit, programs for walkability, bicycling and other alternative 
modes, transit access, housing near transit, and local blueprint plans that coincide with 
the regional blueprint and the SCS.  Although not explicitly required by law, MPOs could 
identify a set of indicators that will be used to assess the performance of the RTP in 
reaching climate and other goals, and could identify the criteria that the MPO used to 
select the transportation projects on the constrained and unconstrained project lists. 
Some examples of MPOs that have undertaken this approach include efforts by MTC 
and SACOG, for more information see: 
 
MTC Plan Bay Area and Transportation Project Performance Assessment 
http://planbayarea.org/the-plan/plan-details/transportation.html 
http://planbayarea.org/file10305.html 
 
SACOG 2016 Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy and 
Planning Process: 
http://www.sacog.org/general-information/2016-mtpscs 
http://www.sacog.org/sites/main/files/file-attachments/chapter_2_planning_process.pdf 
 
2.  Provide funds and technical assistance to local agencies to implement blueprint 
strategies and the SCS. 
 
3.  Implement operational efficiencies that reduce congestion in vehicle throughput on 
roadways or improve transit access or other alternative access without physical 
expansion of the roadways. 
 
4.  Consider consulting with school districts on the regional land use plan to facilitate 
coordination between school siting and other land uses.  This coordination could 
effectively reduce driving in the region.  Consider school districts’ facilities master plans 
and transportation policies in the coordination of regional planning efforts. 
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5. For purposes of allocating transportation investments, recognize the rural contribution 
towards GHG reduction for counties that have policies that support development within 
their cities, and protect agriculture and resource lands.  Consideration should be given to 
jurisdictions that contribute towards these goals for projects that reduce GHG or are 
GHG neutral, such as safety, rehabilitation, connectivity and for alternative modes. 
 
6. In setting priorities, consider transportation projects that increase efficiency, 
connectivity and/or accessibility or provide other means to reduce GHG. 
 
7.  In setting priorities, consider transportation projects that provide public health co-
benefits. 
 
8.   Employ “Fix It First” policies to ensure that preventive maintenance and repair of 
existing transit and roads are the highest priority for spending, to reduce overall 
maintenance costs, and to support development in existing centers and corridors. 
 
 
Land Use Strategies that Can Help Reduce Rates of VMT and Per Person 
Household Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Emissions 
 
(Strategies incorporating the “D factors” - Professor Robert Cervero research) 
 
There have been various studies and research conducted on land use and 
transportation strategies regarding travel that reduces driving by walking, biking, and 
transit use.  Some of this research is known as the “Ds factors” as the variables can be 
described as Density, land use; Diversity, pedestrian-scale; Design, access to regional 
Destinations, and Distance to transit. 
 
Professor Robert Cervero’s research efforts found that certain neighborhood 
characteristics significantly affect the amounts and modes of travel by residents, 
customers and employees. 
 
Land use strategies that typically incorporate some or all of these “D factors” include: 
urban and suburban infill, clustered development, mixed land uses, New Urbanist  
design, transit-oriented development, and other “smart-growth” strategies.  When 
combined with good pedestrian and bicycle facilities and transit service, such strategies 
can contribute to a significant reduction in per household levels of GHG emissions (Reid 
Ewing, Keith Bartholomew, Steve Winkelman, Jerry Walters, and Don Chen, Growing 
Cooler – The Evidence on Urban Development and Climate Change, for the Urban Land 
Institute, 2008.) 
 
The Ds are Destination (proximity), Density (or clustered development), Diversity (or 
mixture of land uses), Distance to transit, Design, and Development scale. 
 
Transportation Demand Management (TDM) 
 
The Victoria Transport Policy Institute at http://www.vtpi.org/tdm/index.php contains an 
Encyclopedia that is a comprehensive source of information about innovative 
management solutions to transportation problems.  It provides detailed information on 
various demand management strategies, plus general information on TDM planning and 
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evaluation techniques.  It is produced by the Victoria Transport Policy Institute to 
increase understanding and implementation of TDM. 
 
For example, TDM-related chapters include: 
 

• Incentives to Use Alternative Modes and Reduce Driving 
• Parking and Land Use Management 
• TDM Programs and Program Support 
• TDM Planning and Evaluation 
• Innovative and Emerging Shared Mobility Services (i.e., bikeshare, carshare, 

and on-demand rideshare services) 
 
RTP policies that support Smart Growth Land Use principles 
 
Metropolitan Transportation Commission’s Best Practice Examples related to strategies 
1. and 2. listed below: 
 
MTC’s T2035 Plan called for modifying our Transportation for Livable Communities 
(TLC) program to support Priority Development Areas which were identified as a part of 
FOCUS, the Bay Area’s blueprint planning process.  The TLC program offers capital 
grants to cities, counties, and transit agencies to construct projects that support compact 
development near transit.  See: 
 
http://mtc.ca.gov/whats-happening/news/mtc-awards-44-million-new-grants-promote-
livable-communities 
 
MTC’s Resolution 3434 TOD Policy ties regional discretionary funds for new transit 
extension projects (funded via Resolution 3434) to supportive land uses.  This policy 
establishes targets for new housing units in each transit corridor and calls for station 
area plans and corridor working groups to help achieve the housing targets.  Station 
area plans to meet the housing targets must be adopted by local municipalities prior to 
receiving MTC discretionary funding for construction of Resolution 3434 funds.  See:  
 
http://mtc.ca.gov/our-work/plans-projects/other-plans/regional-transit-expansion-program 
 
As MPOs and RTPAs work towards achieving better linkages between land use and 
transportation planning within their regions, both MPOs and RTPAs are highly 
encouraged to include within their Policy Element the following: 
 

1. Develop investments and programs that support local jurisdictions that make land 
use decisions that implement as appropriate, the SCS, regional blueprints, and 
other strategies that will help reduce greenhouse gas emissions and improve the 
quality of mobility throughout the region. 

2. Emphasize transportation investments in areas where forecasted development 
patterns indicated may result in regional greenhouse gas emissions reduction. 

 
Additional Best Practices  
 
Attorney General list of mitigation measures: 
http://ag.ca.gov/globalwarming/pdf/GW_mitigation_measures.pdf 
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CAPCOA CEQA and Climate Change paper: 
http://www.capcoa.org/wp-content/uploads/2012/03/CAPCOA-White-Paper.pdf 
 
US EPA highlighted case studies for Smart Growth illustrated through open space, 
mixed land use and transportation choices are available at: 
http://www.epa.gov/dced/case.htm 
 
SANDAG's Regional Parking Management Toolbox contains resources for parking and 
demand management. The Regional Parking Management Toolbox can be found here:  
 
http://www.sandag.org/uploads/publicationid/publicationid_1910_18614.pdf 
 
 
Adaptation of the Regional Transportation System to Climate Change 
 
MPOs should begin to address climate change in their long range transportation plans 
using Caltrans guidance, Cal-Adapt.org and other state resources (see Climate 
Adaptation Resources table). Design and planning standards should be re-evaluated to 
address future conditions.  Where possible, MPOs and RTPAs should consult 
Safeguarding California’s transportation chapter, local general plan safety elements, 
local hazard mitigation plans, and other relevant local, regional, and state resources and 
documents. See Section 6.30 for additional information on Climate Change Adaptation 
planning. 
 
In addition, MPOs should make use of models that predict climate impacts like sea level 
rise, and that estimate changes in carbon stocks from alternative project or land 
management activities. Recent research shows that changes in land use and 
management can generate GHG benefits by avoiding and reducing emissions, and by 
increasing carbon storage. MPOs are encouraged to refer to the Climate Action through 
Conservation (CATC): http://scienceforconservation.org/downloads/ 
 
The model, method and tool presented in this report is usable at the county or regional 
scale, and can help MPOs to provide a more comprehensive account of their progress 
toward meeting the state’s GHG reduction goals.  
 
Large/Urban Planning Practice Example: 
 
Southern California Council of Government's (SCAG) has developed a section on 
Environmental Mitigation pursuant to 23 USC Section 134 into their RTP/SCS and 
planning process. SCAG has also developed a Sustainability Program focused on 
natural resources and climate change strategies.   
http://sustain.scag.ca.gov/Pages/LinksResources.aspx 
http://rtpscs.scag.ca.gov/Pages/2012-2035-RTP-SCS.aspx 
 
MTC has been conducting climate resilience studies focused on impacts to specific 
communities, coastlines, and transportation assets: 
http://mtc.ca.gov/our-work/plans-projects/climate-change-clean-vehicles/adapting-rising-
tides 
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SANDAG prepared a Climate Change Mitigation and Adaptation White Paper prior to 
adopting the 2015 RTP/SCS:  
http://www.sdforward.com/sites/sandag/files/Climate_Change_White%20Paper_fwe_07
142014.pdf 
 
SACOG, prior to preparing the 2016 MTP/SCS, partnered with CivicSpark to develop the 
Sacramento Region Transportation Climate Adaptation Plan (SRTCAP). This plan 
outlines key strategies and actions the Sacramento region can take to ensure its 
transportation assets are adaptable to potential climate related events: 
http://www.sacog.org/sites/main/files/file-attachments/fullplanwithappendices.pdf 
 
 
Performance Measures 
 
Caltrans recommends using performance measures to measure the progress of regional 
projects.  MPOs should take into account the benefits of using performance measures to 
establish a base of measurement and cross-reference the measurement with the 
performance measure outcome/results.  These measurements can be used to justify the 
need for funding on specific projects.  The scientific data may support regional needs 
and highlight the justification for funding a project that demonstrates the potential for 
improved performance on the Caltrans system or regional road network. 
 
Although not explicitly required by law, MPOs could identify a set of indicators that will 
be used to assess the performance of the RTP.  In addition, the RTP could identify the 
criteria that the MPO used to select the transportation projects on the constrained and 
unconstrained project lists. Caltrans has also developed a guidebook on how to 
implement performance measures in rural and small urban regions.  This guidebook 
provides a toolbox from which to select appropriate methodologies for performance 
measures in rural or small urban area.  The Guidebook on “Performance Measures for 
Rural Transportation Systems” can be accessed at: 
 
http://www.dot.ca.gov/perf 
 
In 2011, the San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG) received grant funding 
from the Strategic Growth Council to collaborate with other California MPOs and state 
agencies to identify common statewide performance monitoring indicators related to SB 
375 implementation.  While performance measures rely mostly on modeled or 
forecasted data, performance monitoring indicators rely directly on observed data.  
MPOs use travel demand models or Geographic Information Systems analyses to 
forecast performance measures. Ideally monitoring indicators would be considered 
together and be consistent with modeling performance measures.   
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The following table identifies nine indicators that can be monitored using statewide and 
regional data sources as reflected in the Statewide Performance Monitoring Indicators 
for Transportation Planning Final Report (SANDAG, 2013), available at:  
 
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/tpp/offices/ocp/ATLC/documents/august_15_2013/document_li
nks/indicator.pdf. 
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The following table provides a summary of potential performance metrics for rural county 
Regional Transportation Planning Agencies as outlined in the report, Transportation 
Performance Measures for Rural Counties in California (Rural Counties Task Force, 
2015), at:  
http://www.ruralcountiestaskforce.org/Assets/Resources/PerformanceMeasures/Final_R
eport-PerfMonIndicators_StudySept2015.pdf 
 
These metrics were developed according to the following criteria: 
 

• Measurement-based rather than model-based; 
• Alignment with California state transportation goals and objectives; 
• Capability of informing current goals and objectives of each rural and small-urban 

RTPA; 
• Applicability across all rural and small-urban regions; 
• Capability of being linked to specific decisions on transportation investments; and 
• Normalized for population to provide equitable comparisons to urban regions. 

 
Metric Source Website 
 

Vehicle Miles Traveled 
(VMT) Per Capita 
By Locality 
By Facility Ownership 
Local vs. Tourist 

Mobility Reporting http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/traffops/sysmgtpl/MPR/index.
h   

California DOF 
http://www.dof.ca.gov/research/demographic/reports/es
timates/e 
2/ i h   

HPMS 
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/tsip/hpms/hpmslibrary/prd/
2013prd/20  13PRD‐revised.pdf 

Peak V/C Ratio or 
Thresholds 

Traffic Counts: K and 
D Factors 

 
http://traffic‐counts.dot.ca.gov/ 

 
Journey to Work Mode 
Sh  

American 
Community Survey 

 
http://factfinder.census.gov/faces/nav/jsf/pages/index.xht

l 
Total Accident Cost  

Per VMT 
Per Capita 

Transportation 
Injury Mapping 
S  

 
http://tims.berkeley.edu/login.php?next=/tools/bc/main1.

h # SWIRS 
TASAS 

http://iswitrs.chp.ca.gov/Reports/jsp/u
serLogin.jsp Caltrans Public 
Information Request Form 

Transit Operating Cost per 
Revenue Mile 

 
Local Transit Providers 

 

Distressed Lane Miles 
Total and % Total By 
Jurisdiction   

        By Facility Type 

Federal 
Highway 
Ad i i i  

 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/tpm/rule/pmfactsheet.pdf 

 
Regional or local 
pavement 
management system 

 
https://www.federalregister.gov/articles/2015/01/0
5/2014‐  
30085/national‐performance‐management‐measure
s‐assessing‐  
pavement‐condition‐for‐the‐national‐highway 

 
Pavement Condition Index 
(PCI) for Local Roads 

Regional or local 
pavement 
management system 

 

 
   Land Use Efficiency 

Farmland Mapping 
and Monitoring 
Program (FMMP) 
DOF Annual 
population estimates 

 
http://www.conservation.ca.gov/dlrp/fmmp 
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Additionally, the following documents contain best practices for performance based 
planning: 
 

• Transform report entitled “Creating Healthy Regional Transportation Plans” 
(2012) contains a chapter explaining what the RTP Guidelines are, how they 
support healthy outcomes, and best practices for public participation. 
http://www.transformca.org/resource/creating-healthy-regional-transportation-
plans 

• The Nature Conservancy report entitled “Sustainable Communities Strategies 
and Conservation” includes model policies and best practices for conservation 
policies in SCSs. http://www.southernsierrapartnership.org/scs-policy-report.html  

• The ClimatePlan report entitled “Leading the Way: Policies and Practices for 
Sustainable Communities Strategies:” http://www.climateplan.org/wp-
content/uploads/2016/10/Leading-the-Way-Full-Report.pdf 

• US DOT: Management & Operations in the Metropolitan Transportation Plan: A 
Guidebook for Creating an Objectives-Driven, Performance-Based Approach 
http://www.ops.fhwa.dot.gov/publications/moguidebook/index.htm 

• FHWA Model Long-Range Transportation Plans: A Guide for Incorporating 
Performance Based Planning (2014)  
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/planning/performance_based_planning/mlrtp_guidebook
/ 
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Dear Reader,  
 
As you read the 2017 FINAL DRAFT Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) Guidelines, 
please be aware of the following: 

1. This is a final draft that incorporates comments as posted on the Caltrans 
website at: 

http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/tpp/offices/orip/rtp/index.html 
2. The majority of comments were incorporated as much as possible, with the 

goal of balancing multiple stakeholder interests and the legal requirements of 
the RTP.  If there are questions regarding how comments were addressed, 
please contact staff whom will respond as soon as possible. 

3. Black text indicates language accepted in the July 2016 Draft RTP 
Guidelines, September 2016 Draft RTP Guidelines, and existing language 
from the 2010 RTP Guidelines; 

4. Red text reflects new/proposed language for the 2017 RTP Guidelines;  
5. Red stricken-through text from previous drafts was removed, moved to other 

locations, and/or replaced with new information;  
6. “Best Practices” are stricken-through text and are referred to as “Planning 

Practice Examples” complied in Appendix I;   
7. Section 1.8 provides a list of key updates for the 2017 RTP Guidelines; 
8. Based on comments received from multiple stakeholders and advocacy 

groups, a new Chapter 7, Transportation Performance Management, 
provides the appropriate emphasis on the RTP as a performance-driven plan 
for which performance measures are developed and used for plan 
development, implementation, and monitoring. 

9. For further information, please go to the Caltrans website at: 
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/tpp/offices/orip/rtp/index.html. 
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INTRODUCTION 
 
1.0    Applicability of the Regional Transportation Plan Guidelines 
 
Every Regional Transportation Planning Agency (RTPA) is required by law to conduct long 
range planning to ensure that the region’s vision and goals are clearly identified and to ensure 
effective decision making in furtherance of the vision and goals.  The long range plan, known as 
the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP), is an important policy document that is based on the 
unique needs and characteristics of a region, helps shape the region’s economy, environment 
and social future, and communicates regional and vision to the state and federal government.  
As fundamental building blocks of the State’s transportation system, the RTP should also 
support state goals for transportation, environmental quality, economic growth, and social equity 
(California Government Code Section 65041.1). 
 
The California Transportation Commission (Commission or CTC) is authorized to develop 
guidelines by Government Code Section 14522, which reads: 
 

In cooperation with the regional transportation planning agencies, the commission may 
prescribe study areas for analysis and evaluation by such agencies and guidelines for 
the preparation of the regional transportation plans.  

 
These twenty six rural RTPAs, in alphabetical order, are: 
 
Alpine County Transportation Commission (CTC), Amador CTC, Calaveras Council of 
Governments (COG), Colusa CTC, Del Norte Local Transportation Commission (LTC), El 
Dorado CTC, Glenn CTC, Humboldt County Association of Governments, Inyo LTC, Lake 
County/City Area Planning Council, Lassen CTC, Mariposa LTC, Mendocino COG, Modoc CTC, 
Mono LTC, Transportation Agency for Monterey County, Nevada CTC, Placer County 
Transportation Planning Agency, Plumas CTC, Council of San Benito County Governments, 
Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation Commission, Sierra LTC, Siskiyou CTC, Tehama 
CTC, Trinity CTC, and Tuolumne CTC.  
 
While the guidelines include both state and federal requirements, RTPAs have the flexibility to 
be creative in selecting transportation planning options that best fit their regional needs. The 
guidelines recognize that “one size does not fit all.” Solutions and techniques used by a larger 
RTPA will be different than those used by a smaller RTPA.  
 
The 2016 RTP Guidelines continue to use the words “Shall” and “Should”, a convention 
established by the previous RTP Guidelines.  Where the RTP Guidelines reflect a state or 
federal statutory or regulatory requirement, the word “Shall” is used with a statutory or 
regulatory citation.  The word “Should” is used where the Guidelines reflect a permissive or 
optional statutory reference such as “May” or “Should.”  Each section ends with federal and 
state requirements (Shalls), federal and state recommendations (Shoulds), and refers to 
Appendix H for Planning Practice Examples that Exceed Statutory Authority where 
appropriate.  Planning practice examples are intended to highlight exemplary, state of the art 
planning practices that RTPAs can seek to emulate as financial and technical resources allow.   
 
Changes to federal statute are implemented by the Code of Federal Regulations (CFRs) that 
are also known as the “final rules”. On May 27, 2016, the Statewide and Nonmetropolitan 
Transportation Planning and Metropolitan Transportation Planning Final Rule was issued, with 
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an effective date of June 27, 20116, for Title 23 CFR Parts 450 and 771 and Title 49 CFR Part 
613.  The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) is still in the process of finalizing the 
remaining rules for implementation of the Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st Century 
(MAP-21) and the Fixing America’s Surface Transportation (FAST) Acts. Unless otherwise 
noted, the RTP Guidelines will show the CFRs for MAP-21/FAST. The majority of citations in 
these guidelines refer to the implementing regulations, i.e., the CFR section. 
 
Pursuant to 23 CFR 450.202, the CTC requires RTPAs to address federal planning regulations 
during the preparation of their RTPs.  The federal planning regulations address metropolitan 
planning organizations (MPOs) and statewide/nonmetropolitan transportation planning for the 
State of California and the 26 rural RTPA areas of the State.  The State of California 
addresses some of the federal statewide planning regulations through the California 
Transportation Plan (CTP) and the Federal State Transportation Improvement Program 
(FSTIP).  In cases where the statewide/nonmetropolitan federal regulations do not have the 
same requirements as the MPO regulations, the CFR for MPOs is cited and is clearly identified 
as a recommendation or “should” for RTPAs. 
 
As RTPA RTPs are updated every four or five years (including Regional Housing Needs 
Allocation - RHNA cycle adjustments), there is a continuous cycle of RTPs in the development 
and adoption stages.  As RTP development is a continuous process, consideration is given to 
RTPAs that will be too far along in the planning process to conform their RTPs to the 2016 RTP 
Guidelines.  All RTP updates started after the 2016 RTP Guidelines are adopted by the CTC 
must use the new RTP Guidelines.  Furthermore, federal regulations outline the timeline for 
complying with MAP-21/FAST Act transportation planning requirements.  Prior to May 27, 2018, 
an RTPA may adopt an RTP that has been developed using the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, 
Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU) requirements or the 
provisions of the Statewide and Nonmetropolitan Transportation Planning and Metropolitan 
Transportation Planning Final Rule (23 CFR Part 450 and 771 and 49 CFR Part 613).  On or 
after May 27, 2018, an RTPA may not adopt an RTP that has not been developed according to 
the provisions of MAP-21/FAST as specified in the Planning Final Rule.  RTPAs are encouraged 
to communicate with Caltrans to discuss schedules for RTP adoption. 
 
 
1.1   Why Conduct Long-Range Transportation Planning? 
                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                      
The long range transportation planning process in regional areas is uniquely suited to address a 
number of federal, state, regional, and local goals, from supporting economic growth to 
achieving environmental goals and promoting public health and quality of life.  Not only does the 
transportation system provide for the mobility of people and goods, it also influences patterns of 
growth and economic activity through accessibility to land.  Furthermore, the performance of this 
system affects such public policy concerns as air quality, greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, 
natural resources, environmental protection and conservation, social equity, smart growth, 
housing affordability, jobs/housing balance, economic development, safety, and security.  
Transportation planning recognizes the critical links between transportation and other societal 
goals.  The planning process is more than merely a listing of multimodal; it requires developing 
strategies for operating, managing, maintaining, funding, and financing the area’s transportation 
system in such a way as to advance the area’s long-term goals. 
 
Over the past ten years combating climate change has emerged as a key goal for the state of 
California.  Starting with the passage of Assembly Bill (AB) 32, The California Global Warming 
Solutions Act of 2006, the state has set aggressive goals to reduce GHG emissions responsible 
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for climate change.  AB 32 requires a reduction in state GHG emission by limiting state GHG 
emissions in 2020 to no more than the 1990 state emission levels.  On September 8, 2016, the 
California Global Warming Act of 2006, was amended by SB 32 (Chapter 249, Statutes of 
2016), to require a further reduction of GHG emissions to achieve a 40 percent reduction below 
1990 levels by 2030.  Governor Schwarzenegger’s Executive Order S-3-05 and Governor 
Brown’s Executive Order B-30-15 target a reduction of GHG emission to achieve at least a 
reduction of 80 percent below 1990 levels by 2050.  Enacted legislation, SB 391 (Chapter 585, 
Statutes of 2009) directs the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) to model how to 
achieve the 80 percent reduction in GHG emissions by 2050, and that modeling was included in 
the California Transportation Plan 2040, which was released in June 2016.  According to the 
California Air Resources Board (ARB) 2016 Mobile Source Strategy, the transportation sector 
accounts for nearly 50 percent of GHG emissions in California1. As such, the long-range 
transportation planning process in regional areas is evolving to address climate change goals.   
 
In 2008, transportation planning and land use planning became further linked following the 
passage of Senate Bill 375 (SB 375, Chapter 728, Statutes of 2008).  Even though RTPAs were 
not a primary focus of SB 375, RTPAs can and do contribute to the reduction of GHG.  In 2013, 
the connection between higher density development and GHG was strengthened further yet 
with the passage of SB 743 (Chapter 386, Statutes of 2013) that required an update in the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) transportation metrics to align with climate and 
planning goals.  
 
In addition, Executive Order B-30-15 directs State agencies to take climate change into account 
in planning and investment decisions, and employ full life-cycle cost accounting to evaluate and 
compare infrastructure investments and alternatives.  Planning and investment shall be guided 
by the following principles: 

 
• Priority should be given to actions that both build climate preparedness and reduce GHG 

emissions 
• Where possible, flexible and adaptive approaches should be taken to prepare for 

uncertain climate impacts 
• Actions should protect the state’s most vulnerable populations; and 
• Natural infrastructure solutions, as defined in Public resources code 71154(c)(3) (e.g., 

flood plain and wetlands restoration or preservation, combining levees with restored 
natural systems to reduce flood risk, and urban tree planning to reduce high heat days), 
should be prioritized 

The RTP, also called a Long-Range Transportation Plan is the mechanism used in California by 
Regional Transportation Planning Agencies (RTPAs) to conduct long-range (minimum of 20 
years) transportation planning, integrated with local jurisdiction’s land use planning, in their 
regions to achieve local and regional goals, in consideration of state and federal goals.  
Because transportation infrastructure investments have effects on travel patterns, smart 
investments play a key role in meeting climate targets.  As a result of state legislation, as well as 

                                                 
1 This number reflects a wheel-to-well GHG estimate from aviation, construction and mining 
equipment, buses, heavy duty trucks, passenger vehicles, light duty trucks, rail, ships and 
commercial harbor craft, and the petroleum refining for transportation fuel.  State law provides 
limited authority to RTPAs/MPOs.  Collaborative planning between the state and RTPAs/MPOs 
is needed to meet the state's GHG reduction goals. 
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executive orders, GHG emission reduction, transportation electrification, climate resilience, 
improving transportation mobility, addressing federal air quality criteria pollutants, and ensuring 
that the statewide regional transportation system addresses tribal, local, regional, and statewide 
mobility and economic needs are key priorities in the statewide and regional transportation 
planning process.  
 
Equally important to consider in long-range transportation planning is how transportation can 
affect human health in many ways, for example: safety – reduction of collisions; air quality – 
reduction of vehicle emissions; physical activity – increasing biking and walking; access to 
goods, services, and opportunities – increasing livability in communities; and noise – designing 
road improvements to decrease sound exposure.  A timely opportunity to address public health 
outcomes is early during the RTP development process.  RTPAs can consider health priorities 
in selection of projects for the RTP.  RTPAs also can play a significant role in engaging 
residents and stakeholders in the regional transportation planning process to ensure the 
improvement of health outcomes for all segments of the population.  
 
As interest in the link between transportation and health has grown, much cross-sector 
coordination and collaboration between transportation professionals and health practitioners has 
occurred at all levels of government, with input from public health and equity advocates, as well 
as active transportation stakeholders.  The optimal result of this process is to improve 
transportation decisions and thereby improve access to healthy and active lifestyles.  Public 
health is further discussed in Section 2.3.   
 
Lastly, long-range transportation planning provides the opportunity to compare alternative 
improvement strategies, track performance over time, and identify funding priorities. The CTP 
defines this as performance management that helps ensure efficient and effective investment of 
transportation funds by refocusing on established goals, increasing accountability and 
transparency, and improving project decision-making.  To further reach this end, MAP-21/FAST 
requires the State, in collaboration with RTPAs, and MPOs to implement a performance-based 
approach in the scope of the statewide and nonmetropolitan and metropolitan transportation 
planning process.  In addition to federal performance based planning, the State of California has 
articulated through statute, regulation, executive order, and legislative intent language, 
numerous state goals for the transportation system, the environment, the economy, and social 
equity.  RTPs are developed to reflect regional and local priorities and goals, but they are also 
instruments that can be used by federal and state agencies to demonstrate how regional 
agency efforts contribute to those federal and state agencies meeting their own transportation 
system goals.   Inclusion of goal setting in RTPs allows the federal and state governments to 
both understand regional goals, and track progress toward federal and state goals. 
 
Performance-based planning is the application of performance management within the planning 
process to help the federal government, states and regional agencies achieve desired outcomes 
for the multimodal transportation system.  The benefits of well-designed and appropriately used 
performance measures are transparency about the benefits of the RTP, not only for 
transportation system performance, but also for other regionally important priorities such as 
improved public health, housing affordability, farmland conservation, habitat preservation, and 
cost-effective infrastructure investment.  As the performance-based approach is implemented at 
the federal and State levels, performance measures will continue to develop over the years to 
come.  Transportation performance management and the performance-based approach are 
further discussed in Chapter 7.  
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1.2   RTPs & the California Transportation Plan 
 
Similar to the SB 375 requirements for RTPs, SB 391 adds new requirements to the State’s 
long-range transportation plan to meet California’s climate change goals under AB 32.  The bill 
requires the California Transportation Plan (CTP) to address how the state will achieve 
maximum feasible emissions reductions in order to attain a statewide reduction of GHG 
emissions to 1990 levels by 2020 and 80% below 1990 levels by 2050.  The bill also requires 
the CTP to identify the statewide integrated multimodal transportation system needed to achieve 
these results and specifies that the plan take into consideration the use of alternative fuels, new 
vehicle technology, tail pipe emission reductions, and the expansion of public transit, commuter 
rail, intercity rail, bicycling, and walking.  In addition, SB 391 required Caltrans to update the 
CTP by December 31, 2015, and every 5 years thereafter.  
 
The CTP is a core document that addresses the applicable federal statewide and non-
metropolitan transportation planning regulations and helps tie together several internal and 
external plans and programs to help define and plan transportation in California.  Unlike the 
RTP, it is not project specific or subject to both federal air quality conformity regulations and 
CEQA, but it does look at how the implementation of the RTP/Sustainable Communities 
Strategy (SCS), prepared by MPOs only, and RTPs prepared by RTPAs will influence the 
statewide multimodal transportation system, as well as how the state will achieve sufficient 
emission reductions in order to meet AB 32 and SB 391.  While the CTP is prepared by 
Caltrans, it is developed in collaboration with various stakeholders and public involvement.  
Furthermore, the CTP is a fiscally unconstrained aspirational policy document that integrates 
and builds upon six Caltrans modal plans (Interregional Plan, Freight Plan, Aviation Plan, 
Transit Plan, and Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan) as well as the fiscally constrained RTPs 
prepared by the MPOs and the RTPAs.  RTPAs and MPOs address transportation from a 
regional perspective, while the CTP, building on regional plans, addresses the connectivity 
and/or travel between regions and applies a statewide perspective for transportation system.  
Therefore, integration of CTP and RTP goals (where applicable and consistent with federal and 
state fiscal restraint requirements) may provide greater mobility choices for travelers not only 
within their regions but across the state.   The CTP and the RTP can be developed in a cyclical 
pattern aligning one with another using comprehensive, cooperative and continuing planning.  
This should result in delivering better projects and using resources more efficiently.  The 
following diagrams illustrate the relationship between the CTP and RTP.  
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1.3   Background and Purpose of the RTP Guidelines 
 
The purposes of these Guidelines are to:    
 

1. Promote an integrated, statewide, multimodal, regional transportation planning process 
and effective transportation investments; 

2. Set forth a uniform transportation planning framework throughout California by 
identifying federal and state requirements and statutes impacting the development of 
RTPs; 

3. Promote a continuous, comprehensive, and cooperative transportation planning process 
that facilitates the rapid and efficient development and implementation of projects that 
maintain California’s commitment to public health and environmental quality; and,   

4. Promote a planning process that considers the views of all stakeholders. 
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The purpose of RTPs is to encourage and promote the safe and efficient management, 
operation and development of a regional intermodal transportation system that, when linked with 
appropriate land use planning, will serve the mobility needs of goods and people.  The RTP 
Guidelines are intended to provide guidance so that RTPAs will develop their RTPs to be 
consistent with federal and state transportation planning requirements.  This is important 
because state and federal statutes require that RTPs serve as the foundation of the Federal 
State Transportation Improvement Program (FSTIP, which includes the State Transportation 
Improvement Program or STIP).  The FSTIP is prepared by Caltrans in coordination with 
MPOs/RTPAs and identifies the next four years of transportation projects to be funded for 
construction.  The California Transportation Commission (CTC) cannot program projects that 
are not identified in the RTP. 
 
Since the mid-1970s, with the passage of AB 69 (Chapter 1253, Statutes of 1972), California 
state law has required the preparation of RTPs to address transportation issues and assist local 
and state decision-makers in shaping California’s transportation infrastructure. The RTP 
Guidelines are to be developed pursuant to California Government Code Sections 14522 and 
65080 which state: 
 
“14522. In cooperation with the regional transportation planning agencies, the commission may 
prescribe study areas for analysis and evaluation by such agencies and guidelines for the 
preparation of the regional transportation plans.” 
 
“65080 (d) Except as otherwise provided in this subdivision, each transportation planning 
agency shall adopt and submit, every four years, an updated regional transportation plan to the 
CTC and the Department of Transportation. A transportation planning agency located in a 
federally designated air quality attainment area or that does not contain an urbanized area may 
at its option adopt and submit a regional transportation plan every five years. When applicable, 
the plan shall be consistent with federal planning and programming requirements and shall 
conform to the regional transportation plan guidelines adopted by the CTC. Prior to adoption of 
the regional transportation plan, a public hearing shall be held after the giving of notice of the 
hearing by publication in the affected county or counties pursuant to Section 6061.” 
 
The California RTP Guidelines were first adopted by the CTC in 1978 and subsequently revised 
in 1982, 1987, 1991, 1992, 1994, 1999, 2007, and 2010.   
 
The 1999 revision of the Guidelines was prepared to achieve conformance with state and 
federal transportation planning legislation and was based on the Federal Transportation Equity 
Act for the 21st Century (TEA-21) and California SB 45 (Chapter 622, Statutes 1997).  A 2003 
Supplement was also prepared that was based on a 2003 RTP Evaluation Report completed for 
the CTC.   The Federal surface transportation reauthorization bill called SAFETEA-LU was 
signed into law in 2005.  The 2007 revision of the RTP Guidelines was prepared in order to 
address changes in the planning process resulting from SAFETEA-LU.   
 
Subsequent to the passage of AB 32 (California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006), an 
addendum to the 2007 RTP Guidelines was adopted by the CTC in May 2008 to address a 
request from the California Legislature to ensure climate change issues were incorporated in the 
RTP process.  That addendum was adopted by the CTC prior to the September 2008 passage 
of SB 375. 
 
The 2010 update was prepared to incorporate new planning requirements as a result of SB 
375 and to incorporate the addendum to the 2007 RTP Guidelines. SB 375 requires the 18 
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MPOs in the state to identify a forecasted development pattern and transportation network 
that, if implemented, will meet GHG emission reduction targets specified by the California Air 
Resources Board (ARB) through their RTP planning processes. These requirements do not 
pertain to the 26 rural RTPAs that also prepare RTPs. 
 
Since the 2010 update, two federal surface transportation reauthorization bills have been 
signed into law.  First, the two-year bill with numerous extensions, MAP-21, was signed on July 
6, 2012.  Most recently, a longer term five-year funding bill, FAST, was signed on December 4, 
2015.   
 
2015 MPO RTP Review Report 
 
The 2016 update was prepared to incorporate Recommendations that were included in the 
December 2015 MPO RTP Review Report.  This Report can be found at: 
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/tpp/offices/orip/rtp/index.html.  One of these Recommendations 
called for an RTPA focused RTP Guidelines document addressing just the requirements for 
RTPAs when developing, completing, adopting and implementing an RTP. 
 
 
1.4   RTPAs in California 
 
In cooperation with the Governor, 26 state statutorily created RTPAs prepare RTPs in 
California.  Pursuant to 23 CFR 450.202, the CTC requires RTPAs to address federal planning 
regulations during the preparation of their RTPs.  California statutes and the RTP Guidelines 
identify the RTP requirements for RTPAs.   
 
The majority of state designated RTPAs (specifically those responsible for preparing RTPs) are 
described under California Government Code Section 29532 et seq.  One of the core functions 
of an RTPA is to develop an RTP through the planning process. 
 
An RTPA has five core functions: 
 

1. Maintain a setting for regional decision-making; 
2. Prepare an Overall Work Program (OWP);  
3. Involve the public in this decision-making;  
4. Prepare an RTP; and,  
5. Develop a Regional Transportation Improvement Program (RTIP) and a list of federally 

funded or regionally significant projects for inclusion in the FSTIP. 
 
Twenty-six designated RTPAs receive annual state planning funds called rural planning 
assistance (RPA) to carry out their respective regional transportation planning requirements.   
 
The map below identifies the 18 MPOs (in darker shade) and the 26 RTPAs that prepare RTPs 
(in lighter shade or dot pattern).  
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1.5   Purpose of the RTP 
 
RTPs are planning documents developed by RTPAs in cooperation with Caltrans and other 
stakeholders, including system users.  The purpose of the RTP is to establish regional goals, 
identify present and future needs, deficiencies and constraints, analyze potential solutions, 
estimate available funding, and propose investments.  
 
California statute refers to these documents as “Regional Transportation Plans” or RTPs.  In 
California planning circles, these long range planning documents normally use the term “RTP”.   
 
Pursuant to Title 23 CFR Part 450.324 et seq. FHWA describes the development and contents 
of RTPs as follows:  
 

“The transportation plan is the Statement of the ways the region plans to 
invest in the transportation system.  The plan shall “include both long-range 
and short-range program strategies/actions that lead to the development of 
an integrated intermodal transportation system that facilitates the efficient 
movement of people and goods.” The plan has several elements, for 
example: Identify policies, strategies, and projects for the future; Determine 
project demand for transportation services over 20 years; Focus at the 
systems level, including roadways, transit, non-motorized transportation, and 
intermodal connections; Articulate regional land use, development, housing, 
and employment goals and plans; Estimate costs and identify reasonably 
available financial sources for operation, maintenance, and capital 
investments); Determine ways to preserve existing roads and facilities and 
make efficient use of the existing system; Be consistent with the Statewide 
transportation plan; Be updated every five years or four years in air quality 
nonattainment and maintenance areas; and, should make special efforts to 
engage interested parties in the development of the plan.” 

 
The regional transportation planning led by RTPAs is a collaborative process that is widely 
participated by the federal, state, tribal governments/agencies, as well as other key 
stakeholders and the general public.  The process is designed to foster involvement by all 
interested parties, such as the business community, California Tribal Governments, community 
groups, environmental organizations, the general public, and local jurisdictions through a 
proactive public participation process conducted by the RTPA in coordination with the state and 
transit operators.  It is essential to extend public participation to include people who have been 
traditionally underserved by the transportation system and services in the region.  Neglecting 
public involvement early in the planning stage can result in delays during the project stage.   
 
While new federal MAP-21/FAST requirements are addressed in Section 1.7 of these 
guidelines, the traditional steps undertaken during the regional planning process include:  
 

1. Providing a long-term (20 year) visioning framework; 
2. Monitoring existing conditions;  
3. Forecasting future population and employment growth; 
4. Assessing projected land uses in the region and identifying major growth 

corridors; 
5. Identifying alternatives and needs and analyzing, through detailed planning 

studies, various transportation improvements;  
6. Developing alternative capital and operating strategies for people and goods; 
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7. Estimating the impact of the transportation system on air quality within the 
region; and, 

8. Developing a financial plan that covers operating costs, maintenance of the 
system, system preservation costs, and new capital investments. 

 
The RTPs are developed to provide a clear vision of the regional transportation goals, 
objectives and strategies.  This vision must be realistic and within fiscal constraints.  In addition 
to providing a vision, the RTPs have many specific functions, including: 
 

1. Providing an assessment of the current modes of transportation and the potential of new 
travel options within the region; 

2. Projecting/estimating the future needs for travel and goods movement; 
3. Identification and documentation of specific actions necessary to address regional 

mobility and accessibility needs; 
4. Identification of guidance and documentation of public policy decisions by local, regional, 

state and federal officials regarding transportation expenditures and financing; 
5. Identification of needed transportation improvements, in sufficient detail, to serve as a 

foundation for the: (a) Development of the Federal State Transportation Improvement 
Program (FSTIP, which includes the STIP), (b) Facilitation of the National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA)/404 integration process and (c) Identification of project purpose and 
need; 

6. Employing performance measures that demonstrate the effectiveness of the system of 
transportation improvement projects in meeting the intended goals; 

7. Promotion of consistency between the California Transportation Plan, the regional 
transportation plan and other plans developed by cities, counties, districts, California 
Tribal Governments, and state and federal agencies in responding to statewide and 
interregional transportation issues and needs; 

8. Providing a forum for: (1) participation and cooperation and (2) facilitation of partnerships 
that reconcile transportation issues which transcend regional boundaries; and, 

9. Involving community-based organizations as part of the public, Federal, State and local 
agencies, California Tribal Governments, as well as local elected officials, early in the 
transportation planning process so as to include them in discussions and decisions on 
the social, economic, air quality and environmental issues related to transportation. 

 
 
1.6   California Transportation Planning & Programming Process 
 
The State of California and federal transportation agencies allocate millions of dollars of 
planning funds annually to help support California’s transportation planning process. The RTP 
establishes the basis for programming local, state, and federal funds for transportation projects 
within a region.  State and federal planning and programming legislation has been initiated and 
is periodically revised to provide guidance in the use of these funds to plan, maintain and 
improve the transportation system. 
 
The RTP Guidelines include recommendations and suggestions for providing documentation 
that is needed to meet the project eligibility requirements of the Federal State Transportation 
Improvement Program (FSTIP, which includes the STIP).  The FSTIP is defined as a 
constrained four-year prioritized list of regionally significant transportation projects that are 
proposed for federal, state and local funding.  The FSTIP is developed by Caltrans in 
coordination with MPOs/RTPAs and approved by the FHWA/FTA and is updated every four 
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years.  It is consistent with the RTP and it is required as a prerequisite for federal programming 
of funding.  
 
The planning and programming process is the result of state and federal legislation to ensure 
that: 
 

1. The process is as open and transparent as possible; 
2. Environmental considerations are addressed; and, 
3. Funds are allocated in an equitable manner to address transportation needs. 

 
The chart in Appendix A attempts to provide a simple diagram of a complex process.  Each 
entity in the chart reflects extensive staff support and legislative direction.  The result is the 
planning and programming process that reflects the legislative and funding support of the 
California transportation system. Additional information regarding the programming process is 
available in Sections 2.5 and 6.15. 
 
 
1.7   MAP-21/FAST Act Items Impacting the Development of RTPs  
 
This section is intended to outline the new federal requirements resulting from MAP-21/FAST 
and the Final Rule issued May 27, 2016 with an effective date of June 27, 2016 for Statewide 
and Nonmetropolitan Transportation Planning and Metropolitan Transportation Planning.  
Pursuant to 23 CFR 450.202, RTPAs are required to address federal planning regulations 
during the preparation of their RTPs.  Only the items that have a direct impact on RTP 
development are listed. Other sections may contain optional requirements that could have 
impacts to the overall regional transportation planning process.   
 
As specified in 23 CFR 450.226(a), prior to May 27, 2018, an RTPA may adopt an RTP that has 
been developed using the SAFETEA-LU requirements or the provisions and requirements of 23 
CFR 450.  On or after May 27, 2018, an RTPA may not adopt an RTP that has not been 
developed according to the provisions of 23 CFR 450.  RTPAs are encouraged to communicate 
with Caltrans to discuss schedules for RTP adoption. 
 
Two New Planning Factors (Section 2.4) – RTPAs shall consider and implement two new 
planning factors added to the scope of the transportation planning process:  Improve resiliency 
and reliability of the transportation system and reduce or mitigate stormwater impacts of surface 
transportation; and enhance travel and tourism. 23 CFR 450.206 (b)(9) and (10) 
 
Performance-Based Planning Approach (Section 7.2) – RTPAs are encouraged to 
collaborate with Caltrans to integrate the goals, objectives, performance measures, and targets 
described in other performance-based plans into their RTPs. The implementation timeline for 
States to satisfy the new requirements is two years from the effective date of each rule 
establishing performance measures under 23 USC 150(c), 49 USC 5326, and 49 USC 5329 
FHWA/FTA.  A future update of the RTP Guidelines will capture any “shoulds” or “shalls” 
resulting from the rulemaking process.  23 CFR 450.206; 23 CFR 450.216(f)(1) and (2)  
 
Assessment of Capital Investment and Other Strategies (Section 6.21) – RTPAs are 
encouraged to include an assessment of capital investment and other strategies to: (1) preserve 
the existing and projected future transportation infrastructure, (2) provide for multimodal 
capacity increases based on regional needs and priorities, and (3) reduce vulnerability of the 
existing infrastructure to natural disasters. 23 CFR 450.324 (f)(7)  
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Consideration of Public Transportation Facilities and Intercity Bus Facilities (Section 
6.10) – RTPs should also consider the role of intercity bus systems, including systems that are 
privately owned and operated, in reducing congestion, and including transportation alternatives. 
23 CFR 450.216(b) 
 
Interested Parties, Public Participation, and Consultation (Sections 4.4, 4.6, and 6.21) – In 
addition to the interested parties listed, RTPAs must also provide public ports with a reasonable 
opportunity to comment on the RTP.  RTPAs may also consult with officials responsible for 
tourism and natural disaster risk reduction when developing RTPs and project lists. 23 CFR 
450.210(a) and (b); 23 CFR 450.216(l)(2); 23 CFR 450.324(j) 
 
Optional Scenario Planning – RTPAs may use scenario planning during the development of 
RTPs.  Scenario planning is an analytical framework to inform decision-makers about the 
implications of various investments and policies on transportation system condition and 
performance during the development of their plan. 23 CFR 450.324(i) 
 
 
1.8   Key Additions to the 2016 RTP Guidelines 
 
Key Additions to the 2016 RTP Guidelines: 
 

1. Separating RTP Guidelines, one for the MPOs and one for the RTPAs to better address 
the specific requirements for their RTPs. 

2. Appendix C – Updates to the RTP Checklist statutory requirements for RTPAs, including 
a question for RTP/RHNA cycle alignments. 

3. Appendix H, Planning Practice Examples – aggregates the former Appendix I, Land Use 
and Transportation Strategies to address Regional GHG Emissions, and the “Best 
Practices” component of RTP Guidelines as a new appendix, accessible by topic.  

4. Updates for the MAP-21/FAST Act throughout the RTP Guidelines. 
5. Section 1.0 – Provides guidance on applicability of the RTP Guidelines and defines 

“shalls” and “shoulds.” 
6. Section 1.2 – Defines the relationship between the RTP and the California 

Transportation Plan. 
7. Section 1.7 – Outlines MAP-21/FAST items with a direct impact on RTP development. 
8. Section 2.2 – Includes updates to State Climate Change Legislation and Executive 

Orders. 
9. Section 2.3 – Provides an overview of the role of transportation in public health and 

health equity. 
10. Section 2.6 – Adds local, regional, and State prepared plans that RTPAs should consult 

with during RTP preparation. 
11. Section 2.7 – Includes Planning and Environmental Linkages (PEL), updates Context 

Sensitive Solutions, and additional System Planning documents that are used in 
partnership with RTPAs in the transportation planning process. 

12. Chapter 3 – Updates the Modeling Chapter from the 2010 version. 
13. Chapter 4 – Includes new legislation highlighting the required Native American Tribal 

Government Consultation and Coordination process. 
15. Section 4.2 – Describes Environmental Justice (EJ) & Title VI considerations in the RTP. 
16. Section 4.4 – Includes Periodic Evaluation of the Public Involvement Process to evaluate 

the effectiveness of the procedures and strategies for developing the RTP.   
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17. Section 4.6 – Adds public ports to the list of interested parties. 
18. Chapter 5 – Describes SB 743 (Chapter 386, Statutes of 2013) and the anticipated 

future change to transportation analysis for transit priority areas. 
19. Section 5.4 – Adds Cultural Resources and Habitat Connectivity to the list of 

environmental resources that typically require avoidance alternative and mitigation. 
20. Chapter 6 – Introduces the California Freight Mobility Plan (CFMP) and the California 

Sustainable Freight Action Plan (CSFAP). 
21. Chapter 6 – Provides preliminary information on MAP-21/FAST impacts on Asset 

Management. 
22. Section 6.10 – Adds first/last mile transit connectivity to the transit discussion of the RTP 

as well as the MAP-21/FAST recommendation to discuss the role of intercity buses in 
reducing congestion, pollution, and energy consumption. 

23. Section 6.12 – Adds supporting the State’s freight system efficiency target to the goods 
movement discussion of the RTP. 

24. Section 6.18 – New Section 6.18 provides a summary of federal legislation to prepare for 
new technologies and innovations for the future of transportation. 

25. Section 6.19 – Updates Transportation Safety for MAP-21/FAST. 
26. Section 6.20 – Updates Transportation Security for the MAP-21/FAST recommendation 

for RTPAs to consult with agencies and officials responsible for natural disaster risk 
reduction.  

27. Section 6.21 – Adds new RTP recommendation for RTPAs to include an Assessment of 
Capital Investment & Other Strategies. 

28. Section 6.23 – Adds many transportation strategies to address regional GHG emissions, 
including employer-sponsored shuttle services, active transportation plans, and 
coordinating with school district plans and investments.   

29. Section 6.25 – Updates for Climate Adaptation background, State legislation, executive 
orders, and planning resources for RTPAs. 

30. Chapter 7 – A new chapter, Transportation Performance Management, provides the 
appropriate emphasis on the RTP as a performance-driven plan for which performance 
metrics may be developed and used by the RTPA for plan development, implementation, 
and monitoring.  This chapter includes updates for MAP-21/FAST recommendations for 
RTPAs to implement the performance based approach into the scope of the statewide 
and nonmetropolitan planning process, including the RTP.   
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RTP PROCESS 
 
2.1   State Requirements  
 
California statute relating to the development of the RTP is primarily contained in Government 
Code Section 65080.  State planning requirements apply to state designated RTPAs.  
 
Just like federal legislation, Government Code Section 65080 requires that all RTPAs prepare 
RTPs to update their RTPs every four or five years (including RHNA adjustments). 
 
When applicable, RTPs shall be consistent with federal planning and programming 
requirements and shall conform to the RTP Guidelines adopted by the CTC pursuant to 
Government Code Section 65080(d).  In addition, the CTC cannot program projects in the State 
Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) that are not identified in an RTP. 
 
Section 65080 states RTPs shall include the following:  
 

1. Policy Element  
2. Action Element  
3. Financial Element 

 
The following California Government Code Sections apply to the development of RTPs: 
 
Government Code Section 65080.1 – Each RTPA whose jurisdiction includes a portion of the 
California Coastal Trail, or property designated for the trail shall coordinate with the State 
Coastal Conservancy, the California Coastal Commission and Caltrans regarding the 
development of the trail.  The trail must be identified in the RTP. 
 
Government Code Section 65080.3 - An RTPA with a population exceeding 200,000 persons 
may prepare at least one “alternative planning scenario” during the development of the RTP.  
The purpose of the alternative planning scenario is to address attempts to reduce growth in 
traffic congestion, make more efficient use of existing transportation infrastructure, and reduce 
the need for costly future public infrastructure.   
 
Government Code Section 65080.5 - Prior to adoption of the RTP, a public hearing shall be 
held after publishing notice of the hearing.  After the RTP is adopted by the RTPA, the plan 
shall be submitted to the CTC and Caltrans.  One copy should be sent to the CTC.  Two 
copies should be submitted to the appropriate Caltrans district office.  The Caltrans district 
office will send one copy to the headquarters Division of Transportation Planning. 
 
Government Code Section 65081.1 - Regions that contain a primary air carrier airport 
(defined by the Federal Aviation Administration as an airport having at least 10,000 annual 
scheduled passenger boardings) shall work collaboratively to include an airport ground access 
improvement program within the RTP. This program shall address airport access improvement 
projects, including major arterial and highway widening and extension projects, with special 
consideration given to mass transit. 
 
Requirements (Shalls) 
State: Government Code Sections 65080, 65080.1, 65081.1 
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2.2   Background on State Climate Change Legislation & Executive Orders 
 
This section provides background for State climate change legislation and related executive 
orders.  First, a description is provided for AB 32, SB 32, and SB 375 which have direct 
implications for MPOs only in the development of RTPs.  Next, other state legislation that 
impacts State agencies is outlined to provide important context for RTPAs to consider in 
development of RTPs.  Lastly, executive orders on climate change are discussed to provide a 
critical framework for RTPAs.  While the executive orders are directed at State agencies, 
RTPAs are encouraged to integrate policies and strategies that support these state policies in 
the development of RTPs. 
 
AB 32 – The California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 
 
California established itself as a national leader in addressing climate change issues with the 
passage of Assembly Bill (AB) 32, the Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006. As a result of AB 
32, California statute specifies that by the year 2020, GHG emissions within the state must be at 
1990 levels.  The California Air Resources Board (ARB) is the primary state agency responsible 
for implementing the necessary regulatory and market mechanisms to achieve reductions in 
GHG emissions to comply with the requirements of AB 32.   
 
AB 32 identifies GHGs as specific air pollutants that are responsible for global warming and 
climate change.  This is particularly relevant to the RTP Guidelines because, according to the 
ARB Mobile Source Strategy, the transportation sector represents nearly 50 percent of GHG 
emissions in California2. California has focused on six GHGs (CO2, Methane, Nitrous Oxide, 
Hydro fluorocarbons, perfluorocarbons, and Sulfur Hexafluoride).  CO2 is the most prevalent 
GHG.  All other GHGs are referenced in terms of a CO2 equivalent.   
 
AB 32 directed the California Air Resources Board to develop actions to reduce GHGs, 
including the preparation of a scoping plan to identify how best to reach the 2020 goal. 
According to the scoping plan, the framework for achieving GHG emissions reductions from 
land use and transportation planning includes implementation of SB 375. 
 
SB 32 – California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006: Emissions 
Limit 
  
In recognition that GHG reduction is critical for the protection of all areas of the state, but 
especially for the state’s most disadvantaged communities, as those communities are most 
affected by the adverse impacts of climate change, SB 32 (Chapter 249, Statutes of 2016) was 
signed into law on September 8, 2016.  The bill extends AB 32’s required reductions of GHG 
emissions by requiring a GHG reduction of at least 40 percent of 1990 levels no later than 
December 31, 2030. Furthermore, SB 32 authorizes ARB to adopt rules and regulations to 
achieve the maximum technologically feasible and cost-effective GHG emissions reductions.   
ARB shall carry out the process to achieve GHG emissions reductions in a manner that benefits 

                                                 
2 This number reflects a wheel-to-well GHG estimate from aviation, construction and mining 
equipment, buses, heavy duty trucks, passenger vehicles, light duty trucks, rail, ships and 
commercial harbor craft, and the petroleum refining for transportation fuel.  State law provides 
limited authority to RTPAs/MPOs.  Collaborative planning between the state and RTPAs/MPOs 
is needed to meet the state's GHG reduction goals. 
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the state’s most disadvantaged communities and is transparent and accountable to the public 
and Legislature. 
 
SB 375 – The Sustainable Communities and Climate Protection Act of 2008 
 
SB 375 was signed into law in September 2008. The bill addressed five primary areas: 
 

1. Requires the ARB to develop regional GHG emission reduction targets for cars and light 
trucks for each of the 18 MPOs in California. 

2. Through their respective planning processes, each of the MPOs is required to prepare a 
SCS that will specify how the GHG emissions reduction target set by ARB for 2020 and 
2035 can be achieved for the region.  If the target cannot be met through the SCS, then 
an alternative planning strategy (APS) shall be prepared. 

3. Provides streamlining of California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requirements for 
specific residential and mixed-use developments that are consistent with an SCS or APS 
that has been determined by ARB to achieve the regional GHG emissions reduction 
target. 

4. Synchronizes the Regional Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA) process with the RTP 
process; requires local governments to update the housing element of their general 
plans and to rezone consistent with the updated housing element generally within three 
years of adoption; and provides that RHNA allocations must be consistent with the 
development pattern in the SCS. Housing element updates are moved from five year 
cycles to eight year cycles for member jurisdictions of all MPOs, classified as 
nonattainment or maintenance (required to adopt an updated RTP every four years) and 
for jurisdictions within other MPOs and RTPAs that elect to change the RTP adoption 
schedule from five years to every four years pursuant to Government Code Section 
65080 (b)(2)(M).  MPOs should carefully estimate a realistic RTP adoption date in 
providing the 12 month notice to HCD and not adopt a RTP at a later date.  RTP 
adoption past the estimated adoption date relied on by HCD in determining new housing 
unit allocation for a specific planning period creates a conflict and shifts the housing 
element planning period to an ending period that lacks a requisite housing unit 
allocation.   

5. Requires the CTC to maintain guidelines for the use of travel demand models used in 
the development of regional transportation plans that, taking into consideration MPO 
resources, account for: 1.) the relationship between land use density, household vehicle 
ownership, and vehicle miles traveled (VMT), consistent with statistical research, 2.) the 
impact of enhanced transit service on household vehicle ownership and VMT, 3.) likely 
changes in travel and land development from highway or passenger rail expansion, 4.) 
mode splitting that allocates trips between automobile, transit, carpool, bicycle and 
pedestrian trips, and 5.) speed and frequency, days, and hours of operation of transit 
service. (Government Code Section 14522.1) 

 
The following State legislation is directed at State agencies.  RTPAs are encouraged to consider 
and incorporate, where applicable and appropriate, the policies and strategies that support 
requirements placed on the State. 
 
AB 1482 – Climate Adaptation 
 
AB 1482 (Chapter 603, Statutes of 2015) addresses two areas: 

1. Requires the Natural Resources Agency to update the state’s Climate Adaptation 
Strategy (CAS) by July 1, 2017, and every three years thereafter. 
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2. Requires the Strategic Growth Council to identify and review activities and funding 
programs of state agencies that may be coordinated, including those that:  

a. Increase the availability of affordable housing, improve transportation, encourage 
sustainable land use planning, and revitalize urban and community centers in a 
sustainable manner.  

b. Meet the goals of the California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 and the 
strategies and priorities developed in the Safeguarding California Plan, the 
state’s climate adaptation strategy. 

c. At a minimum, review and comment on the five-year infrastructure plan. 
 
SB 246 – Climate Change Adaptation 

SB 246 (Chapter 606, Statutes of 2015) establishes the Integrated Climate Adaptation and 
Resiliency Program through the Office of Planning and Research (OPR) to coordinate regional 
and local adaptation efforts with state climate adaptation strategies.  

SB 350 – Clean Energy and Pollution Reduction Act of 2015 
 
SB 350 (Chapter 547, Statutes of 2015) describes the importance of widespread transportation 
electrification for meeting climate goals and federal air quality standards.  SB 350 focuses on 
“widespread” transportation electrification.  The term “widespread” is important because 
adhering to existing patterns of investment in wealthier communities relative to low- or 
moderate-income communities would result in underinvestment in low-income communities and 
overinvestment in wealthier communities.  SB 350 notes that “widespread transportation 
electrification requires increased access for disadvantaged communities, low- and moderate-
income communities, and other consumers of zero-emission and near-zero-emission vehicles.”    
  
Pursuant to PUC 740.12(a)(2), it is the policy of the state and the intent of the legislature to 
encourage transportation electrification as a means to achieve ambient air quality standards and 
the state’s climate goals. Agencies designing and implementing regulation, guidelines, plans, 
and funding programs to reduce GHG emissions shall take the findings described in paragraph 
(1) of PUC Section 740.12 into account. RTPAs may incorporate the directives from SB 350 in 
their planning processes.  
 
Executive Orders on Climate Change Issues  
 
The executive orders on climate change below are discussed to provide a critical framework for 
RTPAs.  While these Executive Orders are directed at State agencies, integration of climate 
change policies in the RTP supports the State’s effort to reduce per capita GHG emissions and 
combat the effects of climate change.  
 
Three Governor Executive Orders were issued from 2005-2008 to address climate change: S-3-
05 (June 1, 2005) that calls for a coordinated approach to address the detrimental air quality 
effects of GHGs; S-20-06 (October 17, 2006) that requires State agencies to continue their 
cooperation to reduce GHG emissions and to have the Climate Action Team develop a plan to 
outline a number of actions to reduce GHG; and S-13-08 (November 14, 2008) that directs the 
Natural Resources Agency to develop the State’s first Climate Adaptation Strategy (CAS) guide.  
Information on climate change and California climate change activities can be found at the 
following links:  
 

http://www.climatechange.ca.gov/ 
http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/facts/facts.htm 
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More recently, Governor Executive Orders were issued in 2012 and 2015.  Executive Order B-
16-12 sets a 2050 GHG emissions reduction goal for the transportation sector to achieve 80 
percent less than 1990 levels.  Executive Order B-32-15 works toward achieving GHG reduction 
targets with the California Sustainable Freight Action Plan, an integrated plan that establishes 
clear targets to improve freight efficiency, transition to zero-emission technologies, and increase 
competitiveness of California’s freight system.   
 
In addition, Executive Order B-30-15 established a new interim statewide GHG emission 
reduction target to reduce GHG emissions to 40 percent below 1990 levels by 2030 to ensure 
California meets its target of reducing GHG emissions to 80 percent below 1990 levels by 2050.  
All state agencies with jurisdiction over sources of GHG emissions shall implement measures, 
pursuant to statutory authority, to achieve reductions of GHG emissions to meet the 2030 and 
2050 GHG emissions reductions targets.  Furthermore, State agencies shall take climate 
change into account in their planning and investment decisions, and employ full life-cycle cost 
accounting to evaluate and compare infrastructure investments and alternatives.  State 
agencies’ planning and investment shall be guided by the following principles:   

• Priority should be given to actions that both build climate preparedness and reduce GHG 
emissions;  

• Where possible, flexible and adaptive approaches should be taken to prepare for 
uncertain climate impacts;  

• Actions should protect the states most vulnerable populations;   
• Natural infrastructure solutions, as defined in Public resources code 71154(c)(3) (e.g., 

flood plain and wetlands restoration or preservation, combining levees with restored 
natural systems to reduce flood risk, and urban tree planning to reduce high heat days),  
should be prioritized; and, 

• Lastly, the State Five-Year Infrastructure Plan will take current and future climate change 
impacts into account in all infrastructure projects.   

 
These Executive Orders are available at:    
 

B-16-12: https://www.gov.ca.gov/news.php?id=17472 
B-30-15:  https://www.gov.ca.gov/news.php?id=18938   
B-32-15:  https://www.gov.ca.gov/news.php?id=19046 

 
                                                                                                                    
2.3   Promoting Public Health & Health Equity    
 
Health-promoting policies are found throughout Regional Transportation Plans (RTPs).  RTPs 
often incorporate many or all of the following: safe routes to school programs; complete streets 
strategies; equity considerations; transportation safety; and policies to promote transit, bicycling 
and walking.  These kinds of transportation-related policies and programs, and others as well, 
foster more accessible, more livable, and healthier communities.  Explicitly identifying their 
public health benefits can reinforce the role of RTPs in building stronger communities and 
regions.  In addition, local health departments and other public health stakeholders can be 
valuable partners in RTP development, to increase understanding of the relationship between 
transportation and health.  Their participation can help to maximize the RTP’s public health and 
equity benefits and ensure that the RTP is responsive to community needs.   
 
The role of transportation in public health is increasingly recognized by health advocates and 
transportation providers alike.  Federal, state, regional, and local transportation agencies have 

ATTACHMENT C

https://www.gov.ca.gov/news.php?id=17472
https://www.gov.ca.gov/news.php?id=18938


Final Draft  January 2017 

Final Draft 2017 RTPA RTP Guidelines            
 

24 

long focused on improving both air quality and safety, which are very important to public health.  
More recently the understanding of the relationship of transportation and health has been 
expanding to include a much broader range of community needs.  One fundamental example is 
the way in which transportation can encourage physical activity, such as walking and biking, 
often referred to as active transportation.  There is a demonstrated relationship between 
increased physical activity and a wide range of health benefits.  If a higher level of investment is 
made on active transportation, the walk and bike mode shares could be increased, which could 
help a community to lower its rates of obesity, hypertension, and other chronic diseases. 
However, local jurisdictions primarily lead the planning and implementing of active 
transportation infrastructure and supportive land uses, and land use patterns play at least as 
large a role in encouraging more active mode choices.  
 
Transportation is also being seen not as an end in itself, but as a means of providing access to 
important destinations: access to jobs, education, healthy food, recreation, worship, community 
activities, healthcare, and more.  Improved access to key destinations is especially critical for 
disadvantaged and underserved communities.  The design of the transportation system, in 
combination with land use and housing decisions, also plays a role in public health.  
Coordinated planning of transportation and land use can promote public health through the 
development of livable, walkable, accessible communities.  And as nations, states and regions 
shift away from fossil fuel dependent transportation modes, the benefits of reducing the effects 
of climate change will also help to reduce the public health risks from climate change effects 
such as extreme heat, storms, and drought.  Transportation and public health providers can 
help one another to address all of these factors, learning from each other and joining their skills 
to improve transportation for better health outcomes for everyone. 
 
Improving transportation infrastructure in ways that encourages walking and cycling is one of 
several effective ways to improve physical activity, decrease traffic collisions, and improve one’s 
health status.  But, transportation planning also has a tremendous impact on community health, 
safety, and neighborhood cohesion.  For instance, health-focused transportation plans can help 
reduce the rate of injuries and fatalities from collisions. Some research suggests that there is a 
multiplier effect: when streets are designed to safely accommodate walking and biking, more 
people do so, and as more people walk and bike the rate of collisions actually goes down as 
pedestrians and bicyclists become more visible to motorists.  In addition, more people out 
walking and biking in a neighborhood has an important public safety benefit, as it means there 
are more “eyes on the street” to deter criminal activity.  Taking this a step further, studies have 
shown that people who live in neighborhoods with less traffic and higher rates of walking, 
bicycling, and transit use know more of their neighbors, visit their neighbor’s homes more often, 
and are less fearful of their neighbors.  When streets are inhospitable to pedestrians and 
bicyclists, residents don’t feel safe walking or biking to nearby transit and their ability to access 
regional educational and employment opportunities is hampered.  In short, improving traffic 
safety results in better public health beyond simply reduced injuries and fatalities.  
  
Additional examples of how transportation planning can promote health include:   
  

• Transportation planning can help residents reach jobs, education, social services, and 
medical care by walking, biking or public transportation in a timely manner.  

• Reducing commute times and increasing public transportation reliability can reduce 
stress and improve mental health.  

• Affordable transportation options enables low income households to invest in savings, 
education, and healthier food options—all factors that contribute to greater individual and 
community health. 
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2.4   Federal Requirements  
 
Federal requirements for the development of RTPs are directed at States and RTPAs, as 
specified in 23 CFR 450.202.  The primary federal requirements regarding RTPs are addressed 
in the statewide/nonmetropolitan transportation planning and metropolitan transportation 
planning rules – Title 23 CFR Part 450 and 771 and Title 49 CFR Part 613.  These federal 
regulations incorporating both MAP-21/FAST changes were updated by FHWA and FTA and 
published in the May 27, 2016 Federal Register.  
 
The final guidance is commonly referred to as the Final Rule. In the Final Rule, the 
statewide/nonmetropolitan transportation planning process provides for consideration of the 
following federal planning factors: 
 

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 (regional) 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; 
8. Emphasize the preservation of the existing transportation system; 
9. Improve the resiliency and reliability of the transportation system and reduce or mitigate 

stormwater impacts of surface transportation; and 
10. Enhance travel and tourism. 

 
It is important to note that failure to consider any factor specified in 23 CFR 450.206 (a) or (c), 
shall not be reviewable by any court under title 23 USC, 49 USC Chapter 53, subchapter II of 
title 5 USC Chapter 5, or title 5 USC Chapter 7 in any matter affecting an RTP, TIP, a project or 
strategy, or the certification of a metropolitan transportation planning process. 
 
Federal Clean Air Act conformity requirements pursuant to the Amendments of 1990, apply in all 
nonattainment and maintenance areas. Section 176(c) of the Clean Air Act (CAA), as amended 
(42 U.S.C. 7506(c), and the related requirements of 23 U.S.C. 109(j), “transportation conformity” 
requirement ensures that federal funding and approval are given to transportation plans, 
programs and projects that are consistent with the air quality goals established by a State 
Implementation Plan (SIP).   
 
Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 ensures that all people have equal access to the 
transportation planning process.  It is important that RTPAs receiving federal funds comply with 
this federal civil rights requirement during the RTP development process.  Title VI states that: all 
people regardless of their race, sexual orientation or income level, will be included in the 
decision-making process. Additional information regarding equal access to the transportation 
planning process is available in Sections 4.2 and 4.3. 
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Requirements (Shalls) 
Federal: Title 23 CFR Part 450 and 771; 49 CFR Part 613; and Title 40 CFR Part 93 and Title 
VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 
 
 
2.5   Relationship between the RTP, OWP, FTIP, STIP (RTIP & ITIP), & FSTIP 
 
The key planning documents produced by the RTPAs, County Transportation Commissions 
(CTCs) and Caltrans are: 
 

1. Regional Transportation Plan – Looks out over a 20 plus-year period providing a vision 
for future demand and transportation investment within the region. 

 
2. Overall Work Program – The OWP lists the transportation planning studies and tasks to 

be performed by the RTPA or member agency during that fiscal year.   
 
Federal Program -MPOs Only: 
 

3. Federal Transportation Improvement Program – The FTIP is a financially constrained 
four-year program listing all federally funded and regionally significant projects in the 
region.   

 
State Program – RTPAs, County Transportation Commissions (CTCs), and Caltrans: 
 

4. State Transportation Improvement Program – The STIP is a biennial program adopted                  
by the CTC. Each STIP covers a five year period and includes projects proposed by 
regional agencies in their regional transportation improvement programs (RTIPs) and by 
Caltrans in its interregional transportation improvement program (ITIP). 

a. Regional Transportation Improvement Program – The RTIP is a five year 
program of projects prepared by the RTPAs and County Transportation 
Commissions. Each RTIP should be based on the regional transportation plan 
and a region wide assessment of transportation needs and deficiencies. 

b. Interregional Transportation Improvement Program – The ITIP is a five year list of 
projects that is prepared by Caltrans, in consultation with RTPAs. Projects 
included in the interregional program shall be consistent with the Interregional 
Transportation Strategic Plan and relevant adopted regional transportation 
plan(s). 

 
State & Federal Program – MPOs, RTPAs, and Caltrans: 

5. State Federal Transportation Improvement Program (FSTIP) - The FSTIP is a 
constrained four-year prioritized list of regionally significant transportation projects that 
are proposed for federal, state and local funding.  The FSTIP is updated every four-
years and is developed by Caltrans in coordination with MPOs/RTPAs and approved by 
the FHWA/FTA.  It is consistent with the RTP and it is required as a prerequisite for 
federal programming of funding.  
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Key Planning & Programming Documents Produced by MPOs/RTPAs & 
County Transportation Commissions/Caltrans 

 
 Time/Horizon Contents Update Requirements 

 
 

RTP 

 
 

20+ Years 

 
Future Goals, 

Strategies & Projects 

 
RTPAs – Every 5 Years 

(State law allows option to 
change from 5 to 4 years) 

 
OWP 

 
1 Year 

Planning Studies and 
Tasks 

 
Annually 

FTIP 
(MPOs Only) 

 
4 Years 

Transportation  
Projects 

 
At least every 4 Years 

RTIP 
(RTPAs/CTCs) 

 
5 Years 

Transportation  
Projects 

 
Every 2 Years 

ITIP 
(Caltrans) 

 
5 Years 

Transportation  
Projects 

 
Every 2 Years 

FSTIP 4 years Transportation 
Projects 

At least every 4 years 

 
Requirements (Shalls) 
State: California Government Code Sections 65082, 14526, 14527 and 14529 require the 
preparation of the STIP, RTIPs and ITIP. 
 
 
2.6   Consistency with Other Planning Documents 
 
It is very important that the RTP be consistent with other plans prepared by local, state, federal 
agencies and Native American Tribal Governments.  Consistency can be described as a 
balance and reconciliation between different policies, programs, and plans.  This consistency 
will ensure that no conflicts would impact future transportation projects.  RTPAs depend upon 
the collaborative process described in Chapter 4 for the numerous plans below to be 
incorporated or consulted with.  RTPAs also rely on the aforementioned stakeholders to 
contribute to RTP development, according to their plans and areas of expertise. While preparing 
an updated RTP, RTPAs should, as appropriate, incorporate or consult such local/regionally 
prepared documents as: 
 

1. General Plans (especially the Circulation and Housing Elements); 
2. Airport Land Use Compatibility Plans;  
3. Air quality State Implementation Plans (SIPs); 
4. Short- and Long-Range Transit Plans; 
5. Habitat Conservation Plans/Natural Community Conservation Plan including an 

integrated regional mitigation strategy (if applicable);  
6. Urban Water Management Plans; 
7. Local Coastal Programs (if applicable); 
8. Public Agency Trail Plans (if applicable);  
9. Local Public Health Plans;  
10. Regional Bicycle and Pedestrian Plans 
11. Americans with Disabilities Act Transition Plans;  
12. Master Plans, Specific Plans; 
13. Impact Fee Nexus Plans; 
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14. Local Capital Improvement Programs;  
15. Mitigation Monitoring Programs; 
16. Countywide Long-Range Transportation Plans (if applicable); and, 
17. Tribal Transportation Plans. 
 

RTPAs also should consult State/Federal prepared transportation planning documents such as: 
 

1.  California Transportation Plan; 
2.  California Rail Plan; 
3.  Interregional Transportation Strategic Plan; 
4. Transportation Concept Reports;  
5.   District System Management Plans; 
6. California Aviation System Plan;  
7. Goods Movement Action Plan;  
8. Sustainable Freight Action Plan;  
9. California Freight Mobility Plan; 
10. Strategic Highway Safety Plan; 
11. California Strategic Highway Safety Plan, and Corridor System Management Plans; and, 
12. Federal Lands Management Plans. 

 
RTPAs should also consult State prepared environmental planning documents such as: 
 

1. Draft Environmental Goals and Policy Report; 
2. State Wildlife Action Plan; 
3. Vulnerability Assessments; 
4. California Climate Adaptation Planning Guide; 
5. Safeguarding California Plan; and, 
6. Safeguarding California: Implementation Action Plans. 

 
Federal regulations require consultation with resource agencies during the development of the 
RTP.  This consultation should include the development of regional mitigation and identification 
of key documents prepared by those resource agencies that may impact future transportation 
plans or projects (See Chapter 5 RTP Environmental Considerations).  RTPA staff should make 
a concerted effort to ensure any actions in the RTP do not conflict with conservation strategies 
and goals of the resource agencies.   
 
 
2.7   Coordination with Other Planning Processes 
 
RTPs are prepared within the context of many other planning processes conducted by federal, 
tribal, state, regional and local agencies. This section provides background information, along 
with planning practice examples in Appendix H, for how RTPAs can integrate the planning 
processes associated with the Smart Mobility Framework, Complete Streets, Context Sensitive 
Solutions, Planning and Environmental Linkages (PEL), and system planning documents 
specifically Transportation Concept Reports (TCRs), Corridor System Management Plans 
(CSMPs), District System Management Plans (DSMPs), the Interregional Transportation 
Strategic Plan (ITSP), and other transportation plans into development of the RTP.  These 
initiatives and implementation tools work toward achieving the California Transportation Plan 
goals. They also align with the principles of the federal Partnership for Sustainable 
Communities.  As the RTP is bound to fiscal constraints, the strategies, actions, and 
improvements described in this section are intended to provide guidance and should be 
considered to the maximum extent feasible in the development of the RTP.   
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Smart Mobility Framework 
 
The Caltrans Smart Mobility Framework3 (SMF) is a key strategic tool for integrating 
transportation with land-use, to develop healthy and livable communities through multi-modal 
travel options, reliable travel times, and safety for all users of the transportation system. The 
SMF supports the goals of climate change intervention and energy security while supporting 
the goals of the California Transportation Plan (CTP), and the federal Livability Principles for 
Sustainable Communities4. 
 
The SMF integrates transportation and land use by applying principles of location efficiency, 
complete streets, connected and integrated multimodal networks, housing near destinations for 
all income levels, and protection of parks and open space.  This framework is designed to help 
keep California communities livable and supportive of healthy life styles while allowing each to 
maintain its unique community identify. 
 
The CTP reflects the understanding that a full set of transportation strategies includes 
initiatives to address land use and development.  The SMF provides a framework to plan for 
the challenges of increased demands on an aging transportation system, climate change, and 
current and future generations’ demands for multi-modal transportation choices. 
 
In addressing the need for access to destinations for people and goods, the SMF provides 
guidance to incorporate new concepts and tools alongside well-established ones.  It calls for 
participation and partnership by agencies at all levels of government, as well as private sector 
and community involvement. 
 
One method for supporting the implementation of SMF is the SMF Learning Network, a series 
of educational forums and webinars designed to extend the reach of SMF to internal and 
external partners. The networks serves as an opportunity to share examples of Smart Mobility 
applications and strengthen strategic partnerships between Caltrans and other agencies. The 
information sharing and feedback that results from these forums will shape the future 
integration of Smart Mobility principles into Caltrans processes.  
 
Complete Streets 
 
The term “Complete Streets” refers to a transportation network that is planned, designed, 
constructed, operated and maintained to provide safe mobility for all users, including bicyclists, 
pedestrians, transit and rail riders, commercial vehicles and motorists appropriate to the 
function and context of the facility.   
 
The California Complete Streets Act of 2008 (AB 1358)  ensures that the general plans of 
California cities and counties meet the needs of all users, including pedestrians, transit, 
bicyclists, the elderly, motorists, movers of commercial goods, and  the disabled.  AB 1358 
requires cities and counties to identify how the jurisdiction will provide accommodation of all 
users of roadways during the revision of the circulation element of their general plan. The 
Governor’s Office of Planning and Research amended guidelines for the development of the 
                                                 
3 Smart Mobility Framework:   http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/tpp/offices/ocp/smf.html 
4 Livability Principles for Sustainable Communities:  
https://www.sustainablecommunities.gov/mission/livability-principles 
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circulation element to accommodate all users.   A comprehensive update of the General Plan 
Guidelines in 2016 includes guidance on how cities and counties can modify the circulation 
element to plan for a balanced, integrated, multimodal transportation network that meets the 
needs of all users of the streets, roads, and highways for safe and convenient travel in a 
manner that is suitable to the rural, suburban, or urban context of the general plan.  
 
The benefits of Complete Streets can include:  Safety; Health; GHG Emission Reduction; and 
Economic Development and Cost Savings. 
 
Multimodal transportation networks, using complete streets planning practice examples, can 
lead to safer travel for all roadway users.  Designing streets and travel routes that consider safe 
travel for all modes can reduce the occurrence and severity of vehicular collisions with 
pedestrians and bicyclists.  Streets and other transportation facility design considerations that 
accommodate a variety of modes and users abilities can contribute to a safer environment that 
makes all modes of travel more appealing. 
 
Planning for Complete Streets will enable local governments to provide healthier lives by 
encouraging physical activity.  Public health studies have demonstrated that people are more 
likely to walk in their neighborhood if it has sidewalks.  Also, studies have found that people 
with safe walking environments within a 10 minute walking radius are more likely to meet 
recommended physical activity levels.  The integration of sidewalks, bike lanes, transit and rail 
amenities, and safe crossings into initial design of projects is more cost-effective than making 
costly retrofits later.  Complete Streets is also a key strategy in the reduction of GHG 
emissions.  Providing community residents with an option that gets them out of their cars is a 
proven strategy for improving communities, reducing air pollution, and generating local 
business.  Similarly, Complete Streets consider Safe Routes to School, a public health strategy 
connecting communities to schools, includes but is not limited to child safety, reducing traffic 
congestion, sidewalks, crosswalks and bicycle lanes.  
 
Creating integrated, multimodal transportation networks can improve economic conditions for 
both business owners and residents.  A network of Complete Streets can be safer and more 
appealing to residents and visitors, which can benefit retail and commercial development.  
Multimodal transportation networks can improve conditions for existing businesses by helping 
revitalize an area attracting new economic activity.  Equally important to sustain economic 
vitality are commercial vehicles and their operational needs.  Vibrant urban environments 
cannot function without commercial vehicles delivering goods that sustain the economic 
activities that take place. 
 
Integrating the needs of all users can also be cost-effective by reducing public and private costs.  
Accommodating all modes reduces the need for larger infrastructure projects, such as additional 
vehicle parking and road widening, which can be more costly than Complete Streets retrofits. 
 
While AB 1358 provides no statutory requirement for RTPAs, integration of Complete Streets 
policies support local agencies’ requirements to address Complete Streets in circulation 
elements of their general plan. 
 
RTPAs should also integrate Complete Streets policies into their RTPs, to identify the financial 
resources necessary to accommodate such policies, and should consider accelerating 
programming for projects that retrofit existing roads to provide safe and convenient travel by all 
users.  
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RTPAs should encourage all jurisdictions and agencies within the region to ensure that their 
circulation elements and street and road standards, including planning, design, construction, 
operations, and maintenance procedures address the needs of all users.   Streets, roads and 
highways should also be safe for convenient travel in a manner that is suitable within the 
context of Complete Streets. To the maximum extent feasible, RTPA funded transportation 
system projects, corresponding Complete Street facilities, and improvements should meet the 
needs in project areas to maximize connectivity, convenience and safety for all users.  
 
Along the shoreline of coastal counties, one element of the Complete Streets program should 
be the California Coastal Trail (CCT), for additional information regarding the CCT see Section 
6.11. 
 
Recommendations (Shoulds)    
Federal: FAST Act Section 1442. Safety for users, encourages each State and Metropolitan 
Planning Organization to adopt standards for the design of Federal surface transportation 
projects that provide for the safe and adequate accommodation (as determined by the State) of 
all users of the surface transportation network, including motorized and non-motorized users, in 
all phases of project planning development and operation.  
 
Development of Complete Streets policy guides assist member agencies in the adoption of 
Complete Streets policy for their jurisdictions.  A policy guide can function as a template.  It can 
provide flexibility and be revised to accommodate individual agency’s needs. 
 
Planning Practice Examples:  Available in Appendix H 
 
Context Sensitive Solutions 
 
Context Sensitive Solutions (CSS) is the process of engaging stakeholders in addressing 
transportation goals with the community, economic, social and environmental context. It is an 
inclusive approach used during planning, designing, constructing, maintaining, and operating 
the transportation system. It integrates and balances community and stakeholder values with 
transportation safety, maintenance, and performance goals. Context sensitive solutions are 
reached through a collaborative, interdisciplinary process involving all stakeholders and requires 
careful, imaginative, and early planning, and continuous stakeholder involvement.  
 
Goals, issues, and values of California Tribal Governments and tribal communities, if applicable, 
should also be defined identified and addressed through outreach, collaboration and 
consultation. This would assist with identification and protection of cultural resources, historic 
sites, and environmental justice issues as well as, transportation needs and strategies. The 
evolution of economic development for some California Tribes has created increased demand 
for improved transportation infrastructure (i.e. roads, traffic control, access, etc.) and increased 
need for collaboration and consensus building with these stakeholders to address these new 
demands.  
 
In towns and cities across California, the State highway may also function as a community 
street. These communities may desire that their main street be an economic, social, and cultural 
asset as well as provide for the safe and efficient movement of people and goods.  Addressing 
all these needs throughout the planning and development process will help ensure that 
transportation solutions meet more than transportation objectives.  
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More information is available at the following links:  
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/LandArch/16_livability/css/index.htm 
 
http://www.contextsensitivesolutions.org/ 
 
Planning and Environmental Linkages 
 
Federal statute and regulations outline an optional process for incorporating transportation 
planning documents or other source material directly or by reference into subsequent 
environmental documents that are prepared in compliance with the National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA).  Appendix A to 23 CFR §450 provides additional information to explain the 
linkage between the transportation planning and project development/NEPA processes; it 
supports congressional intent that statewide and metropolitan transportation planning should be 
the foundation for highway and transit project decisions.  The results or decisions of 
transportation planning studies may be used as part of the overall project development process 
consistent with NEPA and associated implementing regulations.  Federal law specifically states 
that this does not subject transportation plans and programs to NEPA.  
 
Publicly available documents or other source material produced by, or in support of the 
transportation planning process, may be incorporated directly or by reference into subsequent 
NEPA documents in accordance with federal regulations.  If an RTPA and its project delivery 
partner(s) decide to take advantage of this opportunity to streamline and simplify the overall 
project delivery process, they should coordinate regarding the conditions that must be met 
during regional transportation planning.  Most of the conditions, though perhaps not all, are 
routinely met during preparation of the RTP. 
 
Additional information to further explain the linkages between the transportation and project 
development/NEPA processes is provided in Section 5.3 and Appendix D.   
 
NCHRP Report 541, Consideration of Environmental Factors in Transportation Systems 
Planning, is an additional resource, at: 
http://environment.transportation.org/pdf/RT_1_RM_7.pdf.   
 
The FHWA's Environmental Review Toolkit, Program Overview for Planning and Environmental 
Linkages, also provides information, available at:  
https://www.environment.fhwa.dot.gov/integ/index.asp 
 
Recommendations (Shoulds)    
Federal: 23 USC 168 Integration of planning and environmental review; 23 CFR 450.318 
Transportation planning studies and project development; Appendix A of 23 CFR Part 450 – 
Linking the Transportation Planning and NEPA Processes (Appendix D of this document).   
 
System Planning Documents 
 
District System Management Plans (DSMPs) 
 
The DSMP is a long-range, 20-25 year, policy planning document that describes how the 
District envisions the transportation system will be maintained, preserved, managed, operated, 
and developed within the planning horizon. It provides a vehicle for the development of 
multimodal, intermodal, and multijurisdictional system strategies.  These strategies are 
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developed in partnership with related Caltrans functional units, Divisions, and Districts, as well 
as external partners, such as RTPAs, cities, counties, tribal governments, other partner 
agencies, and the public.  The DSMP plays a major role in guiding the development of both the 
TCRs and the CSMPs. 
 
Interregional Transportation Strategic Plan (ITSP) 
 
The ITSP is a Caltrans planning document that provides guidance for the identification and 
prioritization of interregional transportation projects identified on the State’s Interregional 
Transportation System.  The ITSP provides an overview of the interregional transportation 
system, including identification of the major Strategic Interregional Corridors and Priority 
Interregional Facilities, which are the corridors and transportation facilities that have the greatest 
impact on interregional travel.  Concepts have been created for each Strategic Interregional 
Corridor that will be used by public agencies to plan and program transportation improvements. 
 
Transportation Concept Reports (TCRs) 
 
Caltrans prepares Transportation Concept Reports (TCRs) are long-range transportation 
planning documents that guide the development of California’s State Highway System (SHS) 
as required by Government Code 65086, Title 23 CFR Part 450 Subpart B, and the 
transportation needs of the public, stakeholders, and SHS users.  The comprehensive planning 
document for each highway route and the corresponding transportation corridor provides a 
focused look at the existing conditions and performance of the route, future transportation 
needs and demands, integrates and aligns with the State Wildlife Action Plan (SWAP), habitat 
conservation plans and regional green-prints (where applicable), and articulates improvements 
necessary to address those needs within the context of the communities and rural areas the 
highways traverse.  Caltrans meets this need through the development of the TCRs.  Each 
Caltrans District is delegated the responsibility to create a TCR for the SHS routes within their 
boundaries. 
 
Corridor System Management Planning (CSMP) 
 
A Corridor System Management Plan (CSMP) is a comprehensive, integrated management 
plan for optimizing efficient, effective multimodal system performance within a transportation 
corridor.  A CSMP includes all travel modes in a defined corridor - highways and freeways, 
parallel and connecting roadways, public transit (bus, bus rapid transit, light rail, intercity rail) 
and bikeways and pedestrian facilities.  A CSMP results in a listing and phasing plan of 
recommended operational improvements, Intelligent Transportation System (ITS) strategies, 
and system expansion projects to preserve or improve performance measures within the 
corridor.  CSMPs are developed and implemented by Caltrans in partnership with regional and 
local transportation agencies and other partners. 
 
A CSMP incorporates both capital and operational improvements and is developed through the 
following steps:  
1) Corridor limits defined. 
2) Corridor team established. 
3) Performance objectives defined; preliminary assessment performed. 
4) Comprehensive performance assessment performed; causation of performance issues 

identified.  
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5) Simulate and test improvement scenarios and alternatives for most effective mix of projects, 
strategies and actions. 

6) Alternatives selected and CSMP prepared. The Plan should be accepted or adopted by 
Caltrans, the MPO/RTPA, cities and counties as a guide for corridor management.  

 
Completed CSMPs and other Caltrans system planning documents can be viewed at: 
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/tpp/corridor-mobility/ 
 
With regard to corridor system planning, the RTP may:  

• Include by corridor all strategies, actions and improvements identified in system 
planning documents taking into consideration statewide and regional objectives 
which can include but are not limited to: multi-modal mobility, accessibility, 
environmental protection, and GHG reduction.  

• Describe how the corridor will be managed across jurisdictions and modes to 
preserve corridor productivity based upon performance measurement.  

• Describe roles and relationships among units of local government, modal agencies, 
Caltrans and related agencies for managing the corridor for highest mobility benefits 
and for measuring and evaluating performance. 

 
 
2.8   Adoption - Update Cycles and Amendments 
 
Regional transportation planning is a dynamic process requiring continuous monitoring and 
periodic updating.  Updating an RTP ensures the planning process is valid and consistent with 
current and forecasted transportation and land use conditions and trends for at least a 20-year 
planning horizon. 
 
RTPAs may revise the transportation plan at any time using the procedures in this section 
without a requirement to extend the horizon year.  The transportation plan (and any revisions or 
amendments) shall be approved by the RTPA’s Board and submitted for informational purposes 
to the CTC and Caltrans.  Copies of any revised or amended transportation plans must be 
provided to the FHWA and the FTA, as appropriate. 
 
California state law, (Government Code Section 65080(d)) mirrors the federal update 
requirement.  An RTPA that is not within an MPO, that is required to adopt a regional 
transportation plan not less than every five years, may elect to adopt the plan not less than 
every four years in order that their member cities and counties can revise their housing 
elements every 8 years pursuant to Government Code Sections 65080 (b)(2)(M) and 65588(b).  
 
Non-MPO RTPAs are required by State statute to update their RTPs at least every five years, 
regardless of whether they are located in an air quality nonattainment or maintenance area.  
However, some non-MPO RTPAs may elect to synchronize their update schedule with the MPO 
to align with housing elements.  Failure of an RTPA to adhere to the required update period 
could result in a lack of state and federal funding as projects that are programmed for state or 
federal funding in the STIP and Federal STIP must be included in the approved RTP. 
 
RTPs can be amended or modified.  The US DOT identified two types of revision methods for 
an RTP (1) A major revision that is an “amendment” and, (2) A minor revision that is an 
“administrative modification.”  The definitions in Title 23 CFR Part 450.104 clarify major and 
minor amendments to RTPs.  It is recommended that RTPAs coordinate with Caltrans district 
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regional planners on reviewing, commenting and at times facilitating the determination of what 
constitutes an RTP Amendment or Administrative modification. 
 
RTP Amendment (major) 
 
RTPs must be amended whenever a plan revision takes place such as the addition or deletion 
of a project or a major change in project scope, cost and schedule.  Other potential triggers for 
an RTP Amendment could include changing programmed project phases or any major change 
in design concept or design scope (e.g. changing project termini or the number of through traffic 
lanes).  Amendments require public review for possible comments, and demonstration of fiscal 
constraint.  
 
RTP Administrative Modification (minor)  
 
Federal regulations define Administrative Modification as a minor revision to an RTP that 
includes minor changes to project/project phase costs, minor changes to funding sources of 
previously included projects, and other minor changes to projects/project phase initiation dates. 
 
An RTP administrative modification is much more flexible and open to wide interpretation.  An 
administrative modification is a revision that does not require public review and comment, re-
demonstration of fiscal constraint, or a conformity determination (in nonattainment and 
maintenance areas). 
 
Re-Adopting Existing RTPs 
 
Re-adopting the existing RTP is an option if no significant factors have occurred within the 
region that would impact the existing RTP.  However, this option would require close evaluation 
of the current status of the RTPs fiscal constraint, conformity determination and any changes to 
the project scope, cost and schedule of the RTPs.  Re-adopting an RTP could mean that no 
new projects are presented in the document, nor will there be new projects in the current update 
cycle of the RTP.    
 
Conformity Considerations 
 
Isolated rural non-attainment and maintenance areas are not required to prepare a conformity 
determination on their RTP and must only conduct conformity analysis on non-exempt or 
regionally significant projects.  For more information, see Section 5.6 Air Quality & 
Transportation Conformity.   
 
Requirements (Shalls) 
State: Government Code Section 65080(d), mandatory RTP update cycles for RTPAs   
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2.9   RTP Checklist 
 
The RTP Checklist is contained in Appendix C of this document.  The purpose of the RTP 
Checklist is to establish a minimum standard for developing the RTP. The checklist of 
transportation planning requirements has been updated in order to conform to federal and state 
RTP requirements.   
 
RTPAs should include the page numbers indicating where the Checklist items are addressed in 
the region’s RTP.  This requirement of identifying page numbers will assist the general public, 
federal, state and local agencies to locate the information contained in the RTP. 
 
The checklist should be completed by the RTPA and submitted to the CTC and Caltrans along 
with the draft and final RTP.  This checklist is available electronically from Caltrans planning 
staff.  Each RTPA is encouraged to complete the checklist electronically.  Following its 
completion, the RTPA’s Executive Director (or designated representative) must sign the 
checklist to indicate that the information is complete and correct.   
 
Requirements (Shalls) 
State: Pursuant to California Government Code Section 14032(a), which authorizes the CTC to 
request an evaluation of all RTPs statewide to be conducted by Caltrans.  All RTPAs are 
required to submit an RTP Checklist with their Draft and Final RTP when the document is 
submitted to Caltrans and the CTC. 
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RTP ANALYSIS AND MODELING 
 

3.0   Introduction 
While not required under federal or state law a number of regional transportation planning 
agencies (RTPAs) have developed travel demand models to assist with their regional 
transportation plan analysis.  The purpose of the guidance is to provide clear and relevant 
direction to those agencies and provide state, regional, and local agencies with consistent and 
transparent modeling methodology direction.   
The majority of California's RTPAs are located outside of the boundaries of the federally 
designated metropolitan planning organizations (MPOs).  The RTPAs located within a federally 
designated MPO boundary may utilize the MPO’s travel demand model to support their RTP 
analysis. 
The California Transportation Commission (CTC) recognizes that RTPAs are not required to 
develop Sustainable Community Strategies as part of their RTP.  Further, the California 
Department of Transportation is responsible (not the RTPAs) for performing project-level air 
quality conformity analysis on regionally significant federally funded projects in isolated rural 
nonattainment or maintenance areas.  RTPAs are encouraged to follow the TDM guidelines 
(Gov. Code 14522.2(b)).  This chapter reflects only RTPA planning practice examples, not 
federal/state statutory/regulatory requirements and recommendations and planning practice 
examples related to MPOs. 
The 2016 RTP guidelines builds upon the 2010 guidelines, reflects changes in federal and state 
law, and encourages the best practices in transportation modeling.  Achieving California’s 
transportation, air quality, and climate objectives are in large part depend on effective modeling 
practices and consistency and coordination of modeling among state, regional and local 
agencies.  This chapter reflects current modeling information. 

Organization of this Chapter  
• Sections 3.0 to 3.4 - Provides the background and context of regional transportation 

planning analysis as well as general descriptions of terminology, technical and policies tool, 
and planning practice examples. 

• Section 3.5 – Lists federal and state statutory or regulatory requirements and 
recommendations.  

Federal/State Requirements, Recommendations, and Planning Practice Examples 
Terminology  
This chapter follows the convention for “Shalls,” “Shoulds,” and “Planning Practice Examples” as 
defined in Section 1.3.   
“Shalls”:  reflect a federal or state statutory or regulatory requirement and are used with a 
statutory or regulatory citation.   
“Shoulds”:  reflect a federal or state permissive, optional, or recommended statutory reference 
such as “may” or “should” and are used with a statutory or regulatory citation. 
“Planning Practice Examples”:  reflect federal/state guidelines, the state of the practices, and 
good modeling practices.  They are not federal or state statutory or regulatory requirements or 
recommendations.  Where Chapter 3 reflects “planning practice examples,” the words 
“encouraged to,” “consider,” and “can” are used.  
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3.1   Modeling in the RTP Development Process / Transportation and Land Use 
Models 

Transportation planners and engineers utilize analytical tools to assist in the policy formation 
and decision-making process during the regional transportation planning process. 

Policy Tools: 
• Improve the decision-making process by assisting the public and decision-makers in 

evaluating and identifying strategies that best address the transportation needs of their 
jurisdiction. 

• Used to present market strategies to the public/stakeholders.  Some models such as 
geographical information systems (GIS) have excellent graphical and animation displays 
that can show “what if” scenarios.  

Technical Tools: 
• Provide a clear explanation of the modeling and analytical techniques applied in assessing 

the implications of the land use scenarios or other alternatives studied as applicable. 
• Demonstrate how various policy assumptions impact the forecast results.  For example, they 

provide estimates of the elasticities and cross-elasticities of demand for various modes of 
travel with respect to critical variables such as access time, travel time, reliability, safety, and 
cost. 

• Assist with the evaluation and prioritization of planning and operational alternatives.  
• Assist in the operation and management of existing roadway capacity.  Some models 

provide optimization capabilities, recommending the best design or control strategies to 
maximize the performance of a transportation facility. 
 

3.2   Requirements for RTP Analysis  
State law requires transportation agencies identified under California Government Code 
sections 29532 or 29532.1 to develop RTPs (Gov. Code, § 65080). 

Travel Demand Model (TDM) 
While not required by law, RTPA transportation planners and engineers can utilize a travel 
demand models to evaluate RTP strategies.  A TDM utilizes a series of mathematical equations 
that forecast travel behavior and transportation services demand within a region.  The inputs 
include but are not limited to population, employment, land use, and the transportation network.  
The outputs of a TDM are used to assist decision-makers in developing policies and strategies, 
to inform the public, and for the National Environmental Protection Act (NEPA) and the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) analysis. 

California Statewide Travel Demand Model (CSTDM) 
Interregional travel is the sum of the following: 

1. Trips beginning outside a given RTPA’s boundary and ending within it (X-I trip) 
2. Trips beginning inside a given RTPA’s boundary and ending outside it (I-X trip) 
3. Trips beginning outside a given RTPA’s boundary, traveling across some portion of the 

region and ending outside the boundary (X-X trip) 
Regional transportation planning agencies may use this data if they do not have access to a 
TDM.    
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For more information see, http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/tpp/offices/omsp/statewide_modeling/cstdm.html 

Visualization Techniques and Sketch Modeling of Scenarios 
RTPAs may utilize visualization techniques such as GIS-based information, maps charts, and 
other visual aids that are useable and understandable by the public. 
 

3.3   TDM Quality Control and Consistency  
Travel Demand Modeling consistency and quality control are essential for creating confidence in 
modeling results.  Furthermore, it is essential that RTPAs, State Agencies, and technical 
experts, have a voice in developing and determining realistic, relevant, and transparent model 
input assumptions, variables and factors, and sensitivity.   

Model Inputs and Assumptions 
Model inputs and assumptions are a necessary part of running a TDM.  The assumptions are 
derived from the most current estimates developed and approved by the RTPA or other 
agencies authorized to make the estimates.   

Data 
Modeling results are only as good as the data that goes into them.  The California 
Transportation Commission recognizes that obtaining data is especially difficult in the rural 
areas of California and that RTPAs may need assistance.  If travel survey samples are limited to 
a given region, other available sources of data include the National Household Travel Survey, 
American Community Survey, and trip rates associated with a region that is similar in size such 
as demographic and socioeconomic characteristics.  As new technology and data sources (i.e. 
“big data”) become available, regional transportation agencies are encouraged to consider ways 
to incorporated them into their analysis and modeling practices.   

Model Calibration and Validation 
Calibration is used to adjust the model parameters until the model matches observed regional 
travel patterns and demand.  Validation involves testing the model's predictive capabilities 
(ability to replicate observed conditions (within reason)) before it is used to produce forecasts.  
The outputs and observed or empirical travel data are compared, and the model's parameters 
are adjusted until the outputs fall within an acceptable range of error.  Static validation tests 
compare the model’s base year traffic volume estimates to traffic counts using statistical 
measures and threshold criteria.  
Because emission estimates are sensitive to vehicle speed changes, US EPA and US DOT 
suggest that areas using network-based travel models compare the speeds estimated in the 
validation year with speeds empirically observed during the peak and off-peak periods.  The 
significant sensitivity of emissions to highway speeds emphasizes the need to monitor and 
maintain the ability of the transportation model to provide accurate speed estimates.5 
The US EPA and US DOT also suggest that every component of a model, as well as the entire 
model system, validated6.  For conventional four-step travel models, may include the four major 
components – trip generation, trip distribution, mode choice, and mode-specific trip assignment. 

                                                 
  5 Guidance for the Use of Latest Planning Assumptions in Transportation Conformity Determinations, Revision to 
January 18, 2001 Guidance Memorandum, EAP, December 2008, page 9 
  6 Travel Model Validation and Reasonableness Checking Manual second edition, page 1-6, September 24, 2010 
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Static Validation Criteria 
• Volume-to-count ratio – is computed by dividing the volume assigned by the model by the 

actual traffic count for individual roadways model-wide.  It provides a general context for the 
relationship (e.g., high or low) between model volumes and counts. 

• Percent of links with volume-to-count within Caltrans deviation allowance – the deviation is 
the difference between the model volume and the actual count divided by the actual count.  
The Caltrans deviation thresholds recognize that allowances shrink as the count increases 
(i.e., lower tolerance for differences between the model volume estimates and counts).   

• Correlation coefficient – estimates the correlation (strength and direction of the linear 
relationship) between the actual traffic counts and the estimated traffic volumes from the 
model. 

• Percent root mean square error (RMSE) – is the square root of the model volume minus the 
actual count squared divided by the number of counts.  It is a measure similar to standard 
deviation in that it assesses the accuracy of the entire model. 

RTPAs that develop TDMs are encouraged to meet the static validation and transit assignment 
validation thresholds below.  Where a model does not meet the thresholds the RTPA is 
encouraged to clearly document the impediments.   

Recommended Static Validation Thresholds 
Validation Metric Thresholds 

Percent of links with volume-to-count ratios within 
Caltrans deviation allowance At Least 75% 

Correlation Coefficient At Least 0.88 
Percent Root Mean Squared Error (RMSE) Below 40% 

The table below specifies possible transit assignment validation criteria.  

Recommended Transit Assignment Validation  
Validation Metric Thresholds 

Difference between actual counts to model results for a given 
year by route group (e.g., local bus, express bus, etc.) +/- 20% 

Difference between actual counts to model results for a given 
year by Transit Mode (e.g., light rail, bus, etc.) +/- 10% 

For additional guidance see the FHWA’s The Travel Model Validation and Reasonableness 
Checking Manual ‖ Second Edition, September 2010 

Model Sensitivity Analysis  
Sensitivity testing is the application of the model and the model set using alternative input data 
or assumptions.  Sensitivity analysis of individual model components can include the estimation 
of the elasticities and cross-elasticities of model coefficients.  However, sensitivity analysis can 
also be applied to the entire set of models using alternative assumptions regarding the 
demographic and, socioeconomic input data, or changes in transportation system to determine 
if the model results are plausible and reasonable.  
Sensitivity testing includes both disaggregate and aggregate checks.  Disaggregate checks, 
such as the determination of model elasticities, are performed during model estimation.  
Aggregate sensitivity testing results from temporal validation.  During sensitivity testing, 
reasonableness and logic checks can be performed.  These checks also include the comparison 
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of estimated (or calibrated) model parameters against those estimated in other regions with 
similar models.  “Reasonableness and logic checks can also include “components of change” 
analyses and an evaluation of whether or not the models “tell a coherent story” as 
recommended by the FTA for New Starts analysis.” (Travel Model Validation and Reasonableness 
Checking Manual Second Edition, September 2010, 1-7) 

The output of sensitivity tests can include total VMT, mode share, the number of the person and 
vehicle trips by purpose, average trip length by mode, and transit boardings.  Each RTPA is 
encouraged to improve model sensitivity and accuracy.  However, the application of these 
quality control criteria will vary based on the size of the RTPA, severity of its nonattainment 
status, the sophistication of transit system, the degree of model sophistication, among other 
characteristics.   
The following inputs can be changed as part of sensitivity tests: 

• Highway Network:  Add or delete lanes to a link, change link speeds, and change link 
capacities 

• Land use:  Residential and employment density (the households and the number of jobs), 
proximity to transit, regional accessibility, and land use mix 

(For additional guidance see Federal Highway Administration, The Travel Model Validation and 
Reasonableness Checking Manual,‖ Second Edition, 10.2 Sensitivity Testing September 2010  

Calculating Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) 
Vehicle miles traveled (VMT) is key data for highway planning and management, and a common 
measure of roadway use and travel demand.  Regional transportation agencies use VMT, along 
with other data, in estimating congestion, air quality, and potential gas-tax revenues.  RTPAs 
also use VMT or VMT stratified by speed, as inputs in the development of NEPA and CEQA (SB 
743) documents, and for purposes other than RTP development.  

Documentation 
Quality documentation is key to providing planners, engineers, and decision-makers with a 
better understanding of the reliability of the tools used to produce the forecast.  In addition to 
documenting the key modeling processes (model estimation, calibration, and validation), it is 
also important to identify model limitations and document how they are addressed within the 
post-processing model if an off-model strategy is used. 

Model Peer Review / Peer Advisory Committee 
RTPAs (that have models) are encouraged to formally seek out peer reviews from Californian 
transportation modelers from other agencies of similar size during model development or after a 
major modeling enhancement.   
In addition to the committee, transportation modeling agencies are also encouraged to 
participate in statewide, regional, and local modeling forums and user groups as a way to share 
ideas, review model inputs and methodologies, and coordinate modeling activities.   
 

3.4   RTP Modeling Improvement Program (MIP) / Planning Practice Examples  
Many techniques for travel demand forecasting exist and each of them differs in complexity, 
cost, and level of effort, sophistication, and accuracy.  RTPAs select analysis methods that best 
meets the needs of the analysis, the availability of current and historical data, the degree of 
accuracy desired, the forecast time period, the time available to complete the forecast analysis, 
and the value (cost/benefit) of the forecast to the agency and the public.  
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Analysis, forecasting tools, and transportation technologies are not static; therefore, it is 
important that state, regional, local, and air quality agencies have an on-going model 
improvement program that supports model calibration and validation activities by focusing on 
increasing model accuracy, policy sensitivity, and data development and acquisition.   
The RTP MIP includes planning practice examples that take into account factors such as the 
size and available resources of the regional transportation agencies and consider modeling 
capabilities for the referenced counties groupings below.  See the next section (3.5 RTP Travel 
Analysis Groupings) for the delineation of federal and state law requirements and 
recommendation for RTPAs.   

Category - 1 with attainment Air Quality (AQ), slow growth in population and jobs, 
little or no congestion, and no significant capacity-enhancing projects or limited 
transit expansion plans or areas of non-attainment due to transport. 
These counties are not required under federal or state statute or regulation to develop network 
travel model.  Road congestion is not increasing rapidly.  Emission changes from higher miles 
per gallon vehicles can be factored or derived from the ARB inventory.   

Category - 2 with attainment AQ, slow to moderate growth, small population, and 
no urbanized area or transit having more than a minimal potential impact on VMT, 
plus rural isolated non-attainment areas due to transport. 
These counties are not required under federal or state statute or regulation to develop a network 
travel model.   
Analysis Tools: 
• If using a three-step model, consider running a reasonable convergence towards 

equilibrium.   
• For models with a mode choice step, if the travel demand model is unable to forecast 

bicycle and pedestrian trips, consider another means to estimate those trips. 
• Consider including speed and frequency, days, and hours of operation of service as inputs 

when modeling the transit mode. 
• Consider using models that account for the effects of land use characteristics on travel, 

either by incorporating effects into the model process or by post-processing. 

Visualization Techniques and Sketch Modeling of Scenarios 

• Consider developing GIS capabilities that lead to simple land use models. 
• Consider entering all natural resources data into the GIS.   
• Consider developing parcel data and creating a land use data layer. 
• Consider addressing changes in regional demographic patterns. 
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3.5   RTP Travel Analysis Groupings  
MPOs, RTPAs, and congestion management agencies are organized into travel analysis groups 
based on federal and state laws (see map below).  Group A includes Regional transportation 
planning agencies identified as Isolated Rural Attainment Areas (A1) and Isolated Rural 
Nonattainment or Maintenance Areas (A2).  RTPAs that fall within the A grouping are not 
required to conduct federal air quality conformity analysis as part of their RTP development.  
Caltrans is required to perform project-level air quality conformity analysis for regionally 
significant federal funded projects.   
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Group B includes federally recognized MPOs not located within a metropolitan transportation 
area with a population over 200,000 and therefore, not designated transportation management 
areas (TMAs).  This group includes two categories based on federal air quality conformity laws, 
(B1) Attainment Areas and (B2) Nonattainment or Maintenance Areas.  Group C includes MPOs 
located within TMAs.  This grouping includes (C1) Attainment Areas and (C2) Nonattainment or 
Maintenance Areas. 

Group A1 Isolated Rural Attainment Areas -- Federal Requirements (Shalls) 
None  

Group A1:  Isolated Rural Attainment Areas -- State Requirements (Shalls)   
California Government Code  
§65080(a) Each transportation planning agency designated under Section 29532 or 29532.1 
shall prepare and adopt a regional transportation plan directed at 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 be action-oriented and pragmatic, considering both the short-term and 
long-term future, and shall present clear, concise policy guidance to local and state officials. The 
regional transportation plan shall consider factors specified in Section 134 of Title 23 of the 
United States Code. Each transportation planning agency shall consider and incorporate, as 
appropriate, the transportation plans of cities, counties, districts, private organizations, and state 
and federal agencies. 

Group A1:  Isolated Rural Attainment Areas -- Federal Recommendations 
(Shoulds)  
None 

Group A1:  Isolated Rural Attainment Areas -- State Recommendations (Shoulds)  
California Government Code 
§14522.2(b) Transportation planning agencies other than those identified in paragraph (1) of 
subdivision (a) of Section 14522.1, cities, and counties are encouraged, but not required, to 
utilize travel demand models that are consistent with the guidelines in the development of their 
regional transportation plans. 

§65080(c) Each transportation planning agency may also include other factors of local 
significance as an element of the regional transportation plan, including, but not limited to, 
issues of mobility for specific sectors of the community, including, but not limited to, senior 
citizens. 

Group A2:  Isolated Rural Nonattainment or Maintenance Areas -- Federal 
Requirements (Shalls)  
Regional Transportation Planning Agencies are not required to perform federal air quality 
conformity analysis as part of their RTP development.  Caltrans is the responsible agency for 
performing the project level air quality analysis requirements and recommendations listed in this 
grouping. 
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40 CFR §93 
§93.109 Criteria and procedures for determining conformity of transportation plans, 
programs, and projects: General.   
(g) Isolated rural nonattainment and maintenance areas.  This paragraph applies to any 
nonattainment or maintenance area (or portion thereof) which does not have a metropolitan 
transportation plan or TIP and whose projects are not part of the emissions analysis of any 
MPO's metropolitan transportation plan or TIP. This paragraph does not apply to “donut” areas 
which are outside the metropolitan planning boundary and inside the 
nonattainment/maintenance area boundary. 
(1) FHWA/FTA projects in all isolated rural nonattainment and maintenance areas must satisfy 
the requirements of §§93.110, 93.111, 93.112, 93.113(d), 93.116, and 93.117. Until EPA 
approves the control strategy implementation plan or maintenance plan for a rural CO 
nonattainment or maintenance area, FHWA/FTA projects must also satisfy the requirements of 
§93.116(b) (“Localized CO, PM10, and PM2.5 violations (hot spots)”). 
(2) Isolated rural nonattainment and maintenance areas are subject to the budget and/or 
interim emissions tests as described in paragraph (c) of this section, with the following 
modifications: 
(i) When the requirements of §§93.106(d), 93.116, 93.118, and 93.119 apply to isolated rural 
nonattainment and maintenance areas, references to “transportation plan” or “TIP” should be 
taken to mean those projects in the statewide transportation plan or statewide TIP which are in 
the rural nonattainment or maintenance area. When the requirements of §93.106(d) apply to 
isolated rural nonattainment and maintenance areas, references to “MPO” should be taken to 
mean the state department of transportation. 
(ii) In isolated rural nonattainment and maintenance areas that are subject to §93.118, 
FHWA/FTA projects must be consistent with motor vehicle emissions budget(s) for the years 
in the timeframe of the attainment demonstration or maintenance plan. For years after the 
attainment year (if a maintenance plan has not been submitted) or after the last year of the 
maintenance plan, FHWA/FTA projects must satisfy one of the following requirements: 
(A) §93.118; 
(B) §93.119 (including regional emissions analysis for NOX in all ozone nonattainment and 
maintenance areas, notwithstanding §93.119(f)(2)); or 
(C) As demonstrated by the air quality dispersion model or other air quality modeling 
technique used in the attainment demonstration or maintenance plan, the FHWA/FTA project, 
in combination with all other regionally significant projects expected in the area in the 
timeframe of the statewide transportation plan, must not cause or contribute to any new 
violation of any standard in any areas; increase the frequency or severity of any existing 
violation of any standard in any area; or delay timely attainment of any standard or any 
required interim emission reductions or other milestones in any area. Control measures 
assumed in the analysis must be enforceable. 

(iii) The choice of requirements in paragraph (g)(2)(ii) of this section and the methodology 
used to meet the requirements of paragraph (g)(2)(ii)(C) of this section must be determined 
through the interagency consultation process required in §93.105(c)(1)(vi) through which the 
relevant recipients of title 23 U.S.C. or Federal Transit Laws funds, the local air quality agency, 
the State air quality agency, and the State department of transportation should reach 
consensus about the option and methodology selected. EPA and DOT must be consulted 
through this process as well. In the event of unresolved disputes, conflicts may be escalated to 
the Governor consistent with the procedure in §93.105(d), which applies for any State air 
agency comments on a conformity determination. 

ATTACHMENT C



Final Draft  January 2017 

Final Draft 2017 RTPA RTP Guidelines            
 

48 

Group A2:  Isolated Rural Nonattainment or Maintenance Areas -- State 
Requirements (Shalls)  
California Government Code 
§65080(d) Except as otherwise provided in this subdivision, each transportation planning 
agency shall adopt and submit, every four years, an updated regional transportation plan to the 
California Transportation Commission and the Department of Transportation. A transportation 
planning agency located in a federally designated air quality attainment area or that does not 
contain an urbanized area may at its option adopt and submit a regional transportation plan 
every five years. When applicable, the plan shall be consistent with federal planning and 
programming requirements and shall conform to the regional transportation plan guidelines 
adopted by the California Transportation Commission. Prior to the adoption of the regional 
transportation plan, a public hearing shall be held after the giving of notice of the hearing by 
publication in the affected county or counties pursuant to Section 6061. 

Group A2:  Isolated Rural Nonattainment or Maintenance Areas -- Federal 
Recommendations (Shoulds)   
None 

Group A2:  Isolated Rural Nonattainment or Maintenance Areas -- State 
Recommendations (Shoulds)   
None 
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RTP CONSULTATION & COORDINATION 
 
4.1   Consultation & Coordination 
 
Transportation planning is a collaborative process, led by the RTPA and other key stakeholders 
in the regional transportation system.  Transportation planning activities include visioning, 
forecasting population/employment, identifying major growth corridors, projecting future land 
use in conjunction with local jurisdictions, assessing needs, developing capital and operating 
strategies to move people and goods, and developing a financial plan.  The required planning 
processes are designed to foster involvement by all interested parties, such as the business 
community, community groups, walking and bicycling representatives, public health 
departments and public health non-governmental organizations, environmental organizations, 
the Native American community, neighboring RTPAs and the general public through a proactive 
public participation process.  Review all sections of this chapter for detailed public participation 
requirements. 
 
Coordination is the cooperative development of plans, programs and schedules among 
agencies and entities with legal standing in order to achieve general consistency.  Consultation 
means that one or more parties confer with other identified parties in accordance with the 
established process and, prior to taking action(s), considers the views of the other parties and 
periodically informs them about action(s) taken.  It is very important for the development of the 
RTP to be conducted both in coordination and consultation with interested parties. 
 
In addition to having an extensive public participation process, each RTPA should coordinate its 
regional transportation planning activities with all transportation providers, facility operators such 
as airports, appropriate federal, state, local agencies, Native American Tribal Governments, 
environmental resource agencies, air districts, pedestrian and bicycle representatives and 
adjoining MPOs/RTPAs.  The RTP shall (Title 23 CFR Part 450.216(j)) reflect consultation with 
resource and permit agencies to ensure early coordination with environmental resource 
protection and management plans, for additional information regarding consultation with 
resource agencies see Section 4.10.  RTPAs that reside within MPO boundaries are 
encouraged to collaborate with their MPO to coordinate public involvement, as applicable and 
appropriate.   
 
RTPs are required to be developed in coordination with local and regional air quality planning 
authorities and shall reflect specific consultation activities with air quality agencies on the 
development of the RTP (Title 40 CFR Part 93.105 (b)).  RTPAs participate in air quality 
planning by providing travel activity data for emissions inventories.  They may also implement 
Transportation Control Measures to reduce transportation related emissions.  This participation 
helps lay the groundwork for future SIP conformity determinations.  
 
Due to the importance of including a wide range of various parties in the development of the 
RTP, the 26 rural RTPAs will also need to conform to the same coordination and consultation 
requirements as outlined in 23 CFR 450.210 and 450.216(j).  Development of the RTP shall 
include a documented public involvement process, consultation and coordination with all 
interested parties and shall, at a minimum, describe explicit procedures, strategies and desired 
outcomes.  RTPAs that reside within MPO boundaries are encouraged to collaborate with their 
MPO to coordinate the consultation process. 
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In summary, the consultation process shall: 
 

1. Provide adequate public notice and the opportunity to comment on proposed RTPs and 
public participation plans; 

2. To the maximum extent practicable, employ visualization techniques to describe the 
RTP; 

3. To the maximum extent practicable, make the RTP electronically accessible, such as 
placing it on the Internet; 

4. To the maximum extent practicable, hold public hearings at convenient and accessible 
locations and times; 

5. Demonstrate explicit consideration and response to public input on the RTP 
(documentation); 

6. Seek out and consider the needs of those traditionally underserved by existing 
transportation systems, such as low income and minority households; 

7. Provide additional opportunities to comment on the RTP, if the final version differs due to 
additional comments; 

8. Coordinate with the state transportation planning and public involvement processes; 
and, 

9. Periodically review intended RTP outcomes, products and/or services.   
 
Requirements (Shalls) 
Federal: Transportation Conformity Regulations of Title 40 CFR Part 93.105; 23 CFR 450.210 
requires States to establish a documented public involvement process for development of the 
RTP. RTPAs shall comply as well. 
 
Planning Practice Examples:  Available in Appendix H 
 

 
4.2   Title VI & Environmental Justice Considerations in the RTP 
 
Evaluation of the entire range of a region’s needs is a key element in the process of developing 
an RTP, and like consideration of public comment is required by both federal and state law. 
Providing more transportation and mobility choices such as increased transit, bicycle, and 
pedestrian facilities, as well as appropriate housing choices near job centers increases 
opportunities for all segments of the population at all income levels.  Each region is required by 
federal regulation and state laws to plan for and implement transportation system improvements 
that will provide a fair share of benefits to all residents, regardless of race, ethnicity or income 
level.  As discussed in Section 4.4, the public participation plan must provide for “Seeking out 
and considering the needs of those traditionally underserved by existing transportation systems, 
such as low-income and minority households as well as people with limited English proficiency, 
who may face challenges accessing employment and other services.”  This section discusses 
separate legal requirements that protect low-income and minority individuals:  Title VI of the 
federal Civil Rights Act of 1964, Section 11135 of the California Government Code, and 
Presidential Executive Order 12898 on Environmental Justice (EJ) require RTPAs to be 
sensitive to how all residents, particularly low-income communities and minority communities, 
may be impacted by possible transportation and land use changes identified in the RTP.  While 
Section 11135 of the California Government Code applies to all RTPAs, Title VI and EJ 
requirements apply to agencies that receive federal funds.   
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Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 
 
Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 prohibits discrimination by recipients of federal funds on 
the basis of race, color or national origin. A similar prohibition applies to recipients of state funds 
under California Gov. Code section 11135, which prohibits discrimination on the basis of race, 
color or national origin, as well as ethnic group identification, religion, age, sex, sexual 
orientation, genetic information, or disability. Even when an RTPA receives federal  funding for 
only a limited purpose, such as a specific service or project, it  is subject to Title VI  in all of its 
“policies, programs or activities,” whether or not they are directly supported with the federal 
funds. 
 
The general prohibition of Title VI is far-reaching.  While U.S. DOT’s Title VI regulations (49 
CFR § 21.5) enumerates specific prohibitions, they also state that “the enumeration of specific 
forms of prohibited discrimination in [the regulations] does not limit the generality of the 
prohibition.” Among the numerous specific forms of discrimination the regulations call out are 
prohibitions on subjecting a person to segregation in any matter related to receipt of any benefit 
under the program; denying a person the opportunity to participate as a member of a planning, 
advisory, or similar body which is an integral part of the program; or utilizing any criteria or 
methods of administration that have the effect of subjecting persons to discrimination. Other 
discriminatory actions are specifically prohibited. Title VI and its implementing regulations (49 
CFR § 21.5) state that the recipient of federal funds may not directly or through contractual or 
other arrangements, on the grounds of race, color, or national origin: 
 

1. Deny a person any service, financial aid, or other benefit provided under the program;  
2. Provide any service, financial aid, or other benefit to a person which is different, or is 

provided in a different manner, from that provided to others under the program;  
3. Subject a person to segregation or separate treatment in any matter related to his 

receipt of any service, financial aid, or other benefit under the program;  
4. Restrict a person in any way in the enjoyment of any advantage or privilege enjoyed by 

others receiving any service, financial aid, or other benefit under the program;  
5. Treat a person differently from others in determining whether he satisfies any admission, 

enrollment, quota, eligibility, membership, or other requirement or condition which 
persons must meet in order to be provided any service, financial aid, or other benefit 
provided under the program;  

6. Deny a person an opportunity to participate in the program through the provision of 
services or otherwise or afford him an opportunity to do so which is different from that 
afforded others under the program; or  

7. Deny a person the opportunity to participate as a member of a planning, advisory, or 
similar body which is an integral part of the program.  

 
Title VI Requirements  
 
In addition to prohibiting discrimination, the Title VI regulation imposes affirmative obligations on 
recipients. Among other things, recipients are prohibited from denying a person an opportunity 
to participate in the program through the provision of services or otherwise afford him an 
opportunity to do so which is different from that afforded others under the program. The Title VI 
regulation also requires them to “take affirmative action to assure that no person is excluded 
from participation in or denied the benefits of the program or activity on the grounds of race, 
color, or national origin,” and both as part of the Title VI report described below and more 
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generally, to “have available for the Secretary racial and ethnic data showing the extent to which 
members of minority groups are beneficiaries of programs receiving Federal financial 
assistance.”  
 
As described in FTA Circular 4702.1B, “Title VI Requirements and Guidelines for FTA 
Recipients,” the Title VI Plan (certifying compliance every three years) for RTPAs that receive 
federal funds includes the following information and is submitted to the State as the primary 
recipient of funding, separately from the RTP. 
 

1. All general requirements set out in Chapter III of the Circular; 
2. For agencies that provide fixed-route service, the service standards and policies 

contained in Chapter IV of the Circular must also be met.  These standards and policies 
must address how service is distributed across the transit system and must ensure that 
the manner of the distribution affords users access to these assets.    

 
The Circular includes the following related definitions:  
 

1. Discrimination refers to any action or inaction, whether intentional or unintentional, in any 
program or activity of a Federal aid recipient, sub-recipient, or contractor that results in 
disparate treatment, disparate impact, or perpetuating the effects of prior discrimination 
based on race, color, or national origin. 

2. Disparate impact refers to a facially neutral policy or practice that disproportionately 
affects members of a group identified by race, color, or national origin, where the 
recipient’s policy or practice lacks a substantial legitimate justification and where there 
exists one or more alternatives that would serve the same legitimate objectives but with 
less disproportionate effect on the basis of race, color, or national origin. 

3. Disproportionate burden refers to a neutral policy or practice that disproportionately 
affects low-income populations more than non-low-income populations. A finding of 
disproportionate burden requires the recipient to evaluate alternatives and mitigate 
burdens where practicable. 

4. Disparate treatment refers to actions that result in circumstances where similarly situated 
persons are intentionally treated differently (i.e., less favorably) than others because of 
their race, color, or national origin…. 

5. Minority population means any readily identifiable group of minority persons who live in 
geographic proximity and, if circumstances warrant, geographically dispersed/transient 
populations (such as migrant workers or Native Americans) who will be similarly affected 
by a proposed DOT program, policy, or activity. 

 
Environmental Justice 
 
Presidential Executive Order 12898 requires that “each federal agency shall conduct its 
programs, policies, and activities that substantially affect human health or the environment, in a 
manner that ensures such programs, policies, and activities do not have the effect of excluding 
persons (including populations) from participation in, denying persons (including populations) 
the benefits of, or subjecting persons (including populations) to discrimination under, such 
programs, policies, and activities, because of their race, color, or national origin.” It also requires 
federal executive agencies and the entities to which they extend financial support or project 
approval to “identify and address, as appropriate, disproportionately high and adverse human 
health or environmental effects of its programs, policies, and activities on minority populations.” 
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The US DOT Order 5610.2(a) on EJ defines “adverse effects” as “the totality of significant 
individual or cumulative human health or environmental effects.” That phrase is defined broadly 
as extending to “interrelated social and economic effects, which may include, but are not limited 
to: bodily impairment, infirmity, illness or death; air, noise, and water pollution and soil 
contamination; destruction or disruption of man-made or natural resources; destruction or 
diminution of aesthetic values; destruction or disruption of community cohesion or a 
community's economic vitality; destruction or disruption of the availability of public and private 
facilities and services; vibration; adverse employment effects; displacement of persons, 
businesses, farms, or nonprofit organizations; increased traffic congestion, isolation, exclusion 
or separation of minority or low-income individuals within a given community or from the broader 
community.” That phrase also includes “the denial of, reduction in, or significant delay in the 
receipt of, benefits of DOT programs, policies, or activities.”  
 
Environmental justice at FHWA means “identifying and addressing disproportionately high and 
adverse effects of the agency's programs, policies, and activities on minority and low-income 
populations to achieve an equitable distribution of benefits and burdens. This includes the full 
and fair participation by all potentially affected communities in the transportation decision-
making process”. 
 
The FTA EJ Circular 4703.1 describes an EJ analysis to determine whether the activity will 
result in a “[d]isproportionately high and adverse effect on human health and environment.” The 
DOT order prohibits, if further mitigation measures or alternatives that would reduce the 
disproportionately high and adverse effects are feasible,  any “[d]isproportionately high and 
adverse effect on minority and low-income populations,” defined as “an adverse effect that: (l) is 
predominately borne by a minority population and/or a low-income population, or (2) will be 
suffered by the minority population and/or low-income population and is appreciably more 
severe or greater in magnitude than the adverse effect that will be suffered by the non-minority 
population and/or non-low-income population.” 
 
DOT EJ Order 5610.2(a) and FTA EJ Circular 4703.1 provide guidance on EJ related to the 
responsibilities of RTPAs that are federal fund recipients.  There are three federally established 
guiding EJ principles, summarized in FTA Circular 4703.1, to consider throughout transportation 
planning, public outreach and participation efforts conducted in development of the RTP: 

 
• “To avoid, minimize, or mitigate disproportionately high and adverse human health and 

environmental effects, including social and economic effects, on minority populations 
and low-income populations.  

• To ensure the full and fair participation by all potentially affected communities in the 
transportation decision-making process.  

• To prevent the denial of, reduction in, or significant delay in the receipt of benefits by 
minority and low-income populations.” 

 
While Title VI and EJ are closely related, FTA Circular 4703.1, “Environmental Justice Policy 
Guidance for FTA Recipients,” provides an understanding of the overlap and distinction 
between the two. Title VI prohibits discrimination by recipients of federal assistance on the basis 
of race, color, and national origin.  By contrast, the Executive Order on EJ extends its 
protections not only to “minority populations” but also to “low-income populations.”   
 
DOT EJ Order 5610.2(a) defines “Minority Population” to mean “any readily identifiable groups 
of minority persons who live in geographic proximity, and if circumstances warrant, 

ATTACHMENT C



Final Draft  January 2017 

Final Draft 2017 RTPA RTP Guidelines            
 

56 

geographically dispersed/transient persons (such as migrant workers or Native Americans) who 
will be similarly affected by a proposed DOT program, policy or activity.” The US DOT EJ Order 
similarly defines “Low-Income Population” as “any readily identifiable groups of low-income 
persons who live in geographic proximity, and if circumstances warrant, geographically 
dispersed/transient person (such as migrant workers or Native Americans) who will be similarly 
affected by a proposed DOT program, policy or activity.”  FTA’s EJ Circular 4703.1 and FTA’s 
2012 Title VI Circular 4702.1B include similar definitions. 
 
Requirements (Shalls) 
Federal: Title 23 CFR Part 450.210(a)(1); For federal fund recipients: portions of FTA Circular 
4702.1B – Title VI Requirements and Guidelines for FTA Recipients; Presidential Executive 
Order 12898 on Environmental Justice (1994): portions of US DOT Order  5610.2(a) (2012) and 
FHWA Order 6640.23A (2012) 
State: Government Code Section 11135   
 
Recommendations (Shoulds) 
Federal: For federal fund recipients: FTA Circular 4703.1 – EJ Policy Guidance for FTA 
Recipients; US DOT EJ Order 5610.2(a); portions of FTA Circular 4702.1B-Title VI 
Requirements and Guidance for FTA Recipients; portions of US DOT EJ Order 5610.2(a), and 
FHWA Order 6640.23A (2012). 
 
Planning Practice Examples:  Available in Appendix H 
 
 
4.3   Social Equity Factors 
 
Social equity factors relevant to RTP development include, but are not limited to, housing and 
transportation affordability, access to transportation, displacement and gentrification, and the 
jobs/housing fit. 
 
Title 23 CFR Part 450.210(a)(1)(viii) requires that a public involvement process describe explicit 
procedures, strategies and desired outcomes for seeking out and considering the needs of 
those traditionally underserved by existing transportation systems, such as low-income and 
minority households, who may face challenges accessing employment and other services. 
 
RTPAs can encourage the involvement of low-income communities and communities of color by 
proactively seeking the input of these households and by making public meetings as accessible 
as possible. Public engagement strategies may include:  

• Hold meetings at accessible locations and outside of traditional working hours (e.g. 
evenings and weekends); 

• Locate meetings in low-income communities and communities of color; 
• Locate meetings at sites accessible via affordable transit;  
• Translate meeting materials for non-English speakers;  
• Provide interpretation at meetings for non-English speakers; and,  
• Ensure meetings are attended by RTPA decision makers in addition to RTPA staff.  

 
In addition to the practices listed above, RTPAs are also encouraged, to the extent practicable, 
to develop partnerships with local, regional and state-wide organizations that can assist in 
achieving RTP participation goals. 
 
Planning Practice Examples:  Available in Appendix H 
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4.4   Public Involvement Process 
 
Involving the public in planning and project development poses a major challenge as well as an 
opportunity.  Many people are skeptical about whether they can truly influence the outcome of a 
transportation project.  Others feel that transportation plans are too abstract and long-term to 
warrant attention.  
 
The RTP is one of the key processes an RTPA undertakes. It is a primary avenue for public 
participation in the long-range transportation planning process.  Title 23 CFR Part 450.210(a) 
states the following concerning participation and consultation (RTPAs shall comply as well): 
 
“The State’s public involvement process at a minimum shall establish early and continuous 
public involvement opportunities that provide timely information about transportation issues and 
decisionmaking processes to, affected public agencies, representatives of public transportation 
employees, public ports, freight shippers, private providers of transportation (including intercity 
bus operators), representatives of users of public transportation, representatives of users of 
pedestrian walkways and bicycle transportation facilities, representatives of the disabled, 
providers of freight transportation services, and other interested parties with reasonable 
opportunities to be involved in the long-range statewide transportation plan and STIP.” 
 
Title 23 CFR Part 450. 210(a)(1) also requires that public involvement process be developed in 
consultation with all interested parties and describe explicit procedures, strategies, and desired 
outcomes for: 
(ii) Providing timely notice and reasonable access to information about transportation issues and 
processes; 
(iii) Providing adequate public notice of public participation activities and time for public review 
and comment at key decision points, including but not limited to a reasonable opportunity to 
comment on the proposed RTP; 
 (iv) Holding any public meetings at convenient and accessible locations and times; 
(viii) Seeking out and considering the needs of those traditionally underserved by existing 
transportation systems, such as low-income and minority households, who may face challenges 
accessing employment and other services. 
 
The purpose of the RTPA’s documented public involvement process is to establish the process 
by which the public can participate in the development of regional transportation plans and 
programs.  The documented public involvement process should be designed to assist RTPA 
staff in implementing an effective public participation process through a variety of strategies.  It 
provides RTPA staff with a menu of techniques or activities from which they can tailor their 
specific program’s input process.  RTPAs should also refer to the CTP Public Participation Plan 
document, or the CTP/FSTIP Public Participation Plan, which can provide the most effective 
methods for engaging with the public.  This document can be accessed through the following 
link:  
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/tpp/offices/osp/ppp_files/CTPE_PPP_Final_052913_dg_29.pdf#zoom
=75.    Which public participation methods the RTPA uses will require a careful analysis of what 
is desired to be accomplished as well as the scope of the particular transportation project(s). 
Plenty of flexibility is available to RTPAs in developing specific public involvement programs.  
Every given situation or region in California is different, and each approach to a specific public 
involvement challenge will be unique.   
 
When significant written and oral comments are received on the draft RTP and as a result of the 
participation process or the interagency consultation process required under the EPA 
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transportation conformity regulations (Title 40 CFR Part 93), a summary, analysis, and report of 
the proposed comments should be made as part of the final RTP. 
   
It is important to note that the documented public involvement process should be prepared prior 
to the development of the RTP.  The documented public involvement procedures should have 
public input during its preparation and have a 45-day comment period before the RTPAs board 
adopts it.  This enhanced documented public involvement process is a federal requirement.  
   
Title 23 CFR Part 450.210(a)(1)(v) requires the documented public involvement process to use 
visualization techniques, to the maximum extent practicable, to describe the RTP. Visualization 
techniques range from a simple line drawing or hand written chart to technologically complex 
web cast public meetings, GIS modeling and computer generated maps. The specific type of 
visualization technique is determined by the RTPA. 
 
The documented public involvement process, the draft and adopted RTP shall be posted on the 
RTPA’s website to the maximum extent practicable and for the life of the RTP.  It is also 
recommended that RTPAs place hard copies of the draft and adopted copies of RTPs in local 
libraries and other locations where the public would have access to these documents.  
 
Public involvement programs for RTPs in California are required to follow state and federal 
requirements.  If the minimum state and federal requirements are inadequate for the region, the 
RTPA may develop a more specialized public involvement program if that promises to be more 
effective.   
 
In developing RTPs, the RTPA should consult with agencies and officials responsible for other 
planning activities within their region that are affected by transportation or at least coordinate the 
planning process to incorporate input.  These areas include, but are not limited to, the listed 
examples: 
 

1. State and local growth; 
2. Public health; 
3. Housing; 
4. Economic development; 
5. Environmental protection; 
6. Tourism; 
7. Natural disaster risk reduction; 
8. Airport operations; and, 
9. Goods Movement. 
 

When the RTPA region includes California Indian Tribal Lands (reservations, Rancherias, and 
allotments) the RTPA shall appropriately involve the federally recognized Native American 
Tribal Government(s) in the development of the RTP.  The RTPA should also seek input even 
from tribes that are not federally recognized or from other “interested parties” that may have a 
background and/or history of Native American culture within the region.  In addition, AB 52 
(Chapter 532, Statutes of 2014) mandates that agencies must consult with tribes regarding 
impacts to Tribal Cultural Resources as an impact under CEQA.  See Section 4.9 Native 
American Tribal Government Consultation and Coordination for further discussion. 
 
Similarly, when the RTPA region includes federal public lands, the RTPA shall appropriately 
involve the federal land management agencies in the development of RTP. 
 

ATTACHMENT C



Final Draft  January 2017 

Final Draft 2017 RTPA RTP Guidelines            
 

59 

RTPA public participation efforts shall at minimum develop a documented process that outlines 
roles, responsibilities and provides outreach efforts to all sectors of the local community.  
 
RTPAs may include a separate Public Participation Plan, however RTPAs shall at minimum 
include a detailed discussion of public participation efforts within the RTP.  For example, public 
hearings, workshops, surveys, brochures and other methods that invite comments or input for 
the public participation efforts and RTP development. 
 
RTPAs are also encouraged to involve the media, including ethnic media as appropriate, as a 
tool to promote public participation in the RTP development, review and commenting process. 
 
Public participation and consultation for the development of the RTP remains an essential 
element of the overall RTP process. Mapping and visualization tools should be used, to the 
extent practicable, to create visual representations of proposed scenarios.  A Public 
Participation Plan includes public outreach, public awareness, and public input beginning with 
the planning stage.  
 
For additional information on the consultation process please refer to Sections 4.6, 4.7, and 4.8. 
 
Periodic Evaluation of the Public Involvement Process  
 
A periodic review of the public involvement process is important to evaluate the effectiveness of 
the procedures and strategies employed during the full and open participation process.  This 
periodic review can help to ensure that the public involvement process, once adopted, is being 
implemented effectively and is achieving its goals of engaging low-income and minority 
residents in expressing and prioritizing their needs and their views on how the RTP can best 
meet those needs. 
 
Requirements (Shalls) 
Federal: Title 23 CFR Part 450.210 
State: Public Resources Code Section 5097.94, and Sections 21073 through 21084.3.  
 
Planning Practice Examples: Available in Appendix H  
  
 
4.5   Private Sector Involvement 
 
Private sector involvement relates to how the goods movement industry and other business or 
commercial interests are represented in the development of the RTP.   Trucks, freight trains, 
taxis, limousines all use the transportation network and are an integral part of the regional 
transportation system.  Other examples of private sector involvement in the development of the 
RTP include Transportation Management Associations, private transit operators, developers, 
and Chambers of Commerce.  Their absence in the regional transportation planning process 
adversely impacts the efficiency of the transportation network.   
 
In urbanized areas of California, the number of trucks on the highway system has substantially 
increased.  This has had a direct impact on traffic congestion within these areas.  An increased 
level of truck activity has also had an impact in rural areas of the state, although primarily on the 
principal routes in rural counties.  For these reasons, an RTP that does not include the “Private 
Sector” in the planning process is not a viable plan.  The impact of the private freight sector on 
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the transportation system is significant and must be included and documented in the RTP 
process.    
 
Unfortunately, in many plans, the private sector is not identified as a planning partner.  Where 
addressed, goods movement is discussed in the abstract with minimal long-range assumptions 
identified or assessed.   
 
RTPAs should take necessary actions to ensure major trucking firms, large employers and 
business organizations are formally invited to participate in the preparation of the RTP.  The 
RTPA should strive to include any major long-range plans of these organizations that may have 
an impact on the regional transportation system.  The purpose is to provide private sector 
transportation providers a process of communication and involvement into the region’s 
transportation planning process.  The specific outreach techniques developed and ultimately 
used is dependent on the size and composition of the region.  These efforts to solicit input into 
the long-range regional transportation planning process should be documented in the RTP.   
 
Requirements (Shalls) 
Federal: Federal regulations require private sector involvement as a component of the regional 
transportation planning process.  Title 23 USC Part 134 (g)(4), Title 23 USC Section 135(e) and 
Title 23 CFR Part 450.210(a) require the transportation planning process include input from the 
goods movement industry and other transportation organizations. 
 
Recommendations (Shoulds) 
State: California Government Code Section 14000(d) recommends that a comprehensive 
multimodal transportation planning process should be established which involves all levels of 
government and the private sector in a cooperative process to develop coordinated 
transportation plans. 
 
Planning Practice Examples:  Available in Appendix H  
 
 
4.6   Consultation with Interested Parties 
 
The U.S. DOT defines consultation as when: “one or more parties confer with other identified 
parties in accordance with an established process and, prior to taking action(s), considers the 
views of the other parties and periodically informs them about action(s) taken.”  Some areas of 
consultation could include transportation, land use, employment, economic development, 
housing, community development and environmental issues. 
 
The U.S. DOT definition of “interested parties” to be engaged in statewide/nonmetropolitan and 
metropolitan transportation planning has been expanded.  The RTPA shall provide the following 
interested parties with reasonable opportunity to comment on the proposed RTP: 
 

1. Individuals; 
2. Affected public agencies; 
3. Representatives of public transportation employees; 
4. Public ports; 
5. Freight shippers; 
6. Private providers of transportation; 
7. Representatives of users of public transportation; 
8. Representatives of users of pedestrian walkways and bicycle transportation facilities; 
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9. Representatives of people with disabilities; 
10. Providers of freight transportation services; and, 
11. Other interested parties. 

 
Requirements (Shalls) 
Federal: Consulting with interested parties on plans, programs and projects shall include 
individuals or organizations that are mentioned in Title 23 CFR Part 450.210(a)(1)(i). Title 23 
CFR Part 450.216(k) requires States to consult with federal land use management agencies, 
as appropriate during the development of RTP.  RTPAs shall comply as well.  Title 23 CFR 
Part 450.216(j) states that States shall consult as appropriate with state and local agencies 
responsible for land use management, natural resources, environmental protection, 
conservation and historic preservation during the development of their RTP.  RTPAs shall 
comply with this as well. 
State: None 
 
Planning Practice Examples:  Available in Appendix H  
 
 
4.7   Native American Tribal Government Consultation & Coordination 
 
During the development of the RTP, Tribal Government consultation can be described as the 
meaningful and timely process of seeking, discussing, and considering carefully the views of 
leaders of federally recognized Tribal Governments and, where feasible, seeking agreement on 
important matters.  The RTPA can do this by sharing information and conducting meetings with 
leaders of the federally recognized Tribal Governments during the preparation of the RTP prior 
to taking action(s) on the plan and by making sure to consider input from the tribe as decisions 
are made.  Consultation should be conducted in a way that is mutually respectful of each party’s 
sovereignty.  Tribal Government coordination is the comparison of the RTPAs transportation 
plans, programs, projects and schedules with similar documents prepared by the tribe.  The 
RTPA needs to ensure consistency with tribal plans and the RTP. 
 
Currently there are 109 federally recognized tribes in California.  The federally recognized Tribal 
Governments hold inherent power of limited sovereignty and are charged with the same 
responsibility as other governmental authorities.  In addition, California is home to the largest 
Native American population in the country, including non-federally recognized tribes, and urban 
Indian communities.   
 
The RTPA should include a discussion of consultation, coordination and communication with 
federally recognized Tribal Governments when the tribes are located within the boundary of an 
RTPA.  The RTPA should establish a government-to-government relationship with each tribe in 
the region.  This refers to the protocol for communicating between the RTPAs and the Tribal 
Governments as sovereign nations.  This consultation process should be documented in the 
RTP.  The initial point of contact for Tribal Governments should be the Chairperson for the tribe.     
 
The RTPA should develop protocol and communication methods for outreach and consultation 
with the Tribal Governments.  However these protocol and communication methods should be 
re-evaluated if the agencies are un-successful in obtaining a response during the development 
of the RTP. 
 
It is important to ensure that efforts in establishing channels of communication are documented 
in the RTP.  For further information and assistance in the consultation process, contact the 
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California Department of Transportation Native American Liaison Branch (NALB) at: 
http://dot.ca.gov/hq/tpp/offices/ocp/nalb.  The NALB webpage also provides contact information 
for the California Department of Transportation Districts’ Native American Liaisons. 
 
As mentioned above, California is home to many non-federally recognized tribes as well as 
Native Americans living in urban areas.  RTPAs should involve the Native American 
communities in the public participation processes.  Establishing and maintaining government-to-
government relations with federally recognized Tribal Governments through consultation is 
separate from, and precedes the public participation process.  
 
Requirements (Shalls) 
Federal: Title 23 CFR part 450.216(j) requires States to involve the federally recognized Native 
American Tribal Government in the development of the RTP and project lists.  RTPAs shall 
comply as well.  The requirement of including interested parties in the development of the 
participation plan and the RTP would include federally recognized or non-federally recognized 
tribes.   
State: Public Resources Code Section 5097.94, and Sections 21073 through 21084.3.  AB 52 
added Tribal Cultural Resources as an impact under CEQA and required consultation to 
mitigate those impacts with the California Native American tribes as defined in California Public 
Resources Code Section 21073.  Because RTPs are subject to CEQA and a program EIR is 
prepared to analyze the impacts of implementing an RTP, AB 52 means that RTPAs must 
consult with tribes with regards to Tribal Cultural Resources as part of the CEQA process. 
 
Planning Practice Examples:  Available in Appendix H  
 
 
4.8   Consultation with Resource Agencies 
 
Consultation with resource agencies, State and local agencies responsible for land use 
management, environmental protection, conservation, and historic preservation is critical when 
concerning the development of the RTP.   
 
The consultation efforts involve: 
 

1. Comparing transportation plans with State conservation plans, maps and other data, if 
available; and, 

 
2. Comparing transportation plans with inventories of natural and historic resources, if 

available. 
 
Input/comments from resource agencies early in the planning process is critical.  The reason for 
proactive consultation and engagement is to prevent project delays at a later time.  In other 
words, coordinating and consulting with resources agencies early in the planning process, may 
lead to better coordination, minimal litigation, possible project cost savings and an upfront 
understanding of resource agency issues. 
 
Some examples of resource agencies that could be included in a more seamless multi-agency 
process, but are not limited to California Environmental Protection Agency (CalEPA), California 
Coastal Commission, and US Fish and Wildlife, U.S. Army Corp of Engineers, California 
Department of Fish and Game and California Department of Parks and Recreation.   
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The FHWA Eco-Logical and Integrated Ecological Framework and the state Regional Advance 
Mitigation Planning model provides a process by which early consultation with resource 
agencies and conservation non-profit organizations to develop regional greenprints or 
conservation plans that identify of areas of conservation value can satisfy federal requirements 
for early consultation and result in benefits for both transportation agencies and environmental 
protection. Programmatic mitigation plans, Natural Communities Conservation Plans and 
Habitat Conservation Plans can provide early consultation and identification of natural resources 
that need to be avoided or minimized in order to reduce risk and streamline project delivery.  For 
additional information related to coordination of regional mitigation activities with other planning 
processes, see Chapter 5. 
 
An RTPA shall coordinate and consult with resource agencies on data or information sharing, if 
available. The following is a preliminary list of resource agencies that should be consulted in the 
development of the RTP: 
 

1. Federal Highway Administration; 
2. Federal Transit Administration;  
3. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency;  
4. U.S. Army Corps of Engineers;  
5. NOAA Fisheries Services;  
6. U.S. National Park Service;  
7. U.S. National Marine and Fishery Service; 
8. U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service; 
9. California Coastal Commission; 
10. California Ocean Protection Council; 
11. California Energy Commission; 
12. California Office of Planning and Research; 
13. California Environmental Protection Agency; 
14. California Natural Resources Agency; 
15. California Water Resources Control Board; 
16. California Regional Water Quality Control Board; 
17. California Department of Fish and Wildlife; 
18. California Department of Resources, Recycling, and Recovery; 
19. California Air Resources Board; 
20. California Department of Parks and Recreation; 
21. California Department of Conservation;  
22. California State Mining and Geology Board;  
23. Any additional California environmental, energy, resource and permit agencies; 
24. Bay Conservation and Development Commission (Bay Area); 
25. Regional Air Quality Management Districts, and; 
26. California Office of Historic Preservation. 

 
It may be challenging to obtain timely responses and comments to the RTP, its programs and 
projects, when the commenting period is announced to the general public and stakeholders.  It 
is understandable that these efforts will depend on the specific region. 
  
Interagency Consultation for Transportation Conformity – The transportation conformity rule 
requires that State and local agencies establish formal procedures to ensure interagency 
coordination on critical transportation conformity issues.  Nonattainment and maintenance areas 
have adopted consultation procedures to meet these requirements.  These procedures are 
federally enforceable and should be followed for each conformity determination.   
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Additional guidance regarding federally required consultation with resource agencies during the 
RTP development process is available in Section 5.2 Federal Environmental Requirements.  
 
Requirements (Shalls) 
Federal: Title 23 CFR part 450.216(j) requires that the State shall consult, as appropriate, with 
State and local agencies responsible for land use management, natural resources, 
environmental protection, conservation, and historic preservation concerning the development 
of the transportation plan. RTPAs shall comply as well. The consultation shall involve, as 
appropriate: (1) Comparison of transportation plans with State conservation plans or maps, if 
available; or (2) Comparison of transportation plans to inventories of natural or historic 
resources, if available. In addition, the discussion of mitigation activities required by 23 CFR 
450.216(k) (and described more fully in Section 5.2) shall be developed in consultation with 
Federal, State, and Tribal land management, wildlife, and regulatory agencies.  
 
State: California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), requires consultation with agencies, 
governments or individuals that could potentially be impacted by transportation projects in the 
RTP.  
 
Planning Practice Examples:  Available in Appendix H  
 
 
4.9   Coordinated Public Transit/Human Services Transportation Plans 
 
The aim of the Coordinated Public Transit/Human Services Transportation Plan is to improve 
transportation services for persons with disabilities, older adults and individuals with lower 
incomes by ensuring that communities coordinate the available transit resources.  Coordination 
enhances transportation access, minimizes duplication of services and facilitates the most 
appropriate cost-effective transportation system possible with available resources.   
 
Federal transit law requires that projects selected for funding under the following Federal Transit 
Administration (FTA) programs be derived from a coordinated plan: Enhanced Mobility of 
Seniors and Individuals with Disabilities Program (Title 49 U.S.C Section 5310).  Information on 
this program can be found at: 
 
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/MassTrans 
 
RTPAs are not required to be the lead agency in the development of the coordinated plan.  
Federal guidance states that the coordinated plan may be developed separately or as a part of 
the transportation planning process. In any case, RTPAs should ensure that the plan is 
coordinated and consistent with their regions’ transportation planning process.   
 
The coordinated plan must be developed through a process that includes representatives of 
public, private, and non-profit transportation and human services providers with participation by 
members of the public.  The public participation requirements may be shared with those for the 
development of the RTP. 
 
As with all FTA programs, transit projects selected for funding must be consistent with the RTP 
and FTIP.  
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Recommendations (Shoulds) 
Federal: Title 23 CFR Part 450.206(h) states the statewide planning process should be 
coordinated and consistent with the preparation of the coordinated public transit-human services 
transportation plan as required by Title 49 USC Section 5310. 
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RTP ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS 
 
5.0   Introduction 
 
This section will briefly discuss the context for environmental requirements, options for RTP 
environmental document preparation, federal requirements and recommendations outlined in 
the Statewide and Nonmetropolitan Transportation Planning and Metropolitan Transportation 
Planning Final Rule (FHWA/FTA Planning Final Rule), key resource areas for avoidance and 
mitigation and finally, a description of air quality and transportation conformity will be provided. 
 
The federal government has shown its commitment to the environment through the passage of 
the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) in 1969, which requires federal agencies to 
consider the environmental impacts of their actions.  In a similar vein, California passed the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) in 1970, which was designed to ensure that public 
agencies consider the environmental impacts of their decisions.   
 
In California, the environmental review associated with the RTP and the subsequent project 
delivery process is two-fold.  RTPAs are responsible for the planning contained in the RTP that 
precedes project delivery. Typically a local government, consultant or Caltrans is responsible for 
the actual construction of the project i.e. project delivery. CEQA applies to the planning 
document (RTP) while both NEPA and CEQA may apply to the individual projects that 
implement the RTP during the project delivery process.  Likewise, all RTP CEQA Analysis and 
subsequent transportation project CEQA analysis assess all environmental issue areas 
identified in the CEQA Guidelines Environmental Checklist Form, Appendix G. 
 
A change to transportation analysis in environmental review under CEQA occurred with the 
Governor’s approval of SB 743 which requires an update in the metric of transportation impact 
used in CEQA from Level of Service and vehicle delay to one that promotes the reduction of 
GHG emissions, the development of multimodal transportation networks, and a diversity of land 
uses for transit priority areas.  Per ARB Vision Model results, reductions in VMT growth are 
needed to achieve sufficient GHG emissions reduction for climate stabilization, as reflected in 
executive orders on 2030 and 2050 GHG targets.  The regulatory language (CEQA Guidelines 
changes) to implement the law are pending, though VMT has been identified by the Governor’s 
Office as a potential metric to determine significant impacts.  A future update of the RTP 
Guidelines will capture any “shoulds” or “shalls” resulting from the formal rulemaking process.  
Lead agencies should refer to current CEQA statutes, regulations, and case law when 
performing CEQA analysis for their RTPs/SCSs.   
 
Given that protection of the environment is an important public policy goal and it is an important 
aspect of public acceptance during project delivery, best regional planning practices would seek 
to plan and implement transportation projects that would avoid or minimize environmental 
impacts. 
 
 
5.1   Environmental Documentation  
 
The RTP planning document as well as the projects listed in it are considered to be projects for 
the purposes of CEQA.  Subsequent RTP amendments or updates are discretionary actions 
that can also trigger CEQA compliance.  As defined in CEQA statute section 21065, a project 
means “an activity which may cause either a direct physical change in the environment, or a 
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reasonably foreseeable indirect physical change in the environment, and which is any of the 
following: (a) An activity directly undertaken by any public agency or (b) An activity undertaken 
by a person which is supported, in whole or in part, through contracts, grants, subsidies, loans, 
or other forms of assistance from one or more public agencies”. 
 
To initiate CEQA compliance, the RTPA as the lead agency determines if the proposed action is 
a project and whether the project is statutorily or categorically exempt.  If the project is not 
exempt from CEQA, an Initial Study or equivalent environmental assessment is completed.  
Based on the outcome of the Initial Study the appropriate type of environmental document is 
then prepared.  The Initial Study can indicate the use of an Environmental Impact Report (EIR), 
a Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) or a Negative Declaration (ND).  Additionally, there are 
several types of EIRs such as a Master EIR, a Project EIR or a Program EIR.  Information 
regarding the CEQA process and guidelines for implementation can be found at: 
 
www.opr.ca.gov 
http://opr.ca.gov/index.php?a=ceqa/index.html 
http://resources.ca.gov/ceqa/ 
http://www.califaep.org/policy 
http://ag.ca.gov/globalwarming/ceqa.php 
 
California Air Pollution Control Officers Association (CAPCOA) White Paper on CEQA and 
Climate Change: 
http://www.capcoa.org/wp-content/uploads/2012/03/CAPCOA-White-Paper.pdf 
 
Program EIR 
 
Many RTPAs prepare a program Environmental Impact Report to analyze the environmental 
impacts of implementing their RTP. The purpose of the program EIR is to enable the RTPA to 
examine the overall effects of the RTP i.e. broad policy alternatives, program wide mitigation, 
growth inducing impacts and cumulative impacts can be considered at a time when the agency 
has greater flexibility to avoid unnecessary adverse environmental effects.  The program EIR is 
a device that was originally developed by federal agencies under NEPA.  The County of Inyo v. 
Yorty court case established its use under CEQA. 
 
Additionally, environmental documents subsequently prepared for the individual projects 
contained in the RTP can be tiered off of the Program EIR thus saving time and reducing 
duplicative analysis. Tiering refers to environmental review of sequential actions, where general 
matters and environmental effects are examined in a broad EIR for a decision such as adoption 
of a policy, plan, program, or ordinance, and subsequent narrower or site‐specific EIRs are 
prepared that incorporate by reference the prior EIR and concentrate on environmental effects 
that can be mitigated or that were not analyzed in the prior EIR.  In such instances, the later 
narrow EIR “tiers” off the prior broad EIR.  If a project‐specific EIR tiers off from a broader prior 
EIR such as the PEIR prepared for a RTP, it could help eliminate repetitive discussions of the 
same environmental issues; facilitate project‐level impact analysis by focusing on issues 
specific to the later project; reduce the burdens from duplicative reconsiderations of a program, 
plan or policy with a certified EIR; and, reduce CEQA delay and paperwork at project level. (See 
Appendix G Glossary for a definition of ‘tiering’)   
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Changes to the RTP/Project Lists 
 
When the RTPA modifies its RTP/project lists, it must determine whether the proposed changes 
have the potential to impact the environment and trigger CEQA review.  Lead agencies under 
CEQA are responsible for analyzing the potential environmental affects that proposed changes 
of their RTP may have on the environment.  This should be done by providing substantial 
evidence that proposed changes to the RTP would be "minor" or "technical" in nature, if there 
would be "new" or "more severe" significant environmental impacts, if "circumstances" of the 
project or "new environmental information" is discovered, or if "substantial" or "major changes" 
to the RTP are proposed.  An abbreviated or focused type of CEQA document will usually 
suffice.  The most common alternatives to an EIR, MND or ND are an Addendum, a 
Supplement, or a Subsequent environmental document. 
 
Addendum 
 
An Addendum may be prepared when minor technical changes or additions are made to the 
RTP.  The Addendum makes the prior EIR, MND or ND adequate when the proposed changes 
to the RTP do not create any new or substantially more severe significant environmental 
impacts.  An addendum does not require public circulation.   
 
Supplement 
 
A Supplement to the EIR need contain only the information necessary to make the previous EIR 
adequate for the project as revised.  The supplement only needs to meet the circulation and 
public review requirements of a draft EIR.  
    
Subsequent 
 
A Subsequent EIR, MND or ND is used when there are substantial or major changes in the 
project, in the circumstances of the project or when new environmental information is 
discovered.  A subsequent EIR, MND or ND is intended to be a complete environmental 
document and it requires the same full level of circulation and public review as the previous EIR, 
MND or ND.    
 
NEPAs Applicability to the RTP 
 
NEPA does not apply to the RTP. In the Atlanta Coalition on the Transportation Crisis, Inc. v. 
Atlanta Regional Commission, 559 F.2d 1333 (5th Cir. 1979) court case, federal judges found 
that “Congress did not intend NEPA to apply to state, local or private actions…”  The courts 
recognized the development of the RTP and TIP as a matter of state and local sovereignty.  
 
However, NEPA review does apply to the individual projects identified in the RTP during the 
project delivery process when the individual projects are federally funded and/or a federal 
approval is required (e.g. a permit for wetlands impacts).  When NEPA review is required, 
implementing agencies should reference the Federal Council on Environmental Quality’s (CEQ) 
memorandum published on August 1, 2016 entitled, Final Guidance for Federal Departments 
and Agencies on Consideration of GHG Emissions and the Effects of Climate Change in NEPA 
reviews.  Section 6.23 provides further guidance for GHG reduction and Section 6.25 provides 
guidance for addressing adaption of the regional transportation system to climate change.   
 

ATTACHMENT C



Final Draft  January 2017 

Final Draft 2017 RTPA RTP Guidelines            
 

72 

The full CEQ guidance is available at:   
 
https://ceq.doe.gov/current_developments/ceq_guidance_nepa-ghg-
climate_final_guidance.html. 
 
Requirements (Shall) 
State: Public Resources Code 21000 et seq, Environmental Protection, and CEQA guidelines 
section 15000 et seq. 
 
 
5.2   FHWA/FTA Planning Final Rule – Federal Environmental Requirements   
 
Pursuant to Title 23 CFR Part 450.216(k), the RTP must provide a discussion of potential 
environmental mitigation activities and areas, including those mitigation activities that might 
maintain or restore the environment that is affected by the plan.  This mitigation discussion must 
happen in consultation with Federal, State and Tribal land management and wildlife regulatory 
agencies.  Additionally, federal regulations contain a planning process mandate that requires 
the State to compare the RTP with available state conservation plans or maps and inventories 
of natural or historic resources.  RTPAs shall comply as well. This comparison is facilitated by 
the requirement to “consult as appropriate with state and local agencies responsible for land use 
management, natural resources, environmental protection, conservation and historic 
preservation”. 
 
Requirements (Shalls) 
Federal:  
23 CFR Part 450.216(k): Requires that the RTP shall include a discussion of types of potential 
environmental mitigation activities and potential areas to carry out these activities, including 
activities that may have the greatest potential to restore and maintain the environmental 
functions affected by the RTP. The discussion shall be developed in consultation with Federal, 
State, and Tribal land management, wildlife, and regulatory agencies.  
23 CFR Part 450.216(j): Requires consultation, as appropriate, with State and local agencies 
responsible for land use management, natural resources, environmental protection, 
conservation, and historic preservation concerning the development of the transportation plan. 
The consultation shall involve, as appropriate: (1) Comparison of transportation plans with State 
conservation plans or maps, if available; or (2) Comparison of transportation plans to inventories 
of natural or historic resources, if available. 
23 CFR Part 450.206(a)(5): Requires that the transportation planning process shall be 
continuous, cooperative, and comprehensive, and provide for consideration and implementation 
of projects, strategies, and services that will address the following factors: 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. See Section 5.4 for key resource areas for avoidance and 
mitigation as well as planning practice examples in Appendix H. 
 
Planning Practice Examples:  Available in Appendix H 
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5.3   FHWA/FTA Planning Final Rule – Federal Environmental Recommendations   
 
Appendix A - Linking the Transportation Planning and NEPA processes  
 
Appendix A of Title 23 CFR Part 450 encourages environmental information developed during 
the transportation planning process to be applied to the project delivery process.  The goal is to 
make planning decisions more sustainable and to maximize the effectiveness of mitigation 
strategies.  Appendix A is optional. It provides details on how the information and analysis from 
the RTP can be incorporated into and relied upon in the NEPA documents prepared for the 
individual projects that will implement the RTP in the future.  Appendix A presents 
environmental review as a continuum of sequential study, refinement, and expansion of 
information.  The actual text of Appendix A to Title 23 CFR Part 450 is contained in Appendix D 
of this document.  More guidance is available in Appendix E, which addresses the legal aspects 
of integrating planning and project delivery. Implementation of the strategies contained in 
Appendix A of Title 23 CFR Part 450 is a state of the art practice. 
 
Recommendations (Shoulds) 
Federal: Title 23 CFR Part 450.212 and Appendix A to Part 450 “Linking Planning and NEPA” 
describes the steps for streamlining the project delivery process by providing environmental 
information in the RTP.  
 
Programmatic Mitigation 
 
Recently updated federal regulations governing the development of metropolitan transportation 
plans include an updated section on programmatic mitigation. In particular, Title 23 CFR 
Sections 450.214 (State) and 450.320 (MPO), on the development of programmatic mitigation 
plans, indicate that “a State/MPO may utilize the optional framework to develop programmatic 
mitigation plans as part of the statewide transportation planning process to address the potential 
environmental impacts of future transportation projects.” The FHWA supports an ecological 
approach to planning infrastructure and transportation projects and provides guidance on 
establishing a Regional Ecological Framework (REF). Eco-logical is a nine-step, voluntary 
framework that identifies an ecosystem approach to developing infrastructure projects. It 
outlines a framework for partners to integrate their planning processes, share data, and 
prioritize areas of ecological significance in order to harmonize economic, environmental, and 
social needs and objectives. Regionally significant resources like fish passage, terrestrial and 
aquatic habitat connectivity, migration corridors, and coastal trails can be incorporated into the 
regional transportation planning process. In addition, regional and local planning stakeholders 
can coordinate on mitigation strategies and conservation priorities as part of the regional 
transportation planning process. If the region elects to include the preparation of a REF or 
programmatic mitigation plan as part of the Regional Transportation Plan update, the region can 
notify other stakeholders to allow for a more collaborative partnering and planning effort. This 
environmental review toolkit is available at: 
 

https://www.environment.fhwa.dot.gov/ecological/ImplementingEcoLogicalApproach/ 
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5.4   Key Resource Areas for Avoidance and Mitigation  
 
Taking these environmental resources and laws into account during the transportation planning 
process can expedite the delivery of the projects that are contained in the RTP.  The 
transportation planning process and the NEPA environmental analysis required during project 
delivery can work in tandem with the results of the transportation planning process informing the 
NEPA process.  The RTP can identify plan-level environmental constraints and consider 
potential impacts that could allow projects in the plan to be modified to avoid or minimize 
impacts.  Additional information regarding environmental planning considerations can be found 
in Section 2.7 and Appendix L.  For a more in-depth discussion of potential environmental 
impact and resource areas, please see Volume 1 of the Standard Environmental Reference at: 
 
http://www.dot.ca.gov/ser/vol1/vol1.htm 

During project delivery SAFETEA-LU Section 6002 (23 USC Section 139, Efficient 
Environmental Reviews for Project Decision-making) set forth a new environmental review 
process.  MAP-21/FAST made revisions to 23 USC 139 although the revisions are minor. The 
first step under Efficient Environmental Reviews for Project Decision-making is to initiate the 
environmental review process by notifying FHWA’s Secretary of the type of work, termini, 
length, general location of the project, and a listing of anticipated federal permits.  One means of 
initiating the process is to include the required information in the discussion of each EIS-level 
project that is contained in the RTP.  The resource areas of concern are enumerated below.  
 
Wetlands 
 
Wetlands and other waters are protected under a number of laws and regulations, including the 
federal Clean Water Act, federal Executive Order for the Protection of Wetlands (E.O. 11990), 
and state Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act and parts of the state Fish and Game Code.  
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act establishes a permit program that prohibits any discharge of 
dredged or fill material into wetlands or other “waters of the United States” if a practicable 
alternative exists that is less damaging to the aquatic environment or if the nation’s waters 
would be significantly degraded.  The Section 404 permit program is run by the U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers (ACOE) with oversight by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. 
EPA). 
 
The Executive Order for the Protection of Wetlands (E.O. 11990) states that a federal agency, 
such as the Federal Highway Administration, cannot undertake or provide assistance for new 
construction located in wetlands unless the head of the agency finds that there is no practicable 
alternative to the construction and the proposed project includes all practicable measures to 
minimize harm.  Strategic retreat or relocation shall be one alternative to be considered. 
 
At the state level, primarily the Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) and the Regional Water 
Quality Control Boards (RWQCB) regulate wetlands and waters. (In certain circumstances, the 
California Coastal Commission or Bay Conservation and Development Commission may also 
be involved.)  Impacts on wetlands, lakes, streams or rivers may require a Lake or Streambed 
Alteration agreement with CDFW. The RWQCB issues water quality certifications in compliance 
with Section 401 of the Clean Water Act. 
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Parks, Refuges, Historic Sites 
 
Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act (Title 49 U.S.C. Section 303) states that 
FHWA and FTA may not approve the use of land from a significant publicly-owned park, 
recreation area, wildlife and waterfowl refuge, or any significant historic site unless a 
determination is made that there is no other feasible and prudent alternative to the use of that 
land.  Section 4(f) evaluations require the development of an avoidance alternative, however, if 
no feasible choices exist, extensive planning must be done to minimize harm to the property 
resulting from such use. 
 
http://www.parks.ca.gov/ 
 
Cultural Resources 
 
Cultural Resources are protected under a number of laws and regulations, including the 
National Historic Preservation Act (Section 106) and CEQA and the California Public Resources 
Code (PRC) 5024 et seq.  Under Section 106 of the NHPA, federal agencies are mandated to 
take into account the effect of federal undertakings on historic properties affected by federally 
funded or federally approved undertakings.  If avoidance is not an option, then minimization of 
impacts and mitigation of the effects are required.  Under CEQA, a project which may cause a 
substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource would require mitigation 
of the project effects by the project’s lead CEQA agency. 
 
California Coastal Trail (CCT) 
 
The CCT is a state-mandated trail system pursuant to the passage of SB 908 in 2001. AB 1396 
in 2007 added Section 65080.1 to the Government Code, which mandates that provision for the 
CCT be provided in each RTP for those MPOs/RTPAs located along the coast. More 
information and guidance relative to the CCT can be found in Section 6.11 and at: 
 
http://www.scc.ca.gov/ 
 
www.coastal.ca.gov 
 
http://www.scc.ca.gov/webmaster/pdfs/CCT_Siting_Design.pdf 
 
Floodplains 
 
Executive Order 11988 (Floodplain Management) directs all federal agencies to refrain from 
conducting, supporting, or allowing actions in floodplains unless it is the only practicable 
alternative. 
 
Threatened and Endangered Species 
 
The primary federal law protecting threatened and endangered species is the federal 
Endangered Species Act (ESA) (Title 16 USC Section 1531 et seq.).  This act provides for the 
conservation of endangered and threatened species and the ecosystems upon which they 
depend.  Under Section 7 of this act, federal agencies, such as the Federal Highway 
Administration, are required to consult with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and the 
National Marine Fisheries Service (NOAA Fisheries) to ensure that they are not taking actions 
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likely to jeopardize the continued existence of listed species or destroy or adversely modify 
critical habitat.  
 
California has enacted a similar law at the state level, the California Endangered Species Act 
(CESA) (Fish and Game Code, 2050, et seq.).  CESA emphasizes early consultation to avoid 
potential impacts to rare, endangered, and threatened species and to develop appropriate 
planning to offset project caused losses of listed species populations and their essential 
habitats.  
 
http://www.dfg.ca.gov/ 
 
http://bios.dfg.ca.gov/ 
 
Cumulative Impacts 
 
As defined in CEQA, cumulative impacts refer to “two or more individual impacts that, when 
considered together, are considerable or that compound or increase other environmental 
impacts”.  Because the RTP addresses long-range future transportation improvements, 
cumulative impacts are inherent and need to be fully discussed within the environmental 
document.  Guidance on preparing cumulative impact analysis is available at: 
 
http://www.dot.ca.gov/ser/cumulative_guidance/approach.htm. 
 
Habitat Connectivity 
 
Section 1797.5 of the California Fish and Game Code expresses the State’s policy to promote 
the voluntary protection of wildlife corridors and habitat strongholds in order to enhance the 
resiliency of wildlife and their habitats to climate change, protect biodiversity, and allow for the 
migration and movement of species by providing connectivity between habitat lands. In order to 
further these goals, it is the policy of the State to encourage voluntary steps to protect the 
functioning of wildlife corridors through various means, such as the acquisition or protection of 
wildlife corridors as open space through conservation easements; the installation of wildlife-
friendly or directional fencing; siting of mitigation and conservation banks in areas that provide 
habitat connectivity for affected fish and wildlife resources; and the provision of roadway 
undercrossings, overpasses, oversized culverts, or bridges to allow for fish passage and the 
movement of wildlife between habitat areas. Transportation facilities should be designed, 
engineered, planned, and programmed with habitat connectivity in mind in keeping with these 
State goals in order to maintain healthy ecological function and climate change resiliency in and 
between habitat areas.  Below are tools that can help speed along habitat corridor projects in a 
cost-effective way during the initial phases of project planning and design: 
 

California Water Action Plan: 2016 Update: 
http://resources.ca.gov/docs/california_water_action_plan/Final_California_Water_Action_Plan.
pdf 
 

California Essential Habitat Connectivity Project: 
https://www.wildlife.ca.gov/conservation/planning/connectivity/CEHC 
 

Western Governors Association’s Crucial Habitat Assessment Tool: 
http://www.wafwachat.org/map 
 

California State Wildlife Action Plan: https://www.wildlife.ca.gov/SWAP/Final 
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Growth-Related Indirect Impacts 
 
Growth-related indirect impacts are those impacts associated with a project or plan that would 
encourage or facilitate development or would change the location, rate, or type, or amount of 
growth.  RTPs typically contain proposed actions that will be built along a new alignment and/or 
provide new access and those are the types of projects that will typically require a growth-
related impact analysis.  Where such impacts are identified, appropriate and reasonable steps 
to avoid or minimize indirect impacts can be considered early in the process, and incorporated 
into the RTP and its associated environmental document.  Additional guidance on growth-
related indirect impacts is available at: 
 
www.dot.ca.gov/ser/Growth-related_IndirectImpactAnalysis/gri_guidance.htm 
 
Requirements (Shalls) 
Federal: Title 23 CFR Part 450.206(a)(5) requires that the planning process addresses 
protection and enhancement of the environment, among other planning factors. RTPAs shall 
comply as well. 
 
Recommendations (Shoulds) 
Federal: Title 23 CFR 450.318 and Appendix A to Part 450 “Linking Planning and NEPA” 
describe the steps for streamlining the project delivery process by providing environmental 
information in the RTP.  
 
Planning Practice Examples:  Available in Appendix H  
 
 
5.5   Project Intent Statements/Plan Level Purpose & Need Statements 
 
The 2003 RTP Guidelines Supplement referred to “Project Intent Statements” which were 
defined as Plan Level Statements of Purpose and Need.  A Plan Level Statement of Purpose 
and Need is a short statement, which serves as a justification for a project or a group of 
projects.  These brief plan level justifications would be contained in the RTP.  An example of a 
Plan Level Statement of Purpose and Need would be the problem of reducing congestion on a 
specific route.  The Plan Level Statements of Purpose and Need briefly identify the 
transportation needs or problems and describe the intended outcome of the project(s) that 
would meet these needs or solve the identified problems. 
 
A more detailed, project specific Project level Purpose and Need Statement is written during 
the project delivery process and is contained in the project initiation document (Project Study 
Report) and the subsequent environmental document.   
 
RTPAs may wish to prepare Plan Level Statements of Purpose and Need during the 
development of the RTP for the following reasons: 
 

1. To provide justification for the lead agency’s projects in the RTP 
2. To justify expenditure of transportation funds to the public and the CTC 
3. During project selection, to provide the rationale for selecting specific projects over other 

projects 
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4. To provide the foundation for Project Level Purpose and Need information in the 
environmental documents. 

5. To provide consistent project justification from planning through project   
Implementation. 

 
Recommendations (Shoulds) 
State: The 2003 RTP Guidelines Supplement states that the RTP should include a project 
justification that identifies the specific need for the project and describes how these needs or 
problems will be addressed. 
   
 
5.6   Air Quality & Transportation Conformity 
 
Federal and State Clean Air Act 
 
The Clean Air Act as amended in 1990 is the primary federal law that governs air quality.  This 
law mandates the US Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) to establish the standards for the 
quantity of pollutants that can be in the air.  The US EPA must review the standards every five 
years and revise them as necessary to protect public health and welfare.  These standards are 
called National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS).  Standards have been established for 
six criteria pollutants that have been linked to health concerns; the criteria pollutants are: carbon 
monoxide (CO), nitrogen dioxide (NO2), ozone (O3), particulate matter (PM), lead (Pb), and 
sulfur dioxide (SO2).  The State Implementation Plan (SIP) is the statewide plan for achieving 
the goals of the Clean Air Act and describes how the NAAQS will be met. The SIP has both 
statewide and regional components. The California Air Resources Board is responsible for 
submitting the SIP to the US EPA, and for developing and implementing statewide control 
measures such as those related to on-road mobile sources (vehicle emission controls).  Local 
air pollution control and air quality management districts (APCD or AQMD) are responsible for 
regional control measures, which may also include measures that affect mobile sources (e.g., 
fleet rules, indirect source review requirements).   
 
There is a California Clean Air Act in the Health and Safety Code that is generally similar in 
concept to the Federal Clean Air Act.  Under the California Clean Air Act, the California Air 
Resources Board sets and updates State air quality standards.  The State air quality standards 
are usually more stringent than the Federal, but the State air quality planning structure does not 
include the fixed attainment deadlines and conformity process found in the Federal program. 
  
APCD or AQMDs perform regional air quality planning in consultation with the RTPA, including 
development of on-road mobile source emission budgets that are part of the State 
Implementation Plan (SIP) required by the Federal Clean Air Act.  APCDs and AQMDs are the 
main implementation agencies for stationary source emission control programs.   
 
The US EPA designates an area as “attainment” if the area meets the national ambient air 
quality standards (NAAQS) mandated by the Clean Air Act.  If the area does not meet the 
NAAQS, it is designated as a non-attainment area.  The area must then submit an attainment 
plan showing how the area will meet the NAAQs.  Once a non-attainment area attains a 
NAAQS, the area may develop a maintenance SIP and submits a re-designation request, the 
US EPA can re-designate the area as a “maintenance” area. The shaded areas on the map 
below illustrate the areas of the State that have not attained, or have attained with a 
maintenance SIP, the National Ambient Air Quality Standards.  All of California except Lake 
County fails to attain one or more of the State ambient air quality standards. 
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SIP Transportation Conformity Requirement 
 
In nonattainment and maintenance areas, federal regulations require that RTPs, FTIPs and 
Federally funded or approved highway and transit activities demonstrate transportation 
conformity. Under the 1990 Federal Clean Air Act Amendments, the US DOT cannot fund, 
authorize, or approve Federal actions to support programs or projects that are not first found to 
conform to the SIP (Clean Air Act Section 176 (c), codified in 42 USC 7506(c)).  The US EPA 
has issued extensive regulations covering how conformity is determined for transportation  
planning, programming, and projects in 40 CFR 93 Subpart A.  Under the EPA regulations, the 
RTP’s regional transportation conformity analysis must include all regionally significant 
transportation (road and transit) activities regardless of funding source. 
 
RTP Conformity 
 
Transportation conformity is intended to ensure that Federal funding and approval are given to 
those transportation activities that support the purpose and goals of the SIP.  Conformity 
ensures that these transportation activities do not degrade air quality and that they support 
attainment of the NAAQS.  For an RTPA within the boundary of an MPO, the MPO and the US 
DOT (FHWA/FTA) have a responsibility to ensure that the RTP conforms to the SIP. 
 
Transportation conformity requirements apply to all US EPA designated non-attainment and 
maintenance areas.  When areas are designated as non-attainment for the first time, or for a 
new NAAQS, a conformity determination must be made within one year of the effective date of 
the designation for non-attainment areas.  This is done at the regional (RTP) level and at the 
project level, for federally funded non-exempt transportation projects.  Some projects (e.g., 
safety projects) are exempt from conformity altogether, and some are exempt from regional 
emissions analyses (See 40 CFR 93.126 – 93.128). 
 
Isolated rural nonattainment and maintenance areas (non-MPO) are not required to do a 
conformity analysis on the RTP; however, a project-level conformity determination must be done 
only when a non-exempt federal transportation project needs approval.  Unlike MPO areas, 
there are no requirements to update conformity determinations for projects in isolated rural 
nonattainment and maintenance areas on a 4-year cycle, or to meet other conformity triggers as 
required in 40 CFR §93.104. 
 
For more detailed information about transportation conformity please see the following key 
websites: 
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/env/air/index.htm 
http://www.epa.gov/otaq/stateresources/transconf/index.htm 
  
Transportation Control Measures 
 
The RTP shall discuss ways in which activities in the plan will conform to the SIP, if applicable, 
including TCM implementation. 
  
The RTP shall describe both completed TCMs and TCMs that are underway, if applicable.  
TCMs that are included in the SIP must be implemented in a timely fashion.  Implementation of 
the TCMs must be coordinated with the SIP implementation schedule.  When there is a delay in 
TCM implementation, the conformity analysis document must describe the measure and the 
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steps that the RTPA is taking to address the delay.  TCM projects must receive priority for 
funding. 
 
Requirements (Shalls) 
State: None. There is no conformity process in the California Clean Air Act.  However, air 
quality is normally addressed as part of the CEQA environmental documentation for the RTP. 
 
Recommendations (Shoulds) 
Federal: Title 42 USC Section 7506(c)(7)(A) and Title 40 CFR Part 93.106 provide an option for 
reducing the time period addressed by conformity determinations.  Normally, a regional 
conformity analysis must cover at least 20 years, but under certain circumstances the time 
period covered may be reduced to not less than 10 years. 
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RTP CONTENTS 
 
6.1   Summary of RTP Components 
 
The development of the RTP is based on state and federal statutory and regulatory 
requirements in addition to CTC policy direction.  As per Government Code 65080, each RTPA 
shall prepare and adopt an RTP directed at achieving a coordinated and balanced regional 
transportation system including, but not limited to, mass transportation, highway, railroad, 
maritime, bicycle, pedestrian, goods movement and aviation.  In addition, the RTP shall be 
action oriented and pragmatic, considering both short-term (0-10 years) and long-term (10-20 
years) periods.  The RTP shall be an internally consistent document and shall include all of the 
following: 
 
The Policy Element 
 
The purpose of the Policy Element is to identify legislative, planning, financial and institutional 
issues and requirements, as well as any areas of regional consensus.  Consider referring to the 
CTP policy framework which provides goals and policies that can help with development of 
policies and strategies at the most regional level. The Policy Element presents guidance to 
decision-makers of the implications, impacts, opportunities, and foreclosed options that will 
result from implementation of the RTP.  Moreover, the Policy Element is a resource for providing 
input and promoting consistency of action among state, regional and local agencies including; 
transit agencies, congestion management agencies, employment development departments, 
the California Highway Patrol, private and public groups, tribal governments, etc.  California 
statutes state that each RTP shall (Government Code Section 65080 (b)) include a Policy 
Element that: 
 

1. Describes the transportation issues in the region; 
2. Identifies and quantifies regional needs expressed within both short and 

long-range planning horizons (Government Code Section 65080 (b) (1));and,  
3. Maintains internal consistency with the Financial Element and fund 

estimates. 
 
State law requires that the objectives shall (Government Code Section 65080 (b)(1)) be linked 
to short-range and long-range transportation implementation goals or horizons.  Each objective 
should be consistent with the needs identified in the RTP as a means of strengthening the 
linkage between statewide system planning and ultimate project implementation.  The RTP shall 
consider factors specified in Section 134 of Title 23 of the United States Code.  
 
The Policy Element should clearly convey the region’s transportation policies.  As part of this 
Element, the discussion should: (1) relay how these policies were developed, (2) identify any 
significant changes in the policies from the previous plans and (3) provide the reason for any 
changes in policies from previous plans. 
 
In addition, the RTP should identify the criteria that the RTPA/CTC used to select the 
transportation projects on the constrained and unconstrained project lists. 
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The Action Element 
 
The third major component as required in Government Code Section 65080 states that RTPs 
shall have an Action Element.  The Action Element of the RTP must describe the programs and 
actions necessary to implement the RTP and assigns implementation responsibilities.  The 
action element may describe the transportation projects proposed to be completed during the 
RTP plan horizon, and must consider congestion management activities within the region.  All 
transportation modes (highways, local streets and roads, mass transportation, rail, maritime, 
bicycle, pedestrian and aviation facilities and services) are addressed.  The action element is 
critical to providing clear direction about the roles and responsibilities of the RTPA and other 
agencies to follow through on the RTP’s policies and projects.   It consists of short and long-
term activities that address regional transportation issues and needs.  In addition, the Action 
Element should also identify investment strategies, alternatives and project priorities beyond 
what is already programmed.   
 
The Financial Element  
 
The Financial Element is also statutorily required.  The Financial Element is fundamental to the 
development and implementation of the RTP.  It identifies the current and anticipated revenue 
sources and financing techniques available to fund the planned transportation investments 
described in the Action Element. The intent of the Financial Element is to define realistic 
financing constraints and opportunities.  Finally, with this financing information, alternatives are 
developed and used by State and local decision-makers to determine which projects should be 
planned for funding.   
 
There are six major components that constitute the Financial Element: 

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 Plan; 
3. Inventory of existing and potential transportation funding sources; 
4. List of candidate projects if funding becomes available; 
5. Potential funding shortfalls; and, 
6. Identification of alternative policy directions that affect the funding of projects. 

 
It is very important that RTPs reflect the transportation needs of the specific region.  There are 
State statutory content requirements for the Policy, Action and Financial Elements of the RTP; 
however, there is flexibility in choosing a format for the presentation of this information.  Most 
MPOs/RTPAs use the categories of Policy, Action and Financial to organize their RTP. 
 
Other RTP Contents 
 
The RTP should also include the following: 
 

1. Executive Summary – An Executive Summary of the RTP as an introductory chapter.  
The Executive Summary should provide a regional perspective, and identify the 
challenges and transportation objectives to be achieved. 

2. Reference to regional environmental issues and air quality documentation needs. 
3. Discussion of types of potential environmental mitigation activities that might maintain or 

restore the environment that is affected by the RTP (refer to Section 5.2 for Federal 
Environmental Requirements) 
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Requirements (Shalls) 
Federal: Title 23 CFR Part 450.216 
State: California Government Code Section 65080 
 
Recommendations (Shoulds) 
Federal: Title 23 CFR Part 450.324 
 
 
6.2   Financial Overview 
 
Federal statute and regulations and California State statute requires RTPs to contain an 
estimate of funds available for the 20-year planning horizon.  This discussion of financial 
information is fundamental to the development and implementation of the RTP.  The financial 
portions of the RTP identify the current and anticipated revenue sources and financing 
techniques available to fund the planned transportation investments described in other portions 
of the RTP.  The intent is to define realistic financing constraints and opportunities.  All projects, 
except illustrative projects i.e. unconstrained projects, must be fully funded in order to be 
included in the RTP.   With this financing information, alternatives are developed and used by 
the RTPA, local agencies and State decision-makers in funding transportation projects. During 
programming and project implementation the total cost of the project is refined and broken out 
by cost per phase. 
 
Federal law requires each transportation plan prepared by the RTPA to include a financial plan 
that demonstrates how the adopted Plan can be implemented. The Financial Plan should also 
indicate resources from public and private sources that are reasonably expected to be made 
available to carry out the transportation plan, identify innovative financing techniques to finance 
projects, programs and strategies, and recommend any additional financing strategies for 
needed projects and programs.  The Federal statutory requirements are codified in Title 23 USC 
Section 134(i)(2)(C) and 134(j)(2)(B).  Federal regulations pertaining to financial planning and 
constraint for statewide/nonmetropolitan and metropolitan transportation plans and programs 
are codified in Title 23 CFR Part 450. 
 
There are six major components that should be addressed in the financial portion of the RTP: 
 

1. Projected Available Funds – The RTPA, public transit operators and the State shall 
cooperatively develop estimates of funds that will reasonably be available to support 
RTP implementation.  All anticipated public and private financial resources available 
over the next 20 years, including estimated highway, local streets and roads, bicycle and 
pedestrian and transit funds, shall be identified. The financial plan shall include 
recommendations for additional financing strategies. New funding sources and 
strategies shall also be identified.  Beginning December 11, 2007, all revenue estimates 
for the financial plan must use an inflation rate that reflects the “year of expenditure 
dollars” developed cooperatively by the RTPA, State and transit operators. 

 
2. Projected Costs – Takes into account all projects and strategies proposed for funding 

with Federal, State, local and private fund sources in developing the financial plan.   
Estimate of costs to implement the projects identified in the RTP must be included.  
Beginning December 11, 2007, both the revenue and construction cost estimates must 
use inflation rates to reflect “year of expenditure dollars” based on reasonable financial 
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principles and information developed cooperatively by the RTPA, State and public 
transportation operators. 

 
3. Projected Operation and Maintenance Costs – The financial plan shall contain system 

level estimates of costs and revenue sources that are reasonably expected to be 
available to adequately operate and maintain Federal-aid highways and public 
transportation.  Planning practice examples in developing the RTP financial plan would 
also include revenue sources for the operation and maintenance of local streets and 
roads as well as bicycle and pedestrian facilities. A summary of costs to operate and 
maintain the current transportation system should be included.  This should be identified 
by mode and include the cumulative cost of deferred maintenance on the existing 
infrastructure.  Financial plans that support the RTP process must assess capital 
investment and other measures necessary to ensure the preservation of: 

 
A) The existing transportation system, including requirements for operational 

improvements; 
B)  Resurfacing, restoration, and rehabilitation of existing and future major 

roadways, as well as operations, maintenance, modernization, and rehabilitation 
of existing and future transit facilities.  

 
4. Constrained RTP - Financially constrained list of candidate projects with the available 

funding (short and long-term).  
 

5. Un-Constrained (Illustrative) List of Projects - Un-constrained (Illustrative) list of 
candidate projects if additional funding becomes available (short and long-term).  The 
financial plan may include additional projects that would be included in the adopted 
transportation plan if additional resources were to become available.  

 
6. Potential Funding Shortfall.  The short and long-term needs for system operation, 

preservation, and maintenance can be enormous.  Simply maintaining the existing 
system can demand a huge investment, while system expansion demands investments 
of a similar scale.  At times, the combination of these competing demands can cause 
temporary shortfalls to an RTPA’s budget.  To the extent there appear to be shortfalls, 
the RTPA should identify a strategy to address these gaps in funding prior to the 
adoption of a new RTP - or the amendment of an existing RTP.  The strategy should 
include an action plan that describes the steps to be taken that will make funding 
available within the time frame shown in the financial plan and needed to implement the 
projects in the long-range transportation plan.  There should be, among other things, a 
range of options to address projected shortfalls.  The strategy may rely upon the RTPA’s 
or transit operators’ past record of obtaining funding.  If it relies on new funding sources, 
the RTPA must demonstrate that these funds are reasonably expected to be available. 

 
 
Requirements (Shalls) 
State: California Government Code Section 65080(b) 
 
Recommendations (Shoulds) 
Federal: Title 23 CFR Part 450.216(m) and 450.324(f)(11) 
 
Planning Practice Examples:  Available in Appendix H 
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6.3   Fiscal Constraint 
 
Fiscal constraint is the demonstration of sufficient funding (Federal, State, local and private) to 
operate and maintain transportation facilities and services and to implement planned and 
programmed transportation system improvements. Fiscal constraint can also be thought of as 
the description of fully funded projects in the RTP based on the projected available revenues 
during the 20 plus year planning horizon.   
 
Title 23 CFR Part 450.104 provides the following definition of fiscal constraint or fiscally 
constrained: “(it) means that the metropolitan transportation plan, TIP, and STIP includes 
sufficient financial information for demonstrating that projects in the metropolitan transportation 
plan, TIP and STIP can be implemented using committed, available or reasonably available 
revenue sources, with reasonable assurance that the federally supported transportation system 
is being adequately operated and maintained. For the TIP and the STIP, financial 
constraint/fiscal constraint applies to each programming year. Additionally, projects in air quality 
nonattainment and maintenance areas can be included in the first two years of the TIP or STIP 
only if funds are ‘available’ or ‘committed’.” 
 
To support air quality planning under the 1990 Clean Air Act Amendments, a special 
requirement has been placed on air quality nonattainment and maintenance areas, as 
designated by the U. S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA).  Specifically, projects in air 
quality nonattainment and maintenance areas can be included in the first two years of the FTIP 
only if funds are "available or committed" (Title 23 CFR Part 450.324(e)).  Available funds 
include those derived from an existing source of funds dedicated to or historically used for 
transportation purposes.  For Federal funds, authorized and/or appropriated funds and the 
extrapolation of formula and discretionary funds at historic rates of increase are considered 
“available.” Committed funds include funds that have been bound or obligated for transportation 
purposes.  For State funds that are not dedicated to or historically used for transportation 
purposes, only those funds over which the Governor has control may be considered as 
“committed.”  For local and private sources not dedicated to or historically used for 
transportation purposes, a commitment in writing/letter of intent by the responsible official or 
body having control of the funds constitutes a “commitment.”  Additionally, EPA's transportation 
conformity regulations specify that an air quality conformity determination can only be made on 
a fiscally constrained RTP and FTIP (Title 40 CFR Part 93.108).  New funding for RTP projects 
from a proposed gas tax increase, a proposed regional sales tax, or a major funding increase 
still under consideration would not qualify as "available or committed" until it has been enacted 
by legislation or referendum i.e., the period of time between the sunset date of the current 
regional sales tax and before the next legislative or referendum action to restore or increase 
funding.  Therefore, nonattainment and maintenance areas may rely on existing revenue, newly 
approved tax revenue, or other newly approved revenue sources for the first two years of the 
FTIP. 
 
Requirements (Shalls) 
State: California Government Code Section 65080(b)  
 
Recommendations (Shoulds) 
Federal: Title 23 CFR Part 450.206(m) and 450.324(f)(11) 
 
Planning Practice Examples:  Available in Appendix H 
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6.4   Listing of Constrained & Un-constrained Projects 
 
In addition to the current list of financially constrained projects identified in the RTP, each Plan 
should contain a list of needed unconstrained projects (Illustrative projects). Illustrative projects 
are additional transportation projects that may (but is not required to) be included in the RTP if 
reasonable additional resources were to become available.  This unconstrained list will identify 
projects that are recommended by the RTPA without a funding source identified.  The list should 
be included separately from the financially constrained project list.  It is also preferred that 
projects on the unconstrained list be identified by transportation corridor within the region.   
 
The following is accomplished by including a list of regionally desired un-funded (Illustrative) 
transportation projects in the RTP: 
 

1. Identifies projects that could be funded, should additional funding become available. 
2. Allows for a more accurate determination of overall transportation needs. 

 
Requirements (Shalls) 
Federal: Government Code 65080(b)(4)(a) 
 
Recommendations (Shoulds) 
Federal: Title 23 CFR part 450.216(m), for illustrative purposes, the list of projects may include 
additional projects if an additional source of funds is located; and Title 23 CFR part 
450.324(f)(11) 
 
Planning Practice Examples:  Available in Appendix H 
 
 
6.5   Revenue Identification & Forecasting 
 
Revenue forecasts for RTPs can take into account new funding sources that are "reasonably 
expected to be available."  New funding sources are revenues that do not currently exist or that 
may require additional steps before the RTPA or transit agency can commit such funding to 
transportation projects.  As codified in federal regulations strategies for ensuring the availability 
of these planned new revenue sources must be clearly identified.  Future revenues may be 
projected based on historical trends, including consideration of past legislative or executive 
actions.  The level of uncertainty in projections based on historical trends is generally greatest 
for revenues in the "outer years" (10 years or more) of an RTP. 
 
According to Title 23 CFR Part 450.216(m), the RTP may take into account all projects and 
strategies proposed for funding under Title 23 USC; Title 49 USC Chapter 53; other Federal 
funds; State transportation funds; local funding sources and private sources of funds for 
transportation projects.  Beginning December 11, 2007, funding estimates contained in the RTP 
must use an inflation rate to reflect “year of expenditure dollars”.   
 
The estimated revenue by existing revenue source (local, State, Federal and private) available 
for transportation projects may be determined and any shortfalls identified. Proposed new 
revenues and/or revenue sources to cover shortfalls may be identified, including strategies for 
ensuring their availability for proposed investments.  Existing and proposed revenues may cover 
all forecasted capital, operating, and maintenance costs.  All cost and revenue projections may 
be based on the data reflecting the existing situation and historical trends.  For nonattainment 
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and maintenance areas, the financial plan element may address the specific financial strategies 
required to ensure the implementation of projects and programs (TCMs) to reach air quality 
compliance. 
 
Requirements (Shalls) 
State: California Government Code Section 65080(b) 
 
Recommendations (Shoulds) 
Federal: Title 23 CFR Part 450.216(m) and 450.324(f)(11) 
 
Planning Practice Examples:  Available in Appendix H 
 
 
6.6   Estimating Future Transportation Costs  
 
Federal regulations require that (Title 23 CFR Part 450.324(f)(11)(iv)), costs of future 
transportation projects must use “year of expenditure dollars” rather than “constant dollars” in 
cost and revenue estimates to better reflect the time-based value of money. This is an MPO 
requirement; however, RTPAs are encouraged to ensure project costs identified in the RTP are 
in year of expenditure dollars.  This is particularly crucial for large-scale projects with 
construction/implementation dates stretching into the future.   
 
Reporting the costs in year of expenditure dollars will provide the proper context to express a 
more realistic estimate of future construction costs.  After cost estimates are prepared for the 
RTP, the costs should be expressed in year of expenditure dollars.  This can be done by 
assigning an inflation rate per year to the proposed midpoint of construction.  Make certain that 
the selected year of expenditure reflects a realistic scenario, taking into account project planning 
and development durations, as well as construction.  Inflation rates may be different for specific 
cost elements (e.g. construction vs. right-of-way).  The RTP should clearly specify how inflation 
is considered in the estimate and clearly State that the estimate is expressed in year of 
expenditure dollars.  Consider multiple sources for determining the inflation rate, including 
nationwide and local references.  Include consideration of any locality-specific cost factors that 
may reflect a growth rate significantly in excess of the inflation rate, such as land acquisition 
costs in highly active markets.  The inflation rate(s) should be based on sound, reasonable 
financial principles and information, developed cooperatively by the RTPA and transit agencies.  
To ensure consistency, similar financial forecasting approaches ideally should be used for both 
the RTP and RTIP.  In addition, the financial forecast approaches, assumptions, and results 
should be clear and well documented. 
 
Revenues and related cost estimates for operations and maintenance should be based on a 
reasonable, documented process. Some accepted practices include: 
 
Trend analysis - A functional analysis based on expenditures over a given duration, in which 
costs or revenues are increased by inflation, as well as a growth percentage based on historic 
levels.  This analysis could be linear or exponential.  When using this approach, however, it is 
important to be aware of new facilities or improvements to existing facilities.  Transit operations 
and maintenance costs will vary with the average age of the bus or rail car fleet. 
 
Cost per unit of service – Examples include: lane-mile costs; centerline mile costs; traffic 
signal cost; transit peak vehicles by vehicle type; revenue hours; and vehicle-miles by vehicle 
type. 
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Regardless of the methodology employed, the assumptions should be adequately documented 
by the RTPA and transit agency.  Estimating current and reasonably available new revenues 
and required operations and maintenance costs over a 20-year planning horizon is not an exact 
science.  To provide discipline and rigor, RTPAs and transit operators should attempt to be as 
realistic as possible, as well as ensure that all costs assumptions are publicly documented. 
 
Requirements (Shalls) 
State: California Government Code Section 65080(b)  
 
Recommendations (Shoulds) 
Federal: Title 23 CFR Part 450.324(f)(11); 450.324(f)(v) authorizes the option to use aggregate 
cost ranges or bands in the outer years of the RTP.  
State: None 
 
Planning Practice Examples:  Available in Appendix H 
 
 
6.7   Asset Management 
 
The transportation system in California continues to experience substantial wear and tear from 
increased vehicle miles traveled, growing population, and greater congestion to aging 
infrastructure and escalating operating costs.  These challenging circumstances put greater 
demands than ever on the transportation system.  The goal of asset management is to 
minimize the life-cycle costs for managing and maintaining transportation assets, including 
roads, transit, bridges, tunnels, runways, rails, and roadside features.   
 
As the state becomes more multimodal, consideration of policies from the CTP regarding the 
importance of evaluating the multimodal life cycle cost can help preserve and maintain 
transportation facilities.  These policies can also assist in developing a strategic approach to 
assess and prioritize transit assets helping to select projects most in need of funding. 
 
The American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO) define 
asset management as: 
 

“A strategic and systematic process of operating, maintaining, upgrading, and expanding 
physical assets effectively through their life cycle.  It focuses on business and engineering 
practices for resource allocation and utilization, with the objective of better decision making 
based upon quality information and well defined objectives."   

 
Through the use of asset management systems, engineering and economic analysis, and other 
tools, RTPAs and transit operators can more comprehensively view the big picture and evaluate 
collected data before making decisions as to how specific resources should be deployed.  Asset 
management principles and techniques should be applied throughout the planning process, 
from initial goal setting and long-range planning to development of the TIP and then through 
operations, preservation, and maintenance. 
 
RTPAs should ensure the transportation system is managed to meet both current and future 
condition and performance demands and that expenditures are optimal.  Asset management 
principles and techniques are valuable tools that can be applied by an RTPA and result in more 
effective decision making.  The RTPA role in a successful asset management program includes 
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defining performance measures for assets through public involvement, serving as a repository 
for asset data, and promoting standard data collection technology applications, and making 
investment decisions based on measured performance relative to established goals.  RTPAs 
can also educate the public and decision makers and work cooperatively with stakeholders 
across transportation modes. 
 
RTPAs should consider including asset management principles in the development of their 
RTPs. The following are the benefits of applying transportation asset management during the 
planning process:  
 

1. Maximize transportation system performance.  
2. Improve customer satisfaction.  
3. Minimize life-cycle costs. 
4. Mitigate system vulnerabilities.  
5. Match service provided to public expectations.  
6. Make more informed, cost-effective program decisions and  
7. Better use of existing transportation assets.  

 
Additional information is available from the FHWA at: 
 

http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/infrastructure/asstmgmt/tpamb.cfm 
 
Requirements (Shalls) 
Federal: The Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st Century (MAP 21) and Fixing America’s 
Surface Transportation (FAST) Act establishes limitations on federal funding flexibility if the 
aggregate bridge condition in California does not meet certain minimum conditions for National 
Highway System (NHS) bridges being structurally deficient.   
State: None 
 
Recommendations (Shoulds) 
Federal: Title 23 CFR Part 450.306(e) - States, and public transportation operators may apply 
asset management principles and techniques in establishing planning goals, defining TIP 
priorities, and assessing transportation investment decisions. 
 
Planning Practice Examples:  Available in Appendix H 
 

 
Modal Discussion 

 
The RTP is the key document prepared by the RTPA that reflects future plans of the 
transportation system for the region.  This future vision includes all modes of transportation and 
is one of the key functions of the RTP.   
 
Both federal regulations and state statute require RTPs to address each transportation mode 
individually.  Title 23 CFR Part 450.324(b) states: “the transportation plan shall include 
strategies/actions that lead to the development of an integrated multimodal transportation 
system to facilitate the safe and efficient movement of people and goods in addressing current 
and future transportation demand.” 
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It is also important for RTPAs to integrate modal considerations to enable the development of a 
complete and connected multimodal transportation system.  As modes often overlap (e.g. transit 
vehicles and private vehicles use the same modes, and people and goods use multiple modes), 
consider how all transportation modes interact with one another, and how improvements in one 
mode can benefit the entire transportation system.   
 
Title 23 CFR Part 450.324(f)(2) requires that RTPs address both existing and proposed 
transportation facilities such as major roadways, transit lines (both rail and primary bus routes), 
multimodal and intermodal connector facilities, pedestrian walkways and bicycle facilities.    
 
California Government Code Section 65080(a) states that transportation planning agencies shall 
prepare and adopt an RTP directed at achieving a coordinated and balanced regional 
transportation system that includes mass transportation, highway, railroad, maritime, bicycle, 
pedestrian, goods movement, and aviation facilities.  
 
 
6.8   Highways 
 
The section of the RTP discussing highways should consider the following: 
 

1. An overview of the primary highway and arterial road system within the region; 
2. National and State highway system, and regionally significant streets and roads; 
3. Any corridor preservation processes for possible future transportation projects (i.e. right 

of way, historic highways, abandoned highways or rails); 
4. Maintenance of State highways; 
5. Data collection and other infrastructure requirement for ITS; 
6. Unmet highway needs.  
7. Consider CTP policy suggesting strategic investing  to optimize performance; and 
8. Consider CTP policy suggesting for the application of sustainable preventative 

maintenance and rehabilitation strategies. 
 
Requirements (Shalls) 
Federal:  Title 23 CFR Part 450.216 requires the CTP to provide for the development and 
implementation of the multimodal transportation system for the State; RTPAs shall comply as 
well.  
State: Government Code Section 65080(a) the RTP shall be directed at achieving a 
coordinated and balanced regional transportation system. 
 
Recommendations (Shoulds) 
Federal:  450.324(b) requires MPO RTPs to include short and long-range strategies for an 
integrated multimodal transportation system. RTPAs may comply as well. 
 
 
6.9   Local Streets & Roads 
 
Local streets and roads are critical to provide an interconnected, multi-modal transportation 
system where every trip begins and ends.  Investment in local streets and roads is an 
investment in public safety, economic growth, goods movement and farm to market needs.  
According to 2013 California Public Road Data compiled by Caltrans Division of Research, 
Innovation & System Information, counties and cities maintain 81 percent of the maintained 
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miles within the State of California and carry 45 percent of the total annual miles of vehicle 
travel. The condition of local streets and roads continue to deteriorate due to the funding 
shortfalls and will be further challenged by the escalating repair costs in future years.  
Adequately investing in the local system is critical to protect the public’s current investment.  
The local system will become ever more important in supporting the goals of climate change 
and building sustainable communities, as local streets and roads serve as the right-of-way for 
transit, bicycle and pedestrian travel. 
 
The section of the RTP discussing local streets and roads should consider the following: 
  

1. The preservation needs for the local road system, including but not limited to pavement 
and essential components to support travel by bicycle, bus, pedestrian, or automobile 
(including the unmet need for maintaining and preserving the existing local streets and 
road, public transit, bicycling and pedestrian transportation system); 

2. Bi-annual Data collection and periodic collaborative efforts to update system-wide local 
streets and road preservation needs (including deferred maintenance); 

3. Encouraging all agencies to utilize Pavement Management Software (PMS) in their data 
collection efforts; 

4. The benefits of achieving Best Management Practices (BMPs) for the local streets and 
roads and maintaining them at that level; 

5. The issue of declining local streets and roads maintenance revenues in connection with 
rising maintenance costs and achieving SB 375 goals; 

6. System preservation assessments such as bridges, safety, traffic signals, transit stop, 
signage, lane and crosswalk striping, sidewalks, curb ramps, lighting, drainage, 
landscaping, and other elements within the road right-of-way to support a functioning 
and integrated multi-modal system. 

 
References 

1. 2013 California Public Road Data – Statistical Information derived from the Highway 
Performance Monitoring System. Prepared by Caltrans Division of Research, Innovation 
& System Information. Available online at: 

 

http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/tsip/hpms/datalibrary.php 
 
Requirements (Shalls) 
Federal:  Title 23 CFR Part 450.216 requires the CTP to provide for the development and 
implementation of the multimodal transportation system for the State; RTPAs shall comply as 
well. 
State: Government Code Section 65080(a) the RTP shall be directed at achieving a 
coordinated and balanced regional transportation system. 
 
Recommendations (Shoulds) 
Federal:  450.324(b) requires MPO RTPs to include short and long-range strategies for an 
integrated multimodal transportation system. RTPAs may comply as well. 
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6.10   Transit 
 
Transit plays a key role in the regional effort to reduce traffic congestion, VMT and vehicle 
emissions particularly in urbanized areas.  The CTP highlights the positive impacts of public 
transportation and suggests the integration of multimodal transportation and land use 
development which can help establish areas within regions that can be possible locations for 
Transit Oriented Developments (TODs).The increased use of transit is a key element to meeting 
legislative requirements such as AB 32 and SB 375 that aim to reduce GHG emissions that 
contribute to global warming.  Transit systems also play an important role in the mobility for 
those who are unable to drive, including youth and the elderly, as well as low-income 
individuals, and people with disabilities.  Given these reasons, it is crucial for RTPAs to engage 
in a continual and comprehensive dialogue with the transit operators within their region.   
 
The section of the RTP addressing mass transportation issues (including regional transit 
services and urban rail systems) should address: 
 

1. Identification of passenger transit modes within the region (bus, light and heavy rail, 
etc.); 

2. Integration with transit, highway, street and road projects (including identification of 
priorities); 

3. Implementation plans, operational strategies and schedule for future service (including 
construction and procurement); 

4. Operational integration between transit fleets, and other modes (passenger rail, aviation, 
taxis, etc.); 

5. First/last mile transit connectivity considerations;  
6. Summation of the short and long range transit plans along with the capital finance plans 

for the 20-year period of the RTP; 
7. Short and long-range transit plans and capital finance plans for the 20-year RTP period; 
8. Inventory of bus fleets by fuel type (diesel, natural gas, and other alternative fuels); 
9. Unmet transit needs; 
10. Urban and commuter rail project priorities;  
11. ITS elements to increase efficiency, safety and level of service; 
12. Integration with local land use plans that could increase ridership and, 
13. A measure of transit capacity utilization for peak and off-peak service to evaluate service 

effectiveness. 
 
In addition, MAP-21/FAST added a new recommendation for RTPs to also include 
transportation and transit enhancement activities, including consideration of the role that 
intercity buses may play in reducing congestion, pollution, and energy consumption in a cost-
effective manner and strategies and investments that preserve and enhance intercity bus 
systems, including systems that are privately owned and operated, including transportation 
alternatives, as defined in 23 USC 101(a), and associated transit improvements, as described in 
49 USC 5302(1), as appropriate.  The timeline for implementation of this MAP-21/FAST 
planning requirement is outlined in 23 CFR Part 450.340.  Prior to May 27, 2018, an RTPA may 
adopt an RTP that has been developed using the SAFETEA-LU requirements or the provisions 
of the Statewide and Nonmetropolitan Transportation Planning and Metropolitan Transportation 
Planning Final Rule (23 CFR Part 450 and 771 and 49 CFR Part 613).  On or after May 27, 
2018, an RTPA may not adopt an RTP that has not been developed according to the provisions 
of MAP-21/FAST as specified in the Planning Final Rule.  RTPAs are encouraged to 
communicate with Caltrans and FHWA/FTA to discuss schedules for RTP adoption. 
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Requirements (Shalls) 
State: Government Code Section 65080(a) the RTP shall be directed at achieving a 
coordinated and balanced regional transportation system. 
 
Recommendations (Shoulds) 
Federal:  Title 23 CFR Part 450.216 recommends that the CTP consider the role of intercity 
busses as outlined above; 450.324(b) requires MPO RTPs to include short and long-range 
strategies for an integrated multimodal transportation system. RTPAs may comply as well. 
 
 
6.11   Bicycle & Pedestrian – Including AB 1396 California Coastal Trail 
 
The use of bicycles and walking as a means of transportation has increased dramatically in 
California over the last 20 years.  Both modes of transportation promote a healthy lifestyle and 
reduce environmental impacts. Higher levels of physical activity are associated with well-
connected transportation networks. The CTP acknowledges that viable and equitable 
multimodal choices are created through Complete Streets and high quality transit access in 
communities.  The CTP can be a helpful resource for RTPAs to refer to during their RTP 
development.   Additional information regarding the Complete Streets planning process which 
emphasizes bicycle and pedestrian access and circulation is available in Section 2.7. The RTP 
section discussing bicycle and pedestrian issues should identify the following: 

1. A well-connected transportation network within the region that includes routes with all 
types of bicycle and pedestrian facilities on local streets which provide trips to 
destinations; 

2. Policies, plans and programs used to promote the usage of bikes and walking; 
3. Transit and rail interface with bicyclists and pedestrians;  
4. Unmet bicycle and pedestrian needs; and, 
5. Existing and potential California Coastal Trail (CCT) network segments and linkages, as 

well as gaps and related coastal access trail needs. 
 

AB 1396 – California Coastal Trail 
 
Enacted in 2007, AB 1396 added Section 65080.1 to the Government Code which requires 
transportation planning agencies whose jurisdictions include a portion of the California Coastal 
Trail (or property designated for the coastal trail) to coordinate with specified agencies regarding 
development of the coastal trail. The law also requires that RTPs include provisions for the 
coastal trail.  As RTPs are updated, the CCT provisions from each respective certified Local 
Coastal Program Land Use Plan’s policies, programs and maps should be integrated into the 
RTP update. 
 
Provisions for the CCT should include identification of existing and potential trail network 
segments and linkages as well as gaps and related coastal access trail needs. Coastal access 
trail needs could include identification of accommodations for non-motorized modes, critical 
linkages to parking, bicycle racks, bathrooms and other support facilities, and connections to 
CCT trailheads. Any necessary trail alignment near motorized traffic should provide for 
adequate separation.  Prioritization of projects within RTPs could include consideration of 
connecting the CCT across identified critical gaps in the coastal trail system.  
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Additional information and maps regarding the California Coastal Trail is available from the 
State Coastal Conservancy and the California Coastal Commission at: 
 
www.yourcoast.org 
 
http://scc.ca.gov/2010/01/07/the-california-coastal-trail/ 
 
http://coastal.ca.gov/access/ctrail-access.html 
 
http://www.coastal.ca.gov/access/accndx.html 
 
http://www.coastal.ca.gov/access/coastal-trail-map.pdf 
 
Requirements (Shalls) 
State: Government Code Section 65080(a) requires that the RTP shall be directed at 
achieving a coordinated and balanced regional transportation system.  Government Code 
Section 65080.1 requires that transportation planning agencies whose boundaries include a 
portion of the California Coastal Trail or property designated for the trail, coordinate with 
appropriate agencies including the State Coastal Conservancy, the California Coastal 
Commission and the Department of Transportation regarding development of the California 
Coastal Trail, and include provisions for the California Coastal Trail in their Regional 
Transportation Plan. 
 
Recommendations (Shoulds) 
Federal: Title 23 CFR Part 450.216(a) 
 
Planning Practice Examples: Available in Appendix H 
 
 
6.12   Goods Movement (Maritime/Rail/Trucking/Aviation) 
 
Developing, operating and maintaining a robust goods movement transportation system is vital 
to California’s economy. For many reasons, including its proximity to Asian markets, its strong 
agricultural economy, and its large population, high volumes of goods are moved within and 
through California.  With the diversity of products being moved, and the complexity of origins 
and destinations, the transportation system that supports goods movement within California 
must be multimodal.  The system spans the entire state, and the needs for urban and rural 
goods movement infrastructure can differ between, and within, regions. However, throughout 
the state, goods movement has both positive and negative impacts.  Through the regional 
planning process, RTPAs can create strategies for improving the regional goods movement 
transportation system so positive impacts (e.g. job creation, access to goods) are maximized 
and negative impacts (e.g. land use conflicts, air pollution and disproportionately high and 
adverse impact on low income or disadvantaged groups) are minimized.   
 
RTPAs must plan for the goods movement infrastructure in the same way they plan the 
transportation infrastructure for the movement of people to support projected population growth 
and economic development.  Goods movement planning is in the public interest because of the 
potential benefits to the regional economy, environment, public health, and community well-
being.  Improvements to the goods movement transportation system can result in co-benefits to 
the overall system when California’s economic, equity, and environmental goals are 
simultaneously considered. For example, as a rail improvement project could ideally take trucks 
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off the highway, congestion could be reduced and potentially reduce GHG emissions.   The CTP 
recognizes the importance of enhancing freight mobility, reliability, efficiency, and global 
competitiveness, which is why RTPAs should consider deploying, as appropriate and feasible, 
cost-effective technologies that can help expedite goods movement and reduce congestion at 
our ports.    A seamless, efficient, low-emitting and well-maintained, multi-modal transportation 
system is paramount to the state’s economic strength and its citizens’ quality of life.  Planning 
this system involves a broad base of stakeholders, including affected community 
representatives, local organizations, agencies in charge of seaports and airports, trucking 
associations, Class I and short line railroads, and freight carriers and shippers, local air districts, 
electric and gas utilities, and multiple state agencies (e.g., ARB, California Energy Commission, 
Caltrans, California Public Utilities Commission).   
 
The RTP section discussing goods movement should include the following: 
 

1. A discussion of the role of goods movement within the region (the types and the  
magnitudes of goods moved through the region and their economic importance); 

2. An inventory of all major highway and roadway routes consistent with the National 
Highway Freight Network, including critical urban freight corridors;   

3. An inventory of seaport facilities, air cargo facilities, freight rail lines, and major 
warehouses and freight transfer facilities within the region; 

4. An analysis of the efficiency of existing goods movement transportation infrastructure 
(e.g. bottlenecks, gaps, etc.) and identification of expansion or improvement needs at 
seaport and airport facilities that handle cargo and issues regarding land side access to 
these facilities; 

5. Discussion of how the region’s projected population growth will affect the demand for 
goods movement, and identification of land areas where goods movement facilities 
(such as intermodal facilities and warehouses) necessary to support this demand can 
and should be located; 

6. Specific projections, by mode, of future freight demand; 
7. Identification of freight-related highway and roadway improvement needs; 
8. Identification of expansion or improvement needs for freight rail lines within the region; 
9. Identification of intermodal connection issues between different modes (e.g. freight, rail 

and seaport facilities), as applicable; 
10. Discussion of ITS and advanced technology opportunities for goods movement, with the 

aim of maximizing operational efficiencies and minimizing emissions. 
11. Identification of opportunities or innovations that improve freight efficiency and support 

the State’s freight system efficiency target as established in the California Sustainable 
Freight Action Plan. 

 
California Sustainable Freight Action Plan 
 
In July 2015, Governor Brown issued Executive Order B-32-15 which prioritizes California’s 
transition to a more efficient and less polluting freight transportation system.  This transition of 
California’s freight transportation system is essential to supporting the State’s economic 
competitiveness in the coming decades while reducing GHG emissions and air quality impacts.  
The Executive Order directed State agencies to develop an integrated action plan by July 2016 
that established clear targets to improve freight efficiency, transition to zero-emission 
technologies, and increase the competitiveness of California’s freight system.  It is suggested 
that regional transportation agencies consult the California Sustainable Freight Action Plan 
when developing the freight related strategies in their respective RTPs. 
 

ATTACHMENT C



Final Draft  January 2017 

Final Draft 2017 RTPA RTP Guidelines            
 

100 

California Freight Mobility Plan 
 
The state’s California Freight Mobility Plan (CFMP) is a policy and action agenda document that 
supports the improvement of California’s goods movement infrastructure while preserving the 
environment.  MPOs are encouraged to review the CFMP for guidance, and ensure consistency 
while addressing goods movement within their RTPs.   The RTPs and the CFMP will ideally 
function in a feedback loop, as the goods movement strategies and projects identified in RTPs 
will be incorporated into the next update of the CFMP. 
 
Requirements (Shalls)  
State: Government Code Section 65080(a) requires that the RTP shall be directed at achieving 
a coordinated and balanced regional transportation system. 
 
Recommendations (Shoulds) 
Federal: Title 23 CFR Part 450.216, the CTP may include short and long-range strategies for 
an integrated multimodal transportation system to facilitate the safe and efficient movement of 
people and goods.  Title 23 CFR Part 450.324(f)(3) states that the MPO RTP shall include 
operational and management strategies to improve  the performance of existing transportation 
facilities to relieve  vehicular congestion and maximize the safety and mobility of people and 
goods. RTPAs are encouraged to comply, as feasible and appropriate.   
 
The FAST Act directs the Department of Transportation to establish a National Multimodal 
Freight Network to: 

• Assist States in strategically directing resources toward improved system performance 
for the efficient movement of freight on the Network; 

• Inform freight transportation planning; 
• Assist in the prioritization of Federal investment; and, 
• Assess and support Federal investments to achieve the goals of the National Multimodal 

Freight Policy established in 49 USC 70101 and of the National Highway Freight 
Program described in 23 USC 167. 

The FAST Act established a National Highway Freight Network (NHFN). The NHFN includes the 
following subsystems of roadways: 

• Primary Highway Freight System (PHFS): This is a network of highways identified as 
the most critical highway portions of the U.S. freight transportation system determined by 
measurable and objective national data. The network consist of 41,518 centerlines 
miles, including 37,436 centerline miles of Interstate and 4,082 centerline miles of non-
Interstate roads. 

• Other Interstate portions not on the PHFS: These highways consist of the remaining 
portion of Interstate roads not included in the PHFS. These routes provide important 
continuity and access to freight transportation facilities. These portions amount to an 
estimated 9,511 centerline miles of Interstate, nationwide, and will fluctuate with 
additions and deletions to the Interstate Highway System. 

• Identification and Designation of Critical Rural Freight Corridors (CRFCs): These 
are public roads not in an urbanized area which provide access and connection to the 
Primary Highway Freight System (PHFS), and the Interstate with other important ports, 
public transportation facilities, or other intermodal freight facilities. 

 
Planning Practice Examples:  Available in Appendix H 
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6.13   Regional Aviation System 

Aviation contributes to California’s triple bottom line (people, prosperity, and planet) at all levels 
from local to global. Aviation gives the State’s multimodal transportation system access, range, 
and speed. California’s aviation system consists of 246 public-use airports made up of both 
commercial and general aviation airports, 68 special-use airports, 8 sea plane bases, 356 
hospital and/or corporate, police, fire, or private heliports, 22 military/NASA bases, and 1 joint-
use facility. (Division of Aeronautics Aviation in California: Fact Sheet (MAY 2016)) 
 
Aviation improves mobility options, generates tax revenue, saves lives through emergency 
response, medical, and firefighting services, produces over $170 billion in air cargo revenues 
annually, and generates over $14 billion to the State’s tourism industry. The Division of 
Aeronautics Economic Study, Aviation in California: Benefits to Our Economy and Way of Life 
(2003), reports that aviation creates almost 9 percent to the State’s jobs (1.7 million jobs), and 
generates revenues totaling ($110.7 billion). The report is available on line at: 
http://dot.ca.gov/hq/planning/aeronaut/publication.htmhttp://dot.ca.gov/hq/planning/aeronaut/pub
lication.htm 
 
The 2014 Caltrans Airport Forecasting Study, The Role of California Airports in Smart Growth 
and Economic Vitality created tools for communities and regions to use for developing their local 
airports to their full economic potential. Airports can be used to help locate new business 
opportunities for a region, and improve quality of life by providing a unique access opportunity. 
The study includes best practices, available at: http://www.dot.ca.gov/aeronaut/index.htm 
 
To preserve the economic and access benefits aviation contributes to California, airports must 
be protected through comprehensive planning practices at all levels of government. A large part 
of protecting airports comes from policies that protect airports from encroachment from 
incompatible land uses. Every county in California having an airport that is “operated for the 
benefit of the general public” described in Public Utilities Code (PUC) Section 21670(b) must 
have an Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC) who’s function is accomplish proper airport land 
use compatibility planning. The PUC recognizes six types of ALUC. Counties are free to select 
the type of ALUC that works best for their needs. The PUC further specifies the types of powers 
and duties reserved for ALUC (PUC Section 21674). ALUCs do not have jurisdiction over 
airports, but their airport land use compatibility plans (ALUCP) are developed from an airport’s 
layout plan or master plan. And, general plans shall be consistent with ALUCPs, (PUC Sections 
21674(c) and 21675).  
 
Federal laws (Title 23 CFR Part 450.216(j)) requires RTPAs to consult with stakeholders 
responsible for land use management, as appropriate. Although not specifically named in 
statute, airports and ALUCs meet this criteria, and should be included in the consultation 
process during the RTP development.   See Chapter 4 for guidance on the consultation 
process. State law (California Government Code Section 65080(a) and California Government 
Code Section 65080(a)) requires a coordinated and balanced regional transportation system. 
State law further requires RTPAs that have a primary air carrier airport (i.e. an airport with over 
10,000 annual enplanements) within their jurisdiction shall have an Airport Ground Access 
Improvement Program (AGAIP). Annual passenger enplanement and air cargo reports are 
available from either the Caltrans Division of Aeronautics or from the Federal Aviation 
Administration (FAA), Airports Office: Passenger Boarding (Enplanement) and All-Cargo Data 
for U.S. Airports.  See the Division of Aeronautics web site for annual reports of both 
enplanement and cargo data at: 
http://dot.ca.gov/hq/planning/aeronaut/documents/statistics/paxstats.htm 
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Requirements (Shalls) 
Federal:  Title 23 CFR Part 450. 216(j)  states that States shall consult as appropriate with 
stakeholders and local agencies responsible for land use management, natural resources, 
environmental protection, conservation, and historic preservation during the development of 
the RTPs. RTPAs shall comply with this as well. Title 23 CFR Part 450.210(a)(1) also requires 
that public involvement process developed in consultation with all interested parties and 
describe explicit procedures, strategies, and desired outcomes.  
 
State: California Government Code Section 65080(a) states that “Each transportation planning 
agency…shall prepare and adopt a regional transportation plan directed at achieving a 
coordinated and balanced regional transportation system, including…aviation facilities and 
services.” California Government Code Section 65081.1(a) requires each RTPA with a primary 
air-carrier airport to have an Airport Ground Access Improvement Program (AGAIP). 
Government Code Section 65081.1(b) requires consideration of highway, rail, and mass 
transportation and states that, “The program shall address the development and extension of 
mass transit systems, including passenger rail service, major arterial, and highway widening 
and extension projects, and any other ground access improvement projects the planning agency 
deems appropriate.” The Transportation Research Board Airport Cooperative Research 
Program Report 146 provides resources and guidance regarding the development of the 
AGAIP. It can be found on the web at: http://www.trb.org/Main/Blurbs/173350.aspx.  An 
additional ACRP web only ground access guide is also available at: 
http://www.trb.org/Publications/Blurbs/173351.aspx 
 
Recommendations (Shoulds) 
State:  RTPAs should consider the needs of all commercial and general aviation public-use 
airports, heliports and military airfields and installations when planning transportation and 
infrastructure projects (i.e. by consulting with the sponsors) to further sustainable and 
compatible land uses around these anchor locations and circulation patterns. 
 
Planning Practice Examples:  Available in Appendix H 
 
Military Airfields and Installations 
 
California’s military installations are vital to America’s national security, and the State is home to 
some of the Department of Defense’s (DOD) most important military installations globally. All 
five of the services (Army, Navy, Air Force, Marines, and Coast Guard) have a major presence 
in the State. They are major contributors to the State’s triple bottom line (people, prosperity, 
place), and users of the transportation system. In 2009 California’s DOD installations employed 
over 354,769 civilian and military personnel, with a payroll of over $56 billion.  Military 
expenditures and contracts awarded to California companies totaled almost $99 billion. Source: 
DOD in California brochure. Military installations are subject to strict environmental regulation, 
and vulnerable to climate change impacts, and sea leave rise. Each installation has plans that 
address environmental and sustainability needs for their installation and practices in place that 
protect the environment and ensure the Service’s ability to execute their mission.  
 
Military transportation needs can be broken down into three broad categories, troop transport, 
military cargo, and installation employees commuter needs. These needs include surge 
capabilities as needed. Military facilities are spread throughout California, in all sizes of 
communities from rural locations to heavily urbanized areas. They share the same 
transportation needs as their neighboring communities. Although not specifically named in 
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planning statue and codes, the requirement to consult with all users of the transportation system 
apply to the military as well, see Chapter 4 RTP Consultation and Coordination for detailed 
discussion of users and the consultation process. In addition to transportation needs, military 
installations also need protection from encroachment of incompatible land uses that could 
hamper the facilities ability to meet its mission needs. Military installations with airfields are 
required by DOD to prepare Air Installation Compatible Use Zone Plan (AICUZ) that address 
their compatibility needs. ALUC are required to develop an ALUCP for the airfield that is 
consistent with the AICUZ.  The federal government, Transportation Research Board, and some 
states (Texas, Colorado, North Carolina, New Jersey, and Virginia) offer guidance and best 
practices regarding how to address land use compatibility issues for military installations. 
General plans must be consistent with the AICUZ and ALUCP for the military airfields in their 
jurisdiction.  California’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR) publishes a guide for how to 
incorporate land use compatibility planning for military installations in the State. 
https://www.opr.ca.gov/docs/Military_GPG_Supplement.pdf. 
 
Requirements (Shalls) 
 
Federal: Consulting with interested parties on plans, programs, and projects shall include 
individuals or organizations that are mentioned in Title 23 CFR Part 450.210(a). Title 23 CFR 
Part 450.216(j) requires States to consult with federal land use management agencies as 
appropriate during the development of RTP. RTPAs shall comply as well.  Title 23 CFR Part 
450.210(a)(1) also requires that public involvement process be developed in consultation with 
all interested parties and describe explicit procedures, strategies, and desired outcomes.  
 
Recommendations (Shoulds) 
State: RTPAs should consider the needs of public-use airports, and heliports and military 
airfields when planning transportation and infrastructure projects (i.e. by consulting with the 
sponsors) to further encourage sustainable and compatible land use and circulation patterns. 
 
Planning Practice Examples:  Available in Appendix H 

 
 

Programming/Operations 
 
6.14   Transportation System Management & Operations 
 
The RTP shall address management and operations strategies aimed at improving the 
performance of the existing regional transportation system in order to reduce transportation 
congestion issues and maximize the safety and mobility of people and goods.  Examples of 
operational and management include: (a) Traffic incident management (b) Travel information 
services(c) Roadway weather information (d) Freeway management (e) Traffic signal 
coordination and (f) Bicycle and transit trip planning. 
 
Although operational and management strategies may be implemented on a regional, area-
wide, or project-specific basis, those strategies included in an RTP should typically be those that 
have importance on a regional level. 
 
RTPs shall include existing and proposed transportation facilities (including major roadways, 
transit, multimodal and intermodal facilities, pedestrian walkways and bicycle facilities and 
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connectors) that should function as an integrated regional transportation system with emphasis 
on those facilities that serve important national and regional needs. 
If applicable, the locally preferred alternative selected from an Alternative Analysis under the 
FTA’s Capital Investment Grant Program (Section 5309) needs to be adopted as part of the 
RTP as a condition for funding under Title 49 USC Section 5309.  
 
Requirements (Should) 
Federal: Title 23 USC Section 134 and Title 23 CFR Part 450.324(f)(5) requires MPO RTP 
strategies for improving the regional transportation system and reducing congestion. RTPAs are 
encouraged to comply as well, as feasible and appropriate. 
 
Planning Practice Examples:  Available in Appendix H 
 
 
6.15   Coordination with Programming Documents  
 
The Federal Transportation Improvement Program (FTIP) is a four-year prioritized listing of 
federally funded and non-federally funded regionally significant transportation projects that is 
developed and formally adopted by an MPO as part of the metropolitan transportation planning 
process.  MPOs work cooperatively with public transportation agencies as well as other local, 
state, and federal agencies to propose projects for inclusion in the FTIP.   Each project or 
project phase in the FTIP must be consistent with the approved RTP.  The FTIP must be 
updated at least every four years.   
 
Projects included in the FTIP may include projects from two other State programming 
documents: (1) The purpose of the SHOPP program is to maintain safety, operational integrity 
and rehabilitation of the State Highway System.  (2) The STIP is a five-year capital improvement 
program of transportation projects on and off the State Highway System funded with revenues 
from the State Highway Account and other sources.  Caltrans manages the SHOPP program, 
while the CTC manages the STIP.  The STIP is a five-year document and is updated every 
other year.  The SHOPP is a ten-year document and is adopted by the CTC in August of each 
odd numbered year.  These two programs are major components of the FTIP. 
 
The Federal Statewide Transportation Improvement Program (FSTIP) is a compilation of the 
FTIPs prepared by the 18 MPOs.  It also includes projects in rural areas of the state not 
represented by an MPO (the Department programs projects in the FSTIP for the rural areas).  
The FSTIP is prepared by Caltrans and submitted to the Federal Highway Administration and 
Federal Transit Administration for approval.  The FSTIP covers a four-year period and must be 
updated at least every four years.  States have the option to update more frequently, if desired. 
Federally funded projects or non-federally funded regionally significant projects cannot be 
added to the FSTIP unless they are included in the RTP.  Specific requirements for the 
development and content of the FSTIP are contained in Title 23 CFR Part 450.218. 
 
The diagram in Appendix B illustrates the federal/state programming process. 
 
Requirements (Shalls) 
Federal: Title 23 CFR Part 450.218(k) states that each project or project phase included in the 
STIP shall be consistent with the long range statewide transportation plan developed under Title 
23 CFR Part 450.214. 
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6.16   Regionally Significant Projects  

 
Title 40 CFR Part 93.101 defines regionally significant projects as follows: 
  

“Regionally significant project means a transportation project (other than an exempt 
project) that is on a facility which serves regional transportation needs (such as access 
to and from the area outside of the region, major activity centers in the region, major 
planned developments such as new retail malls, sports complexes, etc., or 
transportation terminals as well as most terminals themselves) and would normally be 
included in the modeling of a metropolitan area's transportation network, including at a 
minimum all principal arterial highways and all fixed guide way transit facilities that offer 
an alternative to regional highway travel.” 

 
All regionally significant projects must be included in an RTP air quality conformity determination 
by the RTPA in coordination with Caltrans and FHWA regardless of its funding source.  These 
regionally significant projects should be specifically identified and noted in the project-listing 
portion of RTP.   
 
Requirements (Shalls) 
Federal: Title 23 CFR Part 450.216(h) requires all regionally significant projects be included in 
the TIP regardless if the projects are to be funded with federal funds or not. 
 
 
6.17   Regional ITS Architecture 
 
Intelligent transportation systems (ITS) encompass a broad range of wireless and wire line 
communications-based information and electronics technologies.  When integrated into the 
transportation system's infrastructure, and in vehicles themselves, these technologies relieve 
congestion and improve safety.  ITS is one way to increase the efficiency, safety and security of 
a transportation system.  ITS involves the use of advanced computer, electronic and 
communications technologies and emphasizes enhancing travel on existing infrastructure 
(highways, streets, bridges, trains).  Some examples of ITS technologies include advanced 
traffic signals, roadway and weather monitoring stations, bus and maintenance vehicle location 
systems, electronic roadside information signs and automated vehicle control systems.  
 
The National ITS Program was established by ISTEA in 1991.  Further federal regulations 
focused on extending ITS to regional planning efforts and training transportation professionals 
to deal with the range of issues associated with the adoption of advanced transportation 
technology.  The development of the regional ITS architecture is not meant to compete with the 
formal transportation planning process.  In fact, key ITS projects and initiatives are targeted 
early in the planning process.  When updating RTPs, RTPAs should be sure to comply with 
current federal regulations.  Title 23 CFR Part 450.208(g) states, “The statewide transportation 
planning process shall, to the maximum extent practicable, be consistent with the development 
of applicable regional intelligent transportation systems (ITS) architectures, as defined in Title 
23 CFR Part 940.”  
 
Title 23 CFR Part 940 establishes the protocol for developing a regional architecture plan that, 
in turn, conforms to national ITS architecture standards. The ITS regulations defines the 
responsibilities for creating and maintaining Regional ITS Architecture (RA) frameworks.  
Architecture maintenance is the process of updating a regional architecture with references to 
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new projects and activities, new stakeholders; additions, retirement or replacement of 
equipment; and, changes to standards and protocols. Maintenance is an ITS program 
responsibility under Title 23 CFR Part 940.   
 
The intent of the federal ITS requirement is to encourage reciprocal consistency.  Title 23 CFR 
Part 940.5, Intelligent transportation system architecture and standards, calls for the 
“development of the regional ITS architecture (to) be consistent with the transportation planning 
process…”  It is important to coordinate the general RTP planning efforts with plans for specific 
projects that entail the use of ITS technology.  These ‘nested’ plans should be developed in an 
open forum and they should be consistent.  The resultant plans would reflect consideration of 
both documents during the planning process. 
 
The National ITS Architecture and other related resources can be found at the United States 
Department of Transportation’s (US DOT’s) Architecture website: 
 
http://www.its.dot.gov/arch/arch.htm  
 
Requirements (Shalls) 
Federal: Title 23 CFR Part 450.208(g) states that the CTP shall (to the extent practicable) be 
consistent with the development of applicable regional ITS architectures as defined in Title 23 
CFR Part 940.  RTPAs shall comply as well. 
 
 
6.18   Future of Transportation & New Technology 
 
While maintaining the current transportation network is often a priority for RTPAs, RTPAs need 
to be planning ahead for a future in which technology will transform the way that people move 
and live.  RTPAs are ideally positioned to anticipate and be responsive to the needs of future 
generations.  This section provides a summary of federal and State legislation to prepare for 
new technologies and innovations for the future of transportation. 
 
Connected Vehicle Program 
 
There are several activities related to the national Connected Vehicle Program that will certainly 
impact regional and local transportation agencies, in addition to Caltrans.  Since 90% of the 
roadways in California are owned and operated by local agencies, including the 58 counties and 
more than 500 incorporated cities, it is critically important for them to be aware of and to plan for 
the implementation of connected vehicles. 
 
RTPAs should be aware of the pending rule being considered by the National Highway Traffic 
Safety Administration (NHTSA) to mandate that equipment for vehicle-to-vehicle (V2V) 
communications, using a technology called “Dedicated Short-Range Communications” (DSRC), 
be installed in the light-duty passenger car fleet to enable applications that improve vehicle 
safety.  As the government regulator for auto industry safety, NHTSA is expected to adopt this 
rule, as it did for other safety systems such as seat belts, airbags, and anti-lock brakes.  A future 
update of the RTP Guidelines will capture any “shoulds” or “shalls” resulting from the rulemaking 
process.   
 
RTPAs should also be aware of the pending guidance from the Federal Highway Administration 
(FHWA) to transportation infrastructure owner/operators (Caltrans; counties; and cities) on what 
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equipment they should consider installing in their infrastructure to support both V2V and vehicle-
to-infrastructure (V2I) communications, again using DSRC.  The best example of this equipment 
is the DSRC radios.  These radios provide the communication capability that is essential for V2I 
applications.  Roadside processors may also be necessary in some cases where the 
applications demands heavier computing requirements.  
 
Unlike connected vehicles, the development of which is being led by the federal government, in 
partnership with state DOT’s, regional transportation agencies, and the auto industry, 
automated vehicles are being developed by the technology industry, including companies such 
as Google, Tesla, and Delphi.  So far, their philosophy has been to avoid dependence on the 
infrastructure.  However it is difficult to achieve vehicle automation and connected vehicle (CV) 
applications without appropriate support from the infrastructure. The infrastructure needs to be 
upgraded with DSRC radios and roadside processors.  The roadside processors are not an 
absolute requirement but may be required in some cases. 
 
Title 23 USC Section 518 requires the US DOT Secretary establishing guidance for 
recommended implementation path for V2V and V2I communication system deployment.  Title 
23 USC Section 519 ensures that funds are available for the development of Intelligent 
Transportation System (ITS) Infrastructure, equipment and systems. 
 
Planning Practice Examples:  Available in Appendix H 
 
 
6.19   Transportation Safety 
 
While Caltrans supports consideration of security as separate from safety as a planning area, it 
also recognizes that security and emergency responses efforts are often inextricably linked.  
Clearly both are linked to ensuring system security and availability of emergency response 
services in the event of a natural or human-caused disaster.  Due to unexpected large-scale 
security incidents or natural disasters, the potential for the necessity of a wide scale evacuation 
exists in almost every area of California. RTPAs can use the CTP as a resource for 
recommendations for public safety and security improvements, such as supporting the 
implementation of Positive Train Control (PTC) into existing intercity rail cars. 
 
Under a prior federal surface transportation reauthorization known as TEA-21, safety and 
security were lumped together in one federal planning factor.  SAFETEA-LU changed this in 
order to signal the importance of these two items.  Safety and security were again updated with 
MAP-21/FAST and are separate federal planning factors.  According to Title 23 CFR Part 
450.306(b), these two planning factors are: 
 

1. Increase the safety of the transportation system for all motorized and non-
motorized users; and,  

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

The public expects, and demands, that the transportation system be safe and efficient for all 
users.  Addressing the improvement of transportation safety can help alleviate a myriad of 
health, financial, and quality-of-life issues for travelers.  Fatalities and injuries from motor 
vehicles crashes are a major public health problem.  Historically, transportation safety has not 
been included as part of the transportation planning process.  A clear need has developed for 
safety to be considered as part of planning process instead of as a reactionary consideration as 
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it as been.  To be adequately addressed, safety must be a key goal within the process.  
Improving the safety of the transportation network requires an active, conscious approach to 
monitoring the transportation system for safety problems and anticipating problems before they 
occur.   
 
Strategic Highway Safety Plan 
 
Federal law requires MPOs to draw a strong link between the Strategic Highway Safety 
Planning process described in Title 23 U.S.C. Section 148 and the regional planning process.  
Federal regulations also require MPOs to summarize the priorities, goals, countermeasures or 
projects of the Strategic Highway Safety Plan (SHSP) in their RTPs.  RTPAs will also be held to 
this same level of addressing safety during the development of their RTPs.   
 
SHSPs were first required under SAFETEA-LU, which established the Highway Safety 
Improvement Program (HSIP) as a core federal program.  The FAST Act continues the HSIP as 
a core Federal-aid program and the requirement for States to develop, implement, evaluate and 
update an SHSP that identifies and analyzes highway safety problems and opportunities on all 
public roads no less than every five years. Each State must have a Strategic SHSP in place to 
receive its full share of federal transportation funds.   
 
Each RTPA should review the California SHSP during the preparation of the portion of the RTP 
addressing safety.  The SHSP is guided by federal guidelines capitalizing on successes 
achieved to date and continue to create even greater improvements.  It also addresses goals 
established by MAP-21: 
 

1. Highlights challenges to roadway user safety on California’s roads; 
2. Provides a descriptive account of fatalities experienced on California’s roads; 
3. Proposes high-level strategies to reduce fatalities for each challenge; and, 
4. Includes a five-year guide for the implementation of specific projects and 

activities. 
 

The California SHSP is available on the Caltrans website at: 
   
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/traffops/survey/SHSP/ 
 
Safety Performance Measures 

The MAP-21/FAST Act established Safety Performance Management (PM) as part of the overall 
Transportation Performance Management (TPM) program, which FHWA defines as a strategic 
approach that uses system information to make investment and policy decision to achieve 
national performance goals.  Refer to Section 7.1 for more information. 

Requirements (Shall) 
Federal: Title 23 CFR Part 450.206(a)(2) states the planning process will address the safety of 
the transportation system for the public. 
 
Recommendations (Should) 
Federal: Title 23 CFR Part 450.206(c)(4) states that RTPs should be consistent with the 
California Strategic Highway Safety Plan (SHSP) and other transit safety and security planning 
and review processes. 
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Title 23 CFR Part 450.216(3) states the RTP should integrate the priorities, goals, 
countermeasures or projects for the RTPAs region contained in the SHSP.  
 
 
6.20   Transportation Security  
 
A report was prepared by the American Highway Users Alliance titled “Emergency Evacuation 
Report Card 2006”.  The report stated: “The principal resources of urban evacuation are private 
cars and publicly provided highways.  As a result of the threat of terrorism, the interstate system 
is reasserting itself as a major element of national security (and defense), principally due to its 
capacity for handling mass evacuations.”  The report conducted an initial evacuation capacity 
evaluation for the 37 largest urbanized areas in the United States.  These urbanized areas were 
graded from “A” to “F”.  Of the four California urbanized areas identified in the report, three (San 
Diego, San Francisco and Los Angeles) received a grade of “F”.  Sacramento, the fourth 
California city identified in this report received a “D”. 
 
Due to unexpected large-scale security incidents or natural disasters, the potential for the 
necessity of a wide scale evacuation exists in almost every area of California.  One of the 
lessons learned from the terrorist attack on the World Trade Center in New York City was that 
effective coordination and communication among the many different operating agencies in a 
region is absolutely essential.  Such coordination is needed to allow law enforcement and safety 
responses to occur in an expeditious manner, while at the same time still permitting the 
transportation system to handle the possibly overwhelming public response to the incident.  
Complementary to this is the need to make sure the public has clear and concise information 
about the situation and what actions they should take.  
 
Although the immediate organizational response to security incidents and disasters will be the 
responsibility of law enforcement/safety agencies, there is an important role that MPOs/RTPAs 
can play in promoting coordinated planning among first responders and transit agencies in 
anticipation of unexpected events or natural disasters.  In addition, MPOs/RTPAs could also 
provide a centralized location of information on transportation system conditions and the 
responses that might be useful in an emergency. 
 
In developing the RTP, RTPAs are required to consult with agencies and officials responsible 
for other planning activities with in the region including natural disaster risk reduction.  The RTP 
should identify the primary agencies responsible for preparing the necessary plans should a 
wide scale evacuation be necessary.  The RTPA should consult the appropriate emergency 
plan for the region to determine what evacuation plans are in place.  Examples of strategies that 
could be addressed in regional mass evacuation plans could include: 
 

1. Signaling – Allows traffic signals to extend for up to four minutes in either red 
or green to allow large amounts of vehicles or pedestrians to proceed in one 
direction; 

2. Traffic Control Guides – Deploy traffic control personnel to problem 
intersections to manually direct traffic; 

3. Roadblocks and Barricades – Deploy various methods such as portable 
signs, cones or barrels; 

4. Electronic Signage – Changeable message signs have been installed along 
a number of major routes that could be used to provide information to 
evacuees;  
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5. Lane Expansion – Involves the use of using road shoulders to increase 
vehicle capacity of evacuation routes; 

6. Contra flow Lanes – Contra flow or lane reversal involves directing traffic to 
use lanes in both directions to move a large amount of vehicles in one 
direction;   

7. Use of Mass Transit – Transit could be used to assist in the evacuation of the 
public should it become necessary;  

8. Alternative Routes – Rural areas typically do not have large scale highways 
and transit, which makes it critically important to identify alternate emergency 
evacuation routes; and, 

9. Airport Use – Airports can be used as staging areas for medical and food 
supplies as well as evacuation. 

 
Requirements (Shalls) 
Federal: Title 23 CFR Part 450.206(a)(3) states the planning process will address the security 
of the transportation system for the public.  Title 23 CFR Part 450.216(c) states that the CTP 
shall reference, summarize, or contain any applicable emergency relief and disaster 
preparedness plans, strategies and policies that support homeland security and safeguard the 
personal security of all motorized and non-motorized users. RTPAs shall also comply. 
 
Recommendations (Shoulds) 
Federal: Title 23 CFR 450.316(b) requires consultation with agencies and officials responsible 
for planning natural disaster risk reduction. RTPAs should also comply. 
 
 
6.21   Assessment of Capital Investment and Other Strategies 
 
MAP-21/FAST added a new requirement for MPO RTPs to also include an assessment of 
capital investment and other strategies to: 

1. Preserve the existing and projected transportation infrastructure;  
2. Provide for multimodal capacity increases based on regional priorities and needs; and,  
3. Reduce the vulnerability of the existing transportation infrastructure to natural disasters. 

 
The RTP may consider projects and strategies that address areas or corridors where current or 
projected congestions threatens the efficient functioning of key elements of the regional 
transportation system.   
 
Recommendations (Shoulds) 
Federal: 23 CFR 450.324(f)(7) requires MPOs to include an assessment of capital investment 
and other strategies; RTPAs are encouraged to comply as well. 
 
6.22   Congestion Management Process  
 
The RTP shall describe and identify the transportation system management (TSM) and 
operations strategies, actions and improvements it will employ to manage and operate the 
urban freeway system, its corridors and major local parallel arterials for highest or increased 
productivity.  Increased productivity can include all modes, including transit, bicycles, and 
pedestrians.  There may be many ways to increase mobility without increasing GHG emissions.  
One way may be to improve the efficiency and productivity of the corridor through operational, 
transit and highway projects. TSM and operations strategies, actions and improvements shall 
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include at a minimum traffic detection, traffic control, incident response and traveler information. 
Transportation demand strategies shall also be identified and can include, but are not limited to: 
Pricing, Transportation Planning, and Investment Strategies. Section 6.23 and Appendix H of 
the Guidelines contain additional information on strategies that can be used to manage 
congestion and reduce regional GHG emissions. The approach to TSM and operations shall be 
integrated into system planning documents.  
 
Coordination of Project Programming 
 
Programming of projects shall be scheduled so that project sequencing in a corridor achieves 
the most effective performance results.  In State Highway System corridors the system planning 
documents should identify the most effective project sequencing, including projects identified for 
major local arterials.  System planning strategies to address performance issues can include: 
system evaluation and monitoring, maintenance and preservation, smart land use and demand 
management, Intelligent Transportation Systems, operational capacity strategies, multimodal 
and Complete Streets concepts. 
  
Congestion Management Process in the RTP 
 
The RTP should identify urban freeway corridors with current and projected recurrent daily 
vehicle hours of delay that are a priority for preparing CSMPs and TCRs.  The RTP should 
include by corridor all multimodal strategies, actions and improvements identified in the adopted 
TCR or CSMP that are needed to provide for safe and effective integrated management and 
operation of the multimodal transportation system across jurisdictions and modes to improve 
corridor performance based upon performance measurement.  The financial element of the RTP 
should identify funding by corridor to implement projects and strategies identified in system 
planning documents. Approaches to improving corridor performance can include new and 
existing facilities, improved maintenance and operation of existing infrastructure, investing and 
encouraging the use of alternative modes (such as transit, rail, bicycling and walking), 
encouraging smart land use, and integrated corridor management strategies, among others.  
 
The RTP should describe roles and relationships among units of local government, modal 
agencies, Caltrans and related agencies for managing the corridor for highest mobility benefits 
and for measuring and evaluating performance.  
 
Recommendations (Shoulds) 
Federal: Title 23 CFR Part 450.322(b) outlines a process for MPOs and states the congestion 
management process should result in performance measures that can be reflected in the RTP. 
RTPAs may comply as well, as appropriate.   
 
 

Regional GHG Emissions Considerations in the RTP 
 
6.23   Land Use & Transportation Strategies to Address Regional GHG Emissions 

 
Better land use and transportation strategies will continue to be important to both MPOs and 
RTPAs in developing their RTPs to meet local, regional and statewide mobility and economic 
needs while meeting the requirements of AB 32 to reduce regional GHG (GHG) emissions.  
RTPAs and MPOs can encourage well-designed and sustainable local and regional projects 
that encourage reductions in GHG emissions by considering and implementing land use and 
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transportation strategies.  The strategies set forth below and in Appendix H are suggested 
methods that may help the MPO and RTPA to reduce regional GHG emissions. 
 
Land use strategies can include, but are not limited to: 
 

• Mixed use, infill, and higher density development projects. 
• Public transit incorporated into project design. 
• Open space, parks, existing trees, and replacement trees. 
• “Brownfields” and other underused property near existing public transportation and jobs 

developed. 
• Pedestrian and bicycle-only streets and plazas within developments. 
• Consideration of current and future school sites and needs regarding school-related 

trips. 
 
Transportation strategies can include, but are not limited to: 
 

• Promote ride sharing programs 
• Employer-sponsored shuttle services 
• Encourage or use low or zero-emission vehicles 
• Create car sharing programs 
• Provide shuttle service to public transit 
• Incorporate bicycle-friendly intersections into street design 
• Create active transportation plans 
• A school district may provide bussing to students based on the distance from a school, 

other hazards to walking to the school, or other district criteria.  Consider opportunities to 
incorporate existing and planned school district busing to supplement and complement 
public transit options. 

• Consider opportunities to protect or improve designated and proposed school district 
safe routes to school in community wide transportation strategies and investments (e.g. 
transit improvements bifurcating neighborhoods near schools disrupting pedestrian/bike 
access). 

 
Additional strategies include, but are not limited to: 
 

• Pricing Strategies (can include Congestion Pricing, Road Tolling, HOT lanes and toll 
roads, Parking Pricing and  Alternative Mode Programs) 

• Transportation Planning and Investment Strategies in the Smart Mobility Framework 
• Urban and suburban infill, clustered development, mixed land uses, New Urbanist  

design, transit-oriented development, and other “smart-growth” strategies: Strategies 
incorporating the “D factors” (See Professor Robert Cervero’s research as noted in 
Cervero, R. and K. Kockelman (1997) “Travel Demand and the 3Ds: Density, Diversity, 
and Design,” Transportation Research D, Vol. 2, pp. 199-219.  Other resources used to 
define these factors include Fehr & Peers' Accurate Trip Generation Estimates for 
Mixed-Use Projects, and Cervero and Lee's The Effect of Housing Near Transit Stations 
on Vehicle Trip Rates and Transit Trip Generation.) 

• Congestion Management improving traffic circulation to reduce vehicle idling (coordinate 
controlled intersections for traffic to pass more efficiently through congested areas) 

• Transportation Demand Management 
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As regions explore various land use and transportation strategies to reduce GHG emissions, 
RTPAs should consider identifying and to the extent possible, quantifying the co-benefits 
associated with GHG emissions reduction strategies throughout the RTP implementation 
processes.  Co-benefits are positive externalities that result from reducing GHGs such as 
increased mobility, reduced air and water pollution, economic opportunities, and healthier, more 
equitable and sustainable communities.  
 
The strategy suggestions listed above, and in more detail in Appendix H are applicable to both 
MPOs and RTPAs. Links to various Best Practices information are also available in Appendix H. 
 
Planning Practice Examples:  Available in Appendix H  
 
 
6.24   Non-MPO Rural RTPA Addressing GHG Emissions 
 
Rural RTPAs have a unique set of challenges compared to urbanized areas to reduce regional 
transportation related GHG emissions. Lower land use densities, limited transit options, and 
higher VMT per household contribute to the challenges to reduce these emissions.  More 
efficient vehicles and low-carbon fuels present the highest payoff for rural counties to reduce 
transportation related carbon dioxide emissions. Nonetheless rural RTPAs should strive to 
incorporate strategies to reduce their GHG emissions during their planning process. 
 
RTPAs that are not located within a boundary of an MPO are not subject to the provisions of SB 
375, or the resultant requirements to address regional GHG targets in their RTPs.  This includes 
the requirement to prepare a SCS to meet a regional GHG emissions reduction target.   
 
It is suggested that in preparing the environmental document for their RTP, RTPAs ensure that 
any GHG emissions during either construction or as a result of the project be addressed and 
mitigated, as appropriate.   
 
The Rural Policy Research Institute prepared a brief paper titled: “Climate Change and Rural 
Counties in the U.S.” dated August 2009.  Although the paper does not specifically address 
transportation issues, it does help set the overall framework of rural GHG issues.  The paper is 
located at the following link: 
 
http://www.rupri.org/Forms/Climate_Change_Brief.pdf 
 
Requirements (Shalls) 
State: Public Resources Code, Section 21000, et seq.  
 
 
6.25   Adaptation of the Regional Transportation System to Climate Change 
  
This section is intended to provide background on climate adaptation for RTPAs to consider in 
the development of RTPs.  First, an overview of climate adaptation is provided for informational 
purposes.  Next, executive orders on climate change are discussed to provide a critical 
framework for RTPAs.  While the executive orders are directed at State agencies, they are 
provided to inform RTPAs in the development of RTPs.  State legislation is also discussed that 
may provide important context for RTPAs to consider in development of RTPs.  Lastly, several 
resources are provided for RTPAs to consider in adaptation planning. 
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In 2014, the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change concluded that further effects of 
climate change are inevitable despite planned and implemented mitigation efforts.  To help 
regions prepare for these effects, Caltrans’ 2013 report “Addressing Climate Change Adaptation 
in Regional Transportation Plans: A Guide for California MPOs and RTPAs¹” and Caltrans 
Vulnerability Assessments provide methods to incorporate impacts of climate change into future 
long-range transportation planning and decisions. A number of studies (Risky Business², Pacific 
Institute3, UC Merced and RAND Corporation4, American Society of Civil Engineers5, Next10 
and U.C. Berkeley6) quantify the high costs associated with climate impacts such as rising sea 
levels, changing wind and precipitation patterns, increasing temperatures, and wildfire damage 
resulting from changes in the climate.   
 
Adaptation planning is very important for cities and counties across California.  Because of its 
natural and geographic diversity, California is extremely susceptible to a wide range of climate 
change effects – many of which we have already begun experiencing.  Examples include: rising 
maximum and minimum temperatures, less snowpack and earlier snowpack melt, drought and 
other changing precipitation patterns, increased severity of wildfires, sea-level rise, extreme 
weather events, which will lead to numerous changes and effects on biodiversity and habitats.   
 
Building on decades of successful actions to reduce pollution, increase energy efficiency and 
mitigate the effects of climate change; California has long been at the forefront of global and 
national efforts to reduce the threat of a changing climate. The increasing likelihood of severe, 
pervasive and irreversible impacts are expected to have potentially catastrophic impacts on the 
transportation system resulting in flooded airports, interstate highways and roads, landslides 
that disrupt traffic flow and rail lines, heat waves and subsidence causing roadways to buckle; 
and, increased costs of transportation infrastructure operations and maintenance due to fire 
damage, erosion and inundation.  The degree of risk for the State’s transportation infrastructure 
system is uncertain and since climate impacts are location-specific, it makes sense to address 
concerns regionally. 
 
The potential for consequences to life, health and safety, the environment, economic well-being, 
and other values needs to be assessed in terms of probable risks and exposures, the likelihood 
of an event occurring (probability), and the anticipated damages that would result if it did occur 
(consequences).   
 
In 2015, the Governor’s Executive Order B-30-15 created a roadmap for climate adaptation 
progress around the foundation of prior state efforts to build climate preparedness and reduce 
GHG emissions. Public resources code 71155 requires that State agencies shall take into 
account the current and future impacts of climate change when planning, designing, building, 
operating, maintaining and investing in state infrastructure.  The Executive Order provides 
further context to this statute and directs: 
 

1. All State agencies with jurisdiction over sources of greenhouse gas emissions shall 
implement measures pursuant to statutory authority, to achieve reductions of 
greenhouse gas emissions to meet the 2030 and 2050 greenhouse gas emissions 
reduction targets. 

2. The preparation of implementation plans for the actions recommended in California’s 
Adaptation Strategy, the Safeguarding California Plan and sector reports to the 
California Natural Resources Agency describing progress towards implementation.  
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3. State agencies to employ the following guiding principles in all planning and investment 
decisions: 
• Prioritize actions that both build climate preparedness and reduce greenhouse gas 

emissions; 
• Where possible, choose flexible and adaptive approaches to prepare for uncertain 

climate impacts; 
• Protect the state's most vulnerable populations; and, 
• Prioritize natural infrastructure solutions, as defined in Public resources code 

71154(c)(3) (e.g., flood plain and wetlands restoration or preservation, combining 
levees with restored natural systems to reduce flood risk, and urban tree planning to 
reduce high heat days). 

4.  State agencies shall take climate change into account in their planning and investment 
decisions, and employ full life-cycle cost accounting on infrastructure projects to 
evaluate and compare investments and alternatives. 

5. All infrastructure projects included in the state's annual Five-Year Infrastructure Plan 
must take into account the current and future impacts of climate change.   

6. The establishment of a Technical Advisory Group through the Governor’s Office of 
Planning and Research (OPR) to help State agencies incorporate climate change 
impacts into planning and investment decisions.  

 
Additionally, three laws were signed in 2015 that are intended to provide important context for 
State agencies to collaborate with RTPAs, to consider climate impacts as they formulate their 
RTPs:  

• AB 1482 directs ongoing updates to the Safeguarding California Plan (beginning in 
2017) and requires future updates (every three years) to describe the vulnerabilities from 
climate change in a minimum of nine specific sectors, and the priority actions needed to 
reduce climate risks in each of those sectors.  

• SB 246 establishes the Integrated Climate Adaptation and Resilience Program at the 
Governor’s Office of Planning and Research to coordinate regional and local efforts with 
the state’s climate adaptation strategies; and to establish a climate adaptation 
clearinghouse that centralizes best scientific evidence, available climate data and 
information for use in planning and implementing state, regional, and local climate 
adaptation projects. This bill also directs the Office of Emergency Services to update the 
California Adaptation Planning Guide, within one year of an update to the Safeguarding 
California Plan, to provide current tools and guidance to regional and local governments 
and agencies that are adopting and implementing climate adaptation and community 
resiliency plans and projects. 

• SB 379 requires local hazard mitigation plans to incorporate climate impacts by 2021; 
through coordination with an update to local jurisdictions’ General Plan Safety Element 
(see OPR’s 2016 edition of the General Plan Guidelines). 

 
The state has developed tools and resources to help inform and empower local decision-makers 
to incorporate climate impacts into their work.  Cal-Adapt.org7 is an online platform created in 
2011 by the California Energy Commission to synthesize the best available climate science and 
generate spatially-explicit visualizations for local policymakers and the general public. Planners 
can find sophisticated locality-specific projections for many temperature metrics, wind and 
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precipitation patterns, wildfire risk, snowpack and sea-level rise. The Adaptation Planning 
Guide7, released by the Natural Resources Agency in 2012, helps regions and communities 
prepare for those projected impacts. The Governor’s Office of Planning and Research has 
incorporated these resources into the 2016 General Plan Guidelines to create comprehensive 
planning processes for local governments.   
 
RTPAs should begin to address climate change adaptation in their long-range transportation 
plans in collaboration with State agencies, as transportation infrastructure projects that do not 
consider the impacts of climate may not be eligible to receive state funds.  The following 
Caltrans documents and other resources are useful for climate adaptation planning, including 
“Addressing Climate Change Adaptation in Regional Transportation Plans: A Guide for 
California MPOs and RTPAs, Cal-Adapt.org, and other state resources (see Climate Adaptation 
Resources table).  Design and planning standards should be re-evaluated to address future 
conditions.  RTPAs should consult Safeguarding California’s transportation chapter, the 
California Coastal Commission Sea Level Rise Policy Guidance, and where possible, local 
General Plan safety elements and Hazard Mitigation Plan documents, as well as other relevant 
local, regional, and state plans, resources and documents.   
 
 
References: 
 
1. http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/tpp/offices/orip/climate_change/documents/FR3_CA_Climate_Cha

nge_Adaptation_Guide_2013-02-26_.pdf#zoom=65   
2. http://riskybusiness.org/site/assets/uploads/2015/09/California-Report-WEB-3-30-15.pdf 
3. http://www.pacinst.org/reports/sea_level_rise/ 
4. http://www.energy.ca.gov/2009publications/CEC-500-2009-048/CEC-500-2009-048-D.PDF 
5. http://ascelibrary.org/doi/pdfplus/10.1061/9780784479193 
6. http://www.energy.ca.gov/2009publications/CEC-500-2009-014/CEC-500-2009-014-D.PDF 
7. http://cal-adapt.org/ 
8. http://resources.ca.gov/climate/safeguarding/adaptation_policy_guide/ 
9. https://www.opr.ca.gov/s_generalplanguidelines.php 
10. http://resources.ca.gov/docs/climate/safeguarding/Transportation%20Sector%20Plan.pdf 
 
 
 
Planning Practice Examples:  Available in Appendix H 
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Climate Adaptation Resources for RTPAs and MPOs 

Title of Resource Origin and Use Website 
2013 - Addressing Climate 
Change Adaptation in Regional 
Transportation Plans: A Guide 
for California MPOs and RTPAs 

Caltrans http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/tpp/o
ffices/orip/climate_change/doc
uments/FR3_CA_Climate_Ch
ange_Adaptation_Guide_2013
-02-26_.pdf#zoom=65 

Guidance on Incorporating 
Sea Level Rise: For use in the 
planning and development of 
Project Initiation Documents 

Caltrans http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/tpp/o
ffices/orip/climate_change/doc
uments/guide_incorp_slr.pdf#z
oom=65 

Cal-Adapt.org Energy Commission www.cal-adapt.org 

Adaptation Planning Guide Office of Emergency 
Services 

http://resources.ca.gov/climate
/safeguarding/adaptation_polic
y_guide/ 

2014 Safeguarding California 
Plan 
(California’s Adaptation Strategy) 

Natural Resources 
Agency 

http://resources.ca.gov/docs/cl
imate/Final_Safeguarding_CA
_Plan_July_31_2014.pdf 

2016 Safeguarding California: 
Implementation Action Plans, 
Transportation Sector 

Natural Resources 
Agency and the State 
Transportation Agency 

http://resources.ca.gov/docs/cl
imate/safeguarding/Transporta
tion%20Sector%20Plan.pdf 

State of California Sea-Level 
Rise Document 

Ocean Protection 
Council 

http://www.opc.ca.gov/2013/04
/update-to-the-sea-level-rise-
guidance-document/ 

2016 General Plan Guidelines Governor’s Office of 
Planning and Research 

https://www.opr.ca.gov/s_gene
ralplanguidelines.php 

California Coastal Commission 
Sea Level Rise Policy Guidance 

California Coastal 
Commission 

http://www.coastal.ca.gov/clim
ate/slrguidance.html 
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TRANSPORTATION PERFORMANCE MANAGEMENT 
 
7.0   Introduction 
 
Performance management provides the opportunity to ensure efficient and effective investment 
of transportation funds by refocusing on established goals, increasing accountability and 
transparency, and improving project decision-making. This chapter is intended to provide an 
overview of Federal and State requirements and recommendations for performance 
management applications in the RTP.  MAP-21/FAST Act require States, in collaboration with 
RTPAs, and MPOs to implement a performance-based approach in the scope of the statewide 
and nonmetropolitan and metropolitan transportation planning process.  In addition to federal 
performance-based planning, the State of California has articulated through statute, regulation, 
executive order, and legislative intent language, numerous state policies and goals for the 
transportation system, the environment, the economy, and social equity. 
 
There are different applications of performance management – performance measures, 
performance targets, and performance monitoring indicators or metrics.  Performance measures 
are used to model travel demand and allow the long-range forecasting of transportation network 
and system-level performance (e.g. Walk, bike, transit, and carpool mode share, corridor travel 
times by mode, percentage of population within 0.5 mile of a high frequency transit stop).  
Performance targets are numeric goals established to enable the quantifiable assessment of 
performance measures.  Performance monitoring indicators or metrics include field data such as 
vehicle miles traveled, mode share, fatalities/injuries, transit access, change in agricultural land, 
and CO2 emissions.   
 
 
7.1   Federal Performance Goals & Measures 
 
The cornerstone of the federal highway program transformation is the transition to a 
performance and outcome-based program.  MAP-21/FAST Act integrate performance into many 
federal transportation programs and contains several performance elements.  States, in 
collaboration with RTPAs, and MPOs will invest resources in projects to achieve individual 
targets that collectively will make progress toward national goals. The national performance 
goals for the Federal highway programs as established in MAP-21, 23 USC Section 150(b), are 
as follows: 

• Safety - To achieve a significant reduction in traffic fatalities and serious injuries on all 
public roads. 

• Infrastructure Condition - To maintain the highway infrastructure asset system in a state 
of good repair 

• Congestion Reduction - To achieve a significant reduction in congestion on the National 
Highway System 

• System Reliability - To improve the efficiency of the surface transportation system 
• Freight Movement and Economic Vitality - To improve the national freight network, 

strengthen the ability of rural communities to access national and international trade 
markets, and support regional economic development. 

• Environmental Sustainability - To enhance the performance of the transportation system 
while protecting and enhancing the natural environment. 

• Reduced Project Delivery Delays - To reduce project costs, promote jobs and the 
economy, and expedite the movement of people and goods by accelerating project 
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completion through eliminating delays in the project development and delivery process, 
including reducing regulatory burdens and improving agencies' work practices. 

The national performance measures will assess the progress toward the national goals listed 
above.  National performance measures [23 USC Section 150(c) and 49 USC Section 5326(c) 
and Section 5329(d)] will address the following issues: 

• For the National Highway Performance Program (NHPP): 
o Pavement conditions on the Interstate system and remainder of the National 

Highway System, 
o Bridge conditions on the NHS, 
o Performance of the Interstate system and remainder of the NHS 

• For the Highway Safety Improvement Program (HSIP): 
o Number and rate per vehicle mile traveled of fatalities 
o Number and rate per vehicle mile traveled of serious injuries 

• For the Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Improvement Program (CMAQ): 
o Traffic congestion  
o On-road mobile source emissions 
o Freight movement on the Interstate system 

• Public transportation: 
o State of good repair 
o Safety 

 
The FHWA/FTA are developing final rules to implement the MAP-21/FAST Act Transportation 
Management Program (TPM), as summarized below. Section 1203 of MAP-21 identifies the 
national transportation goals and requires the US DOT Secretary to promulgate a rule to 
establish performance measures in specified Federal-aid highway program areas listed above.  
The FHWA is issuing three separate rules to meet this requirement: (1) Safety Performance 
Measures; (2) Pavement and Bridge Condition Measures; and, (3) System Performance 
Measures.  These three rules together will establish a set of performance measures for Caltrans 
and MPOs to use as required by MAP-21.  FTA is responsible for developing rules related to 
public transportation and transit asset management.  The FHWA and FTA work together on 
additional rules for:  Statewide and Nonmetropolitan Transportation Planning and Metropolitan 
Transportation Planning; Additional Authorities for PEL; and, MPO Coordination & Planning 
Area Reform.  A future update of the RTP Guidelines will capture any “shoulds” or “shalls” 
resulting from the rulemaking process.     
 
Safety Performance Measures 

The MAP-21/FAST Act established Safety Performance Management (PM) as part of the overall 
Transportation Performance Management (TPM) program, which FHWA defines as a strategic 
approach that uses system information to make investment and policy decision to achieve 
national performance goals.  The first in a series of three related rules, the Safety PM final rule, 
was published on March 16, 2016 with an effective date of April 14, 2016.  This final rule 
supports the HSIP, as it establishes safety performance measure requirements for the purpose 
of carrying out the HSIP and to assess fatalities and serious injuries on all public roads. 

The Safety PM establishes five performance measures as the five-year rolling averages for:  

1. Number of Fatalities  
2. Rate of Fatalities per 100 million Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) 
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3. Number of Serious Injuries 
4. Rate of Serious Injuries per 100 million VMT, and  
5. Number of Non-motorized Fatalities and Non-motorized Serious Injuries.  

The Safety PM regulation also establishes the process for Caltrans, in collaboration with 
RTPAs, and MPOs to establish and report their safety targets, and the process that FHWA will 
use to assess whether Caltrans has met or made significant progress toward meeting their 
safety targets.  

The California HSIP is available at: 

http://dot.ca.gov/hq/LocalPrograms/hsip.html 

Pavement & Bridge Condition Measures 
 
The second proposed rule, Pavement & Bridge Condition (final anticipated late 2016), will 
establish measures for Caltrans to use to carry out the NHPP and to assess the condition of the 
following: pavements on the NHS (excluding the Interstate System), bridges on the NHS, and 
pavements on the Interstate System.  The NHPP is a core Federal-aid highway program that 
provides support for the condition and performance of the NHS and the construction of new 
facilities on the NHS, and ensures that investments of Federal-aid funds in highway construction 
are directed to support progress toward the achievement of performance targets established in 
a State's asset management plan for the NHS.  This rule proposes regulations for the new 
performance aspects of the NHPP, which address: measures, targets, and reporting.  A future 
update of the RTP Guidelines will capture any “shoulds” or “shalls” resulting from the rulemaking 
process.     
 
System Performance Measures 
 
The third in a series of three related rules, System Performance Measures, is in the final rule-
making stages with the publication date of to-be-determined.  Caltrans, in collaboration with 
RTPAs, and MPOs will implement the regulation to assess the performance of the Interstate 
and non-Interstate NHS for the purpose of carrying out the NHPP; to assess freight movement 
on the Interstate System; and to assess traffic congestion and on-road mobile source emissions 
for the purpose of carrying out the CMAQ Program.  This third proposed performance measure 
rule also includes a discussion that summarizes all three of the national performance 
management measures proposed rules and the comprehensive regulatory impact analysis to 
include all three proposed rules. 
 
Caltrans will be expected to use the information and data generated as a result of the new 
regulations to make better informed transportation planning and programming decisions.  The 
new performance aspects of the Federal-aid program would allow FHWA/FTA to better 
communicate a national performance story and more reliably assess the impacts of Federal 
funding investments.  A future update of the RTP Guidelines will capture any “shoulds” or 
“shalls” resulting from the rulemaking process.     
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Transit Asset Management 
 
The Transit Asset Management final rule was published on July 26, 2016 with an effective date 
of October 1, 2016.  This final rule establishes state good repair standards and four state of 
good repair performance measures: 

• Equipment: (non-revenue) service vehicles; 
• Rolling stock; 
• Infrastructure: rail fixed-guideway, track, signals, and systems; and, 
• Facilities. 

 
As similarly required in the Safety PM for the target setting process, to the extent practicable, 
transit providers must coordinate with Caltrans, in collaboration with RTPAs, and MPOs in the 
selection of State and MPO performance targets.   
 
 
7.2   Federal Performance-Based Approach & RTP Recommendations 
 
The Statewide and Nonmetropolitan Transportation Planning and Metropolitan Transportation 
Planning Final Rule was published May 27, 2016 with an effective date of June 27, 2016.  This 
final rule requires States, in consultation with RTPAs, to implement the performance-based 
approach in the scope of the statewide and nonmetropolitan transportation planning process.  
First, Caltrans, in coordination with MPOs/RTPAs and public transportation providers, will 
establish, to the maximum extent practicable, an appropriate target setting framework.  RTPAs 
are encouraged to participate in the State’s target-setting process.  RTPAs are also encouraged 
to align their performance monitoring indicators with the State’s targets.  Federal regulations 
define the implementation timeline for satisfying the new requirements for States as two years 
from the effective date of each rule establishing performance measures under 23 USC 150(c), 
49 USC 5326, and 49 USC 5329 FHWA/FTA.   
 
This section is intended to provide a summary of the additional requirements specific to MPO 
RTP development. RTPAs are encouraged to add these components to their RTPs, as 
appropriate.  The federally required performance-based approach specifically added two 
components to the RTP: 
 

1. A description of the performance measures and performance targets used in assessing 
the performance of the transportation system in accordance with 23 CFR 450.306(d); 
and, 

2. A system performance report and subsequent updates evaluating the condition and 
performance of the transportation system with respect to the performance targets 
described in 23 CFR 450.306(d), including –  

a. Progress achieved by the RTPA in meeting the performance targets in 
comparison with system performance recorded in previous reports, including 
baseline data; and, 

b. For RTPAs that voluntarily elect to develop multiple scenarios, an analysis of 
how the preferred scenario has improved the conditions and performance of the 
transportation system and how changes in local policies an investments have 
impacted the costs necessary to achieve the identified performance targets.   

 
It is important to note that failure to consider any factor specified in the Performance-Based 
Approach, 23 CFR 450.206(d), shall not be reviewable by any court under title 23 USC, 49 USC 
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Chapter 53, subchapter II of title 5 USC Chapter 5, or title 5 USC Chapter 7 in any matter 
affecting an RTP, TIP, a project or strategy, or the certification of a metropolitan transportation 
planning process.   
 
The FHWA maintains a Performance Based Planning and Programming Guidebook to help 
identify potential packages of strategies to achieve performance-based objectives, as well as 
the data and tools used to determine which strategies may be most effective, available at: 
 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/planning/performance_based_planning/pbpp_guidebook/page06.cfm 
 
Requirements (Should) 
Federal:  23 CFR 450.306; 23 CFR 450.324(f)(3) & (4); 23 CFR 450.340(e) & (f) 
 
 
7.3   State Goals & RTPs 
 
Regional Transportation Plans are developed to reflect regional and local priorities and goals 
and they are also instruments that can be used by federal and state agencies to demonstrate 
how regional agency efforts contribute to those federal and state agencies meeting their own 
transportation system goals.  A clear articulation of regional goals helps regions select projects 
in furtherance of their own goals, but also helps the federal and state government understand 
how the regional plans will contribute to statewide or nationwide goals.  The RTP vision and 
goals are developed through a bottom-up process that involves input from stakeholders in the 
region, including the RTPA member jurisdictions and the public.  The RTP, including goals, are 
formally adopted at the discretion of the RTPA governing board.  The following are state policies 
and goals that RTPAs are encouraged to use in the development of their RTP goals.  This is not 
an exclusive list, and RTPAs may establish additional RTP goals appropriate to the region. 
 

• Preserve transportation infrastructure 
• Improve mobility and accessibility 
• Reduce GHG and improve air quality 
• Improve public health, e.g., increase physical activity 
• Conserve land and natural resources 
• Encourage sustainable land use patterns 
• Increase supply of affordable housing 
• Improve jobs and housing balance 
• Improve mobility and accessibility for low-income and disadvantaged communities 
• Support economic development 
• Increase safety and security of the transportation system for motorized and non-motorized 

users 
If existing modeling and data are a limitation for some RTPAs, qualitative goals may be used 
instead of quantitative measures. The Policy element of the RTP would include the goals and 
objectives, and the Action element is what would provide the result/s.  For example, the Action 
element would provide a comparison of what is being monitored, how it is monitored and the 
results and analysis of the eventual outcomes.  In small urban areas, to support performance-
based planning consistent with federal law, developing partnerships with neighboring 
jurisdictions, and collecting data and information is recommended.  

 
The goals and objectives in the RTIP and ITIP should be linked and consistent with the goals 
and objectives of the RTP.  RTP goals set the context for judging the effectiveness of the RTP 
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project lists as a program, by furthering the RTP goals and objectives, whereas, the STIP 
Guidelines address performance measures of specific projects.  Government Code Section 
14530.1 (b)(5) requires more detailed project specific “objective criteria for meeting system 
performance and cost effectiveness of candidate projects” in the STIP Guidelines (Section 19).  
For additional information on the STIP and the Fund Estimate (FE), please refer to Caltrans 
Division of Transportation Programming website at: 
 
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/transprog/ctcliaison.htm. 
 
On highway projects, Caltrans considers system condition and performance measurements for 
interregional planning and the setting of State planning and programming activities.  The State 
performance measures will focus on interregional trips between, into and through the regions.  
Caltrans coordinates its performance measure activity with RTPAs.   
 
Planning Practice Examples:  Available in Appendix H 
 
 
7.4   Performance Monitoring 
 
Regions should also consider using performance monitoring indicators to measure plan 
performance.  The following table provides a summary of potential performance metrics for rural 
county RTPAs as outlined in the report, Transportation Performance Measures for Rural 
Counties in California (Rural Counties Task Force, 2015), at:  
 
http://www.ruralcountiestaskforce.org/Assets/Resources/PerformanceMeasures/Final_Report-
PerfMonIndicators_StudySept2015.pdf 
 
These metrics were developed according to the following criteria: 
 

• Measurement-based rather than model-based; 
• Alignment with California state transportation goals and objectives; 
• Capability of informing current goals and objectives of each rural and small-urban RTPA; 
• Applicability across all rural and small-urban regions; 
• Capability of being linked to specific decisions on transportation investments; and 
• Normalized for population to provide equitable comparisons to urban regions. 
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Metric Source Website 
 

Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) 
Per Capita 
By Locality 
By Facility Ownership 
Local vs. Tourist 

Mobility Reporting http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/traffops/sysmgtpl/MPR/index.htm 

 
California DOF 

http://www.dof.ca.gov/research/demographic/reports/estimates/e 
‐2/view.php 

 
HPMS 

http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/tsip/hpms/hpmslibrary/prd/2013prd/20  
13PRD‐revised.pdf 

 
Peak V/C Ratio or Thresholds 

Traffic Counts: K and D 
Factors 

 
http://traffic‐counts.dot.ca.gov/ 

 
Journey to Work Mode Share 

American Community 
Survey 

 
http://factfinder.census.gov/faces/nav/jsf/pages/index.xhtml 

 

Total Accident Cost 
Per VMT 
Per Capita 

Transportation Injury 
Mapping System 

 
http://tims.berkeley.edu/login.php?next=/tools/bc/main1.php# 

SWITRS 
TASAS 

http://iswitrs.chp.ca.gov/Reports/jsp/userLogin.jsp 
Caltrans Public Information Request Form 

Transit Operating Cost per 
Revenue Mile 

 
Local Transit Providers 

 

Distressed Lane Miles 
 

Total and % Total 
By Jurisdiction  
By Facility Type 

Federal Highway 
Administration 

 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/tpm/rule/pmfactsheet.pdf 

 
Regional or local 
pavement management 
system 

 
https://www.federalregister.gov/articles/2015/01/05/2014‐  
30085/national‐performance‐management‐measures‐assessing‐  
pavement‐condition‐for‐the‐national‐highway 

 
Pavement Condition Index (PCI) 
for Local Roads 

Regional or local 
pavement management 
system 

 

 
 
 
 

Land Use Efficiency 

Farmland Mapping and 
Monitoring Program 
(FMMP) 
DOF Annual population 
estimates 

 
 
 
 

http://www.conservation.ca.gov/dlrp/fmmp 

 
 
Planning Practice Examples:  Available in Appendix H 
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FSTIP 
(Federal State Transportation Improvement Program) 

Projects schedule of Federally Funded Projects for 
MPOs, RTPAs, and County Transportation Commissions 

RTP 
(Regional Transportation 

Plan) 
Projects for Programming 

LOCAL PLANS/ 
PROGRAMS 

ITIP  
(Interregional Transportation Improvement Program)  

State Projects 

CTC  
(California Transportation Commission) 

NEPA  
(National 

Environmental 
Policy Act) 

 
CEQA 

(California 
Environmental 
Quality Act) 

Environmental 
Protection and 

Mitigation Strategies 
Air Quality 
Conformity 

Requirements 

FTIP  
(Federal Transportation Improvement 

Program) 
State and Regional Projects schedule of 

Federally Funded Projects for MPOs 

STATE PLANS / PROGRAMS 
• California Transportation Plan 
• California Aviation System Planning 
• Interregional Transportation Strategic Plan 
• State Highway Operation and Protection program (SHOPP) 
• Freight Plans 
• Strategic Highway Safety Plan 
• California Rail Plan 

FEDERAL & STATE LEGISLATION 

RTIP 
(Regional Transportation Improvement Program) 

Regional Projects 
 
 

STIP  
(State Transportation Improvement Program) 

Regional Transportation Planning and Programming Process 
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Regional Transportation Plan Checklist 

(Revised December 2016) 
 

 
(To be completed electronically in Microsoft Word format by the RTPA and 

 submitted along with the draft RTP to Caltrans) 
 
Name of RTPA:   
  
Date Draft RTP Completed:   
  
RTP Adoption Date:   
  
What is the Certification Date of the Environmental 
Document (ED)? 

 

  
Is the ED located in the RTP or is it a separate 
document? 

  

 
 

By completing this checklist, the RTPA verifies the RTP addresses  
all of the following required information within the RTP. 

   
 
 

 Regional Transportation Plan Contents   
    
 General Yes/No Page # 
    
1. Does the RTP address no less than a 20-year planning horizon? (23 CFR 450.216(a))   
    
2. Does the RTP include both long-range and short-range strategies/actions? (23 CFR 

450.324(b) “Should” for RTPAs)  
  

    
3. Does the RTP address issues specified in the policy, action and financial elements 

identified in California Government Code Section 65080? 
  

    
4. Does the RTP include Project Intent i.e. Plan Level Purpose and Need Statements?    
    
 Consultation/Cooperation   
    
1. Does the RTP contain a documented public involvement process that meets the 

requirements of Title 23, CFR part 450.210(a)? 
  

    
2 Does the documented public involvement process describe how the RTPA will seek out 

and consider the needs of those traditionally underserved by the existing transportation 
system, such as low-income and minority households, who may face challenges 
accessing employment and other services? (23 CFR 450.210(a)(1)(viii)) 
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  Yes/No Page # 
3. Was a periodic review conducted of the effectiveness of the procedures and strategies 

contained in the participation plan to ensure a full and open participation process?  
(23 CFR part 450.210(a)(1)(ix)) 

  

    
4. Did the RTPA consult with the appropriate State and local representatives including 

representatives from environmental and economic communities; airport; transit; freight 
during the preparation of the RTP? (23 CFR 450.316(b) “Should” for RTPAs) 

  

    
5. Did the RTPA who has federal lands within its jurisdictional boundary involve the 

federal land management agencies during the preparation of the RTP?  
(23 CFR 450.216(j)) 

  

    
6. Where does the RTP specify that the appropriate State and local agencies responsible for 

land use, natural resources, environmental protection, conservation and historic 
preservation consulted? (23 CFR part 450.216(j)) 

  

    
7. Did the RTP include a comparison with the California State Wildlife Action Plan and (if 

available) inventories of natural and historic resources?  
(23 CFR part 450.216(j)) 

  

    
8. Did the RTPA who has a federally recognized Native American Tribal Government(s) 

and/or historical and sacred sites or subsistence resources of these Tribal Governments 
within its jurisdictional boundary address tribal concerns in the RTP and develop the 
RTP in consultation with the Tribal Government(s)?  (23 CFR part 450.216(i)) 

  

    
9. Does the RTP address how the public and various specified groups were given a 

reasonable opportunity to comment on the plan using the public involvement process 
developed under 23 CFR part 450.210(a)? (23 CFR 450.210(a)(1)(iii)) 

  

    
10. Does the RTP contain a discussion describing the private sector involvement efforts that 

were used during the development of the plan? (23 CFR part 450.210(a))  
  

    
11. Is the RTP coordinated and consistent with the Public Transit-Human Services 

Transportation Plan? (23 CFR part 450.208(h)) 
  

    
12. Were the draft and adopted RTP posted on the Internet? (23 CFR part 450.216(o))   
    
13. If the RTPA made the election allowed by Government Code 65080(b)(2)(M) to change 

the RTP update schedule (from 5 to 4 years) and change the local government Housing 
Element update schedule (from 5 to 8 years), was the RTP adopted on the estimated date 
required to be provided in writing to State Department of Housing and Community 
Development pursuant to Government Code 65588(e)(5) to align the Regional Housing 
Need Allocation planning period established from the estimated RTP adoption date with 
the local government Housing Element planning period established from the actual RTP 
adoption date? 
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  Yes/No Page # 

 Modal Discussion   

    
1. Does the RTP discuss intermodal and connectivity issues?   
    
2. Does the RTP include a discussion of highways?   
    
3. Does the RTP include a discussion of mass transportation?   
    
4. Does the RTP include a discussion of the regional airport system?   
    
5. Does the RTP include a discussion of regional pedestrian needs?   
    
6. Does the RTP include a discussion of regional bicycle needs?   
    
7. Does the RTP address the California Coastal Trail? (Government Code 65080.1) (For 

RTPAs located along the coast only) 
  

    
8. Does the RTP include a discussion of rail transportation?   
    
9. Does the RTP include a discussion of maritime transportation (if appropriate)?   
    
10. Does the RTP include a discussion of goods movement?   
    
 Programming/Operations   
    
1. Is the RTP consistent (to the maximum extent practicable) with the development of the 

regional ITS architecture? (23 CFR 450.208(g)) 
  

    
2. Does the RTP identify the objective criteria used for measuring the performance of the 

transportation system? 
  

    
3. Does the RTP contain a list of un-constrained projects?   
    
 Financial   
    
1. Does the RTP include a financial plan that meets the requirements identified in 23 CFR 

part 450.322(f)(10) (“Should” for RTPAs)? 
  

    
2. Does the RTP contain a consistency statement between the first 4 years of the fund 

estimate and the 4-year STIP fund estimate? (Government Code 65080(b)(4)(A)) 
  

    
3. Do the projected revenues in the RTP reflect Fiscal Constraint? (Government Code 

65080(b)(4)(A)) 
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  Yes/No Page # 
    
4. Does the RTP contain a list of financially constrained projects?  Any regionally 

significant projects should be identified.  (Government Code 65808(3)(A)) 
  

    
5. Do the cost estimates for implementing the projects identified in the RTP reflect “year of 

expenditure dollars” to reflect inflation rates? (23 CFR part 450.324(f)(11)(iv)) 
(“Should” for RTPAs) 

  

    
6. After 12/11/07, Does the RTP contain estimates of costs and revenue sources that are 

reasonably expected to be available to operate and maintain the freeways, highway and 
transit within the region? (65080(b)(4)(A) (23 CFR 450.324(f)(11)(i))  

  

    
7. Does the RTP contain a statement regarding consistency between the projects in the RTP 

and the ITIP? (2006 STIP Guidelines section 33)  
  

    
8. Does the RTP contain a statement regarding consistency between the projects in the RTP 

and the FTIP? (2006 STIP Guidelines section 19) 
  

    
 Environmental   
    
1. Did the RTPA prepare an EIR or a program EIR for the RTP in accordance with CEQA 

guidelines? 
  

    
2. Does the RTP contain a list of projects specifically identified as TCMs, if applicable?     
    
3. Does the RTP specify mitigation activities? (23 CFR part 450.216(k))    
    
4. Where does the EIR address mitigation activities?   
    
5. Did the RTPA prepare a Negative Declaration or a Mitigated Negative Declaration for 

the RTP in accordance with CEQA guidelines? 
  

    
6. Does the RTP specify the TCMs to be implemented in the region?  (federal 

nonattainment and maintenance areas only) 
  

 
I have reviewed the above information and certify that it is correct and 
complete. 
 
 
 
   
      (Must be signed by RTPA      Date 
 Executive Director  
 or designated representative) 
 
   

Print Name  Title 
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Appendix A to Title 23 CFR Part 450--Linking the Transportation Planning and 
NEPA Processes 
 
Background and Overview 
 
This Appendix provides additional information to explain the linkage between the 
transportation planning and project development/National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA) processes. It is intended to be non-binding and should not be construed as a 
rule of general applicability. 
 
For 40 years, the Congress has directed that Federally funded highway and transit 
projects must flow from metropolitan and Statewide transportation planning processes 
(pursuant to 23 U.S.C. 134-135 and 49 U.S.C. 5303-5306). Over the years, the 
Congress has refined and strengthened the transportation planning process as the 
foundation for project decisions, emphasizing public involvement, consideration of 
environmental and other factors, and a Federal role that oversees the transportation 
planning process but does not second-guess the content of transportation plans and 
programs. 
     
Despite this statutory emphasis on transportation planning, the environmental analyses 
produced to meet the requirements of the NEPA of 1969 (42 U.S.C. 4231 et seq.) have 
often been conducted de novo, disconnected from the analyses used to develop long-
range transportation plans, Statewide and metropolitan Transportation Improvement 
Programs (STIPs/TIPs), or planning-level corridor/subarea/feasibility studies. When the 
NEPA and transportation planning processes are not well coordinated, the NEPA 
process may lead to the development of information that is more appropriately  
developed in the planning process, resulting in duplication of work and delays in 
transportation improvements. 
     
The purpose of this Appendix is to change this culture, by supporting congressional 
intent that Statewide and metropolitan transportation planning should be the foundation 
for highway and transit project decisions. This Appendix was crafted to recognize that 
transportation planning processes vary across the country. This document provides 
details on how information, analysis, and products from transportation planning can be 
incorporated into and relied upon in NEPA documents under existing laws, regardless of 
when the Notice of Intent has been published. This Appendix presents environmental 
review as a continuum of sequential study, refinement, and expansion performed in 
transportation planning and during project development/NEPA, with information 
developed and conclusions drawn in early stages utilized in subsequent (and more 
detailed) review stages. 
 
The information below is intended for use by State departments of transportation (State 
DOTs), metropolitan planning organizations (MPOs), and public transportation operators 
to clarify the circumstances under which transportation planning level choices and 
analyses can be adopted or incorporated into the process required by NEPA. 
Additionally, the FHWA and the FTA will work with Federal environmental, regulatory, 
and resource agencies to incorporate the principles of this Appendix in their day-to-day 
NEPA policies and procedures related to their involvement in highway and transit 
projects. 
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This Appendix does not extend NEPA requirements to transportation plans and 
programs. The Transportation Efficiency Act for the 21st Century (TEA-21) and the Safe, 
Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users 
(SAFETEA-LU) specifically exempted transportation plans and programs from NEPA 
review. Therefore, initiating the NEPA process as part of, or concurrently with, a 
transportation planning study does not subject transportation plans and programs to 
NEPA. 
 
Implementation of this Appendix by States, MPOs, and public transportation operators is 
voluntary. The degree to which studies, analyses, or conclusions from the transportation 
planning process can be incorporated into the project development/NEPA processes will 
depend upon how well they meet certain standards established by NEPA regulations 
and guidance. While some transportation planning processes already meet these 
standards, others will need some modification. 
 
The remainder of this Appendix document utilizes a ``Question and Answer'' format, 
organized into three primary categories (``Procedural Issues,'' ``Substantive Issues,'' and 
``Administrative Issues''). 
 
I. Procedural Issues: 
    1. In what format should the transportation planning information be included? 
 
To be included in the NEPA process, work from the transportation planning process 
must be documented in a form that can be appended to the NEPA document or 
incorporated by reference. Documents may be incorporated by reference if they are 
readily available so as to not impede agency or public review of the action. Any 
document incorporated by reference must be ``reasonably available for inspection by 
potentially interested persons within the time allowed for comment.'' Incorporated 
materials must be cited in the NEPA document and their contents briefly described, so 
that the reader understands why the document is cited and knows where to look for 
further information. To the extent possible, the documentation should be in a form such 
as official actions by the MPO, State DOT, or public transportation operator and/or 
correspondence within and among the organizations involved in the transportation 
planning process. 
 
    2. What is a reasonable level of detail for a planning product that is intended to be 
used in a NEPA document? How does this level of detail compare to what is considered 
a full NEPA analysis? 
For purposes of transportation planning alone, a planning-level analysis does not need 
to rise to the level of detail required in the NEPA process. Rather, it needs to be 
accurate and up-to-date, and should adequately support recommended improvements in 
the Statewide or metropolitan long-range transportation plan.  
 
The SAFETEA-LU requires transportation planning processes to focus on setting a 
context and following acceptable procedures. For example, the SAFETEA-LU requires a 
``discussion of the types of potential environmental mitigation activities'' and potential 
areas for their implementation, rather than details on specific strategies. The SAFETEA-
LU also emphasizes consultation with Federal, State, and Tribal land management, 
wildlife, and regulatory agencies. 
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However, the Environmental Assessment (EA) or Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 
ultimately will be judged by the standards applicable under the NEPA regulations and 
guidance from the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ). To the extent the 
information incorporated from the transportation planning process, standing alone, does 
not contain all of the information or analysis required by NEPA, then it will need to be 
supplemented by other information contained in the EIS or EA that would, in conjunction 
with the information from the plan, collectively meet the requirements of NEPA. The 
intent is not to require NEPA studies in the transportation planning process. As an 
option, the NEPA analyses prepared for project development can be integrated with 
transportation planning studies (see the response to Question 9 for additional 
information). 
 
    3. What type and extent of involvement from Federal, Tribal, State, and local 
environmental, regulatory, and resource agencies is needed in the transportation 
planning process in order for planning-level decisions to be more readily accepted in the 
NEPA process? 
 
Sections 3005, 3006, and 6001 of the SAFETEA-LU established formal consultation 
requirements for MPOs and State DOTs to employ with environmental, regulatory, and 
resource agencies in the development of long-range transportation plans. For example, 
metropolitan transportation plans now ``shall include a discussion of the types of 
potential environmental mitigation activities and potential areas to carry out these 
activities, including activities that may have the greatest potential to restore and maintain 
the environmental functions affected by the [transportation] plan,'' and that these 
planning-level discussions ``shall be developed in consultation with Federal, State, and 
Tribal land management, wildlife, and regulatory agencies.'' In addition, MPOs ``shall 
consult, as appropriate, with State and local agencies responsible for land use 
management, natural resources, environmental protection, conservation, and historic 
preservation concerning the development of a long-range transportation plan,'' and that 
this consultation ``shall involve, as appropriate, comparison of transportation plans with 
State conservation plans or maps, if available, or comparison of transportation plans to 
inventories of natural or historic resources, if available.'' Similar SAFETEA-LU language 
addresses the development of the long-range Statewide transportation plan, with the 
addition of Tribal conservation plans or maps to this planning-level ``comparison.'' 
     
In addition, section 6002 of the SAFETEA-LU established several mechanisms for 
increased efficiency in environmental reviews for project decision-making. For example, 
the term ``lead agency'' collectively means the U. S. Department of Transportation and a 
State or local governmental entity serving as a joint lead agency for the NEPA process. 
In addition, the lead agency is responsible for inviting and designating ``participating 
agencies'' (i.e., other Federal or non-Federal agencies that may have an interest in the 
proposed project). Any Federal agency that is invited by the lead agency to participate in 
the environmental review process for a project shall be designated as a participating 
agency by the lead  
agency unless the invited agency informs the lead agency, in writing, by the deadline 
specified in the invitation that the invited agency: 
    (a) Has no jurisdiction or authority with respect to the project; (b) has no expertise or 
information relevant to the project; and (c) does not intend to submit comments on the 
project. 
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Past successful examples of using transportation planning products in NEPA analysis 
are based on early and continuous involvement of environmental, regulatory, and 
resource agencies. Without this early coordination, environmental, regulatory, and 
resource agencies are more likely to expect decisions made or analyses conducted in 
the transportation planning process to be revisited during the NEPA process. Early 
participation in transportation planning provides environmental, regulatory, and resource 
agencies better insight into the needs and objectives of the locality. Additionally, early 
participation provides an important opportunity for environmental, regulatory, and 
resource agency concerns to be identified and addressed early in the process, such as 
those related to permit applications. Moreover, Federal, Tribal, State, and local 
environmental, regulatory, and resource agencies are able to share data on particular 
resources, which can play a critical role in determining the feasibility of a transportation 
solution with respect to environmental impacts. The use of other agency planning 
outputs can result in a transportation project that could support multiple goals 
(transportation, environmental, and community). Further, planning decisions by these 
other agencies may have impacts on long-range transportation plans and/or the 
STIP/TIP, thereby providing important input to the transportation planning process and 
advancing integrated decision-making. 
 
    4. What is the procedure for using decisions or analyses from the transportation 
planning process? 
     
The lead agencies jointly decide, and must agree, on what processes and consultation 
techniques are used to determine the transportation planning products that will be 
incorporated into the NEPA process. At a minimum, a robust scoping/early coordination 
process (which explains to Federal and State environmental, regulatory, and resource 
agencies and the public the information and/or analyses utilized to develop the planning 
products, how the purpose and need was developed and refined, and how the design 
concept and scope were determined) should play a critical role in leading to informed 
decisions by the lead agencies on the suitability of the transportation planning 
information, analyses, documents, and decisions for use in the NEPA process. As part of 
a rigorous scoping/early coordination process, the FHWA and the FTA should ensure 
that the transportation planning results are appropriately documented, shared, and used. 
 
    5. To what extent can the FHWA/FTA provide up-front assurance that decisions and 
additional investments made in the transportation planning process will allow planning-
level decisions and analyses to be used in the NEPA process? 
 
There are no guarantees. However, the potential is greatly improved for transportation 
planning processes that address the ``3-C'' planning principles (comprehensive, 
cooperative, and continuous); incorporate the intent of NEPA through the consideration 
of natural, physical, and social effects; involve environmental, regulatory, and resource 
agencies; thoroughly document the transportation planning process information, 
analysis, and decision; and vet the planning results through the applicable  
public involvement processes. 
 
    6. What considerations will the FHWA/FTA take into account in their review of 
transportation planning products for acceptance in project development/NEPA? 
 
The FHWA and the FTA will give deference to decisions resulting from the transportation 
planning process if the FHWA and FTA determine that the planning process is 
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consistent with the ``3-C'' planning principles and when the planning study process, 
alternatives considered, and resulting decisions have a rational basis that is thoroughly 
documented and vetted through the applicable public involvement processes. Moreover, 
any applicable program-specific requirements (e.g., those of the Congestion  
Mitigation and Air Quality Improvement Program or the FTA's Capital Investment Grant 
program) also must be met. 
     
The NEPA requires that the FHWA and the FTA be able to stand behind the overall 
soundness and credibility of analyses conducted and decisions made during the 
transportation planning process if they are incorporated into a NEPA document. For 
example, if systems-level or other broad objectives or choices from the transportation 
plan are incorporated into the purpose and need Statement for a NEPA document, the 
FHWA and the FTA should not revisit whether these are the best objectives or choices 
among other options. Rather, the FHWA and the FTA review would include making sure 
that objectives or choices derived from the transportation plan were: Based on 
transportation planning factors established by Federal law; reflect a credible and 
articulated planning rationale; founded on reliable data; and developed through 
transportation planning processes meeting FHWA and FTA statutory and regulatory 
requirements. In addition, the basis for the goals and choices must be documented and 
included in the NEPA document. The FHWA/FTA reviewers do not need to review 
whether assumptions or analytical methods used in the studies are the best available, 
but, instead, need to assure that such assumptions or analytical methods are 
reasonable, scientifically acceptable, and consistent with goals, objectives, and policies 
set forth in long-range transportation plans. This review would include determining 
whether: (a) Assumptions have a rational basis and are up-to-date and (b) data, 
analytical methods, and modeling techniques are reliable, defensible, reasonably 
current, and meet data quality requirements. 
 
II. Substantive Issues 
 
    General Issues To Be Considered: 
    7. What should be considered in order to rely upon transportation planning studies in 
NEPA? 
     
The following questions should be answered prior to accepting studies conducted during 
the transportation planning process for use in NEPA. While not a ``checklist,'' these 
questions are intended to  
guide the practitioner's analysis of the planning products: 
a.   How much time has passed since the planning studies and corresponding decisions 
were made? 
 
b.   Were the future year policy assumptions used in the transportation planning process 
related to land use, economic development, transportation costs, and network expansion 
consistent with those to be used in the NEPA process? 
 
c.   Is the information still relevant/valid? 
 
d.     What changes have occurred in the area since the study was completed?    
 
e.   Is the information in a format that can be appended to an environmental document or 
reformatted to do so? 
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f.    Are the analyses in a planning-level report or document based on data, analytical 
methods, and modeling techniques that are reliable, defensible, and consistent with 
those used in other regional transportation studies and project development activities? 
 
g.    Were the FHWA and FTA, other agencies, and the public involved in the relevant 
planning analysis and the corresponding planning decisions? 
      
h.   Were the planning products available to other agencies and the public during NEPA 
scoping? 
      
i.   During NEPA scoping, was a clear connection between the decisions made in 
planning and those to be made during the project development stage explained to the 
public and others? What was the response? 
j.   Are natural resource and land use plans being informed by transportation planning 
products, and vice versa? 
     
Purpose and Need: 
    8. How can transportation planning be used to shape a project's purpose and need in 
the NEPA process? 
 
A sound transportation planning process is the primary source of the project purpose 
and need. Through transportation planning, State and local governments, with 
involvement of stakeholders and the public, establish a vision for the region's future 
transportation system, define transportation goals and objectives for realizing that vision, 
decide which needs to address, and determine the timeframe for addressing these 
issues. The transportation planning process also provides a potential forum to define a 
project's purpose and need by framing the scope of the problem to be addressed by a 
proposed project. This scope may be further refined during the transportation planning 
process as more information about the transportation need is collected and consultation 
with the public and other stakeholders clarifies other issues and goals for the region. 
     
23 U.S.C. 139(f), as amended by the SAFETEA-LU Section 6002, provides additional 
focus regarding the definition of the purpose and need and objectives. For example, the 
lead agency, as early as practicable during the environmental review process, shall 
provide an opportunity for involvement by participating agencies and the public in 
defining the purpose and need for a project. The Statement of purpose and need shall 
include a clear Statement of the objectives that the proposed action is intended to 
achieve, which may include: (a) Achieving a transportation objective identified in an 
applicable Statewide or metropolitan transportation plan; (b) supporting land use, 
economic development, or growth objectives  
established in applicable Federal, State, local, or Tribal plans; and (c) serving national 
defense, national security, or other national objectives, as established in Federal laws, 
plans, or policies. 
 
The transportation planning process can be utilized to develop the purpose and need in 
the following ways: 
    (a) Goals and objectives from the transportation planning process may be part of the 
project's purpose and need Statement; 

ATTACHMENT C



Final Draft  January 2017 
 

Final Draft 2017 RTPA RTP Guidelines             153        
 

    (b) A general travel corridor or general mode or modes (e.g., highway, transit, or a 
highway/transit combination) resulting from planning analyses may be part of the 
project's purpose and need Statement; 
    (c) If the financial plan for a metropolitan transportation plan indicates that funding for 
a specific project will require special funding sources (e.g., tolls or public-private 
financing), such information may be included in the purpose and need Statement; or 
    (d) The results of analyses from management systems (e.g., congestion, pavement, 
bridge, and/or safety) may shape the purpose and need Statement. 
     
The use of these planning-level goals and choices must be appropriately explained 
during NEPA scoping and in the NEPA document. Consistent with NEPA, the purpose 
and need Statement should be a Statement of a transportation problem, not a specific 
solution. However, the purpose and need Statement should be specific enough to 
generate alternatives that may potentially yield real solutions to the problem at-hand. A 
purpose and need Statement that yields only one alternative may indicate a purpose and 
need that is too narrowly defined. 
 
Short of a fully integrated transportation decision-making process, many State DOTs 
develop information for their purpose and need Statements when implementing 
interagency NEPA/Section 404 process merger agreements. These agreements may 
need to be expanded to include commitments to share and utilize transportation 
planning products when developing a project's purpose and need. 
 
    9. Under what conditions can the NEPA process be initiated in conjunction with 
transportation planning studies? 
     
The NEPA process may be initiated in conjunction with transportation planning studies in 
a number of ways. A common method is the ``tiered EIS,'' in which the first-tier EIS 
evaluates general travel corridors, modes, and/or packages of projects at a planning 
level of detail, leading to the refinement of purpose and need and, ideally, selection of 
the design concept and scope for a project or series of projects. Subsequently, second-
tier NEPA review(s) of the resulting projects would be performed in the usual way. The 
first-tier EIS uses the NEPA process as a tool to involve environmental, regulatory, and 
resource agencies and the public in the planning decisions, as well as to ensure the 
appropriate consideration of environmental factors in these planning decisions. 
     
Corridor or subarea analyses/studies are another option when the long-range 
transportation plan leaves open the possibility of multiple approaches to fulfill its goals 
and objectives. In such cases, the formal NEPA process could be initiated through 
publication of a NOI in conjunction with a corridor or subarea planning study. Similarly, 
some public transportation operators developing major capital projects perform the 
mandatory planning Alternatives Analysis required for funding under FTA's Capital 
Investment Grant program [49 U.S.C. 5309(d) and (e)] within the NEPA process and 
combine the planning Alternatives Analysis with the draft EIS. 
 
Alternatives: 
    10. In the context of this Appendix, what is the meaning of the term ``alternatives''? 
     
This Appendix uses the term ``alternatives'' as specified in the NEPA regulations (40 
CFR 1502.14), where it is defined in its broadest sense to include everything from major 
modal alternatives and location alternatives to minor design changes that would mitigate 
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adverse impacts. This Appendix does not use the term as it is used in many other 
contexts (e.g., ``prudent and feasible alternatives'' under Section 4(f) of the Department 
of Transportation Act, the ``Least Environmentally Damaging Practicable Alternative'' 
under the Clean Water Act, or the planning Alternatives Analysis in 49 U.S.C. 5309(d) 
and (e)). 
 
11. Under what circumstances can alternatives be eliminated from detailed consideration 
during the NEPA process based on information and analysis from the transportation 
planning process? 
     
There are two ways in which the transportation planning process can begin limiting the 
alternative solutions to be evaluated during the NEPA process: (a) Shaping the purpose 
and need for the project; or (b) evaluating alternatives during planning studies and 
eliminating some of the alternatives from detailed study in the NEPA process prior to its 
start. Each approach requires careful attention, and is summarized below. 
 
(a) Shaping the Purpose and Need for the Project: The transportation planning process 
should shape the purpose and need and, thereby, the range of reasonable alternatives. 
With proper documentation and public involvement, a purpose and need derived from 
the planning process can legitimately narrow the alternatives analyzed in the NEPA 
process. See the response to Question 8 for further discussion on how the planning 
process can shape the purpose and need used in the NEPA process. 
     
For example, the purpose and need may be shaped by the transportation planning 
process in a manner that consequently narrows the range of alternatives that must be 
considered in detail in the NEPA document when: 
 
    (1) The transportation planning process has selected a general travel corridor as best 
addressing identified transportation problems and the rationale for the determination in 
the planning document is reflected in the purpose and need Statement of the 
subsequent NEPA document; 
    (2) The transportation planning process has selected a general mode (e.g., highway, 
transit, or a highway/transit combination) that accomplishes its goals and objectives, and 
these documented determinations are reflected in the purpose and need Statement of 
the subsequent NEPA document; or 
    (3) The transportation planning process determines that the project needs to be 
funded by tolls or other non-traditional funding sources in order for the long-range 
transportation plan to be fiscally constrained or identifies goals and objectives that can 
only be met by toll roads or other non-traditional funding sources, and that determination 
of those goals and objectives is reflected in the purpose and need Statement of the 
subsequent NEPA document. 
 
(b) Evaluating and Eliminating Alternatives During the Transportation Planning Process: 
The evaluation and elimination of alternatives during the transportation planning process 
can be incorporated by reference into a NEPA document under certain circumstances. In 
these cases, the planning study becomes part of the NEPA process and provides a 
basis for screening out alternatives. As with any part of the NEPA process, the analysis 
of alternatives to be incorporated from the process must have a rational basis that has 
been thoroughly documented (including documentation of the necessary and appropriate 
vetting through the applicable public involvement processes). This record should be 
made available for public review during the NEPA scoping process. 
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See responses to Questions 4, 5, 6, and 7 for additional elements to consider with 
respect to acceptance of planning products for NEPA documentation and the response 
to Question 12 on the information or analysis from the transportation planning process 
necessary for supporting the elimination of an alternative(s) from detailed consideration 
in the NEPA process. 
     
For instance, under FTA's Capital Investment Grant program, the alternatives 
considered in the NEPA process may be narrowed in those instances that the planning 
Alternatives Analysis required by 49 U.S.C. 5309(e) is conducted as a planning study 
prior to the NEPA review. In fact, the FTA may be able to narrow the alternatives 
considered in detail in the NEPA document to the No-Build (No Action) alternative and 
the Locally Preferred Alternative. Alternatives must meet the following criteria if they are 
deemed sufficiently considered by a planning Alternatives Analysis under FTA's Capital 
Investment Grant program conducted prior to NEPA without a programmatic NEPA 
analysis and documentation: 
 
During the planning Alternatives Analysis, all of the reasonable alternatives under 
consideration must be fully evaluated in terms of their transportation impacts; capital and 
operating costs; social, economic, and environmental impacts; and technical 
considerations; 
 
There must be appropriate public involvement in the planning Alternatives Analysis; 
 
The appropriate Federal, State, and local environmental, regulatory, and resource 
agencies must be engaged in the planning Alternatives Analysis; 
  
The results of the planning Alternatives Analysis must be documented; 
      
The NEPA scoping participants must agree on the alternatives that will be considered in 
the NEPA review; and 
      
The subsequent NEPA document must include the evaluation of alternatives from the 
planning Alternatives Analysis. 
     
The above criteria apply specifically to FTA's Capital Investment Grant process. 
However, for other transportation projects, if the planning process has included the 
analysis and stakeholder involvement that would be undertaken in a first tier NEPA 
process, then the alternatives screening conducted in the transportation planning 
process may be incorporated by reference, described, and relied upon in the project-
level NEPA document. At that point, the project-level NEPA analysis can focus on the 
remaining alternatives. 
     
12. What information or analysis from the transportation planning process is needed in 
an EA or EIS to support the elimination of an alternative(s) from detailed consideration? 
     
The section of the EA or EIS that discusses alternatives considered but eliminated from 
detailed consideration should: 
 
    (a) Identify any alternatives eliminated during the transportation planning process (this 
could include broad categories of alternatives, as when a long-range transportation plan 
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selects a general travel corridor based on a corridor study, thereby eliminating all 
alternatives along other alignments); 
    (b) Briefly summarize the reasons for eliminating the alternative; and 
    (c) Include a summary of the analysis process that supports the elimination of 
alternatives (the summary should reference the relevant sections or pages of the 
analysis or study) and incorporate  
it by reference or append it to the NEPA document. 
     
Any analyses or studies used to eliminate alternatives from detailed consideration 
should be made available to the public and participating agencies during the NEPA 
scoping process and should be reasonably available during comment periods. 
     
Alternatives passed over during the transportation planning process because they are 
infeasible or do not meet the NEPA ``purpose and need'' can be omitted from the 
detailed analysis of alternatives in the NEPA document, as long as the rationale for 
elimination is explained in the NEPA document. Alternatives that remain ``reasonable'' 
after the planning-level analysis must be addressed in the EIS, even when they are not 
the preferred alternative. When the proposed action evaluated in an EA involves 
unresolved conflicts concerning alternative uses of available resources, NEPA requires 
that appropriate alternatives be studied, developed, and described. 
     
Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences: 
 
13. What types of planning products provide analysis of the affected environment and 
environmental consequences that are useful in a project-level NEPA analysis and 
document? 
     
The following planning products are valuable inputs to the discussion of the affected 
environment and environmental consequences (both its current State and future State in 
the absence of the proposed action) in the project-level NEPA analysis and document: 
     Regional development and growth analyses; 
     Local land use, growth management, or development plans; and 
     Population and employment projections. 
     
The following are types of information, analysis, and other products from the 
transportation planning process that can be used in the discussion of the affected 
environment and environmental consequences in an EA or EIS: 
 
    (a) Geographic information system (GIS) overlays showing the past, current, or 
predicted future conditions of the natural and built environments; 
    (b) Environmental scans that identify environmental resources and environmentally 
sensitive areas; 
    (c) Descriptions of airsheds and watersheds; 
    (d) Demographic trends and forecasts; 
    (e) Projections of future land use, natural resource conservation areas, and 
development; and 
    (f) The outputs of natural resource planning efforts, such as wildlife conservation 
plans, watershed plans, special area management plans, and multiple species habitat 
conservation plans. 
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However, in most cases, the assessment of the affected environment and environmental 
consequences conducted during the transportation planning process will not be detailed 
or current enough to meet NEPA standards and, thus, the inventory and evaluation of 
affected resources and the analysis of consequences of the alternatives will need to be 
supplemented with more refined analysis and possibly site-specific details during the 
NEPA process. 
 
    14. What information from the transportation planning process is useful in describing a 
baseline for the NEPA analysis of indirect and cumulative impacts? 
     
Because the nature of the transportation planning process is to look broadly at future 
land use, development, population increases, and other growth factors, the planning 
analysis can provide the basis for the assessment of indirect and cumulative impacts 
required under NEPA. The consideration in the transportation planning process of 
development, growth, and consistency with local land use, growth management, or 
development plans, as well as population and employment projections, provides an 
overview of the multitude of factors in an area that are creating pressures not only on the 
transportation system, but on the natural ecosystem and important environmental and 
community resources. An analysis of all reasonably foreseeable actions in the area also 
should be a part of the transportation planning process. This planning-level information 
should be captured and utilized in the analysis of indirect and cumulative impacts during 
the NEPA process. 
     
To be used in the analysis of indirect and cumulative impacts, such information should: 
 
    (a) Be sufficiently detailed that differences in consequences of alternatives can be 
readily identified; 
    (b) Be based on current data (e.g., data from the most recent Census) or be updated 
by additional information; 
    (c) Be based on reasonable assumptions that are clearly Stated; and/or 
    (d) Rely on analytical methods and modeling techniques that are reliable, defensible, 
and reasonably current. 
     
Environmental Mitigation: 
    15. How can planning-level efforts best support advance mitigation, mitigation 
banking, and priorities for environmental mitigation investments? 
A lesson learned from efforts to establish mitigation banks and advance mitigation 
agreements and alternative mitigation options is the importance of beginning interagency 
discussions during the transportation planning process. Development pressures, habitat 
alteration, complicated real estate transactions, and competition for potential mitigation 
sites by public and private project proponents can encumber the already difficult task of 
mitigating for ``like'' value and function and reinforce the need to examine mitigation 
strategies as early as possible. 
     
Robust use of remote sensing, GIS, and decision support systems for evaluating 
conservation strategies are all contributing to the advancement of natural resource and 
environmental planning. The outputs from environmental planning can now better inform 
transportation planning processes, including the development of mitigation strategies, so 
that transportation and conservation goals can be optimally met. For example, long-
range transportation plans can be screened to assess the effect of general travel 
corridors or density, on the viability of sensitive plant and animal species or habitats. 
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This type of screening provides a basis for early collaboration among transportation and 
environmental staffs, the public, and regulatory agencies to explore areas where impacts 
must be avoided and identify areas for mitigation investments. This can lead to 
mitigation strategies that are both more economical and more effective from an 
environmental stewardship perspective than traditional project-specific mitigation 
measures. 
 
III. Administrative Issues: 
 
    16. Are Federal funds eligible to pay for these additional, or more in depth, 
environmental studies in transportation planning? 
     
Yes. For example, the following FHWA and FTA funds may be utilized for conducting 
environmental studies and analyses within transportation planning: FHWA planning and 
research funds, as defined under 23 CFR Part 420 (e.g., Metropolitan Planning (PL), 
Statewide Planning and Research (SPR), National Highway System (NHS), Surface 
Transportation Program (STP), and Equity Bonus); and FTA planning and research 
funds (49 U.S.C. 5303 and 49 U.S.C. 5313(b)), urban formula funds (49 U.S.C. 5307), 
and (in limited circumstances) transit capital investment funds (49 U.S.C. 5309). 
     
The eligible transportation planning-related uses of these funds may include: (a) 
Conducting feasibility or subarea/corridor needs studies and (b) developing system-wide 
environmental information/inventories (e.g., wetland banking inventories or standards to 
identify historically significant sites). Particularly in the case of PL and SPR funds, the 
proposed expenditure must be closely related to the development of transportation plans 
and programs under 23 U.S.C. 134-135 and 49 U.S.C. 5303-5306. 
     
For FHWA funding programs, once a general travel corridor or specific project has 
progressed to a point in the preliminary engineering/NEPA phase that clearly extends 
beyond transportation planning, additional in-depth environmental studies must be 
funded through the program category for which the ultimate project qualifies (e.g., NHS, 
STP, Interstate Maintenance, and/or Bridge), rather than PL or SPR funds. 
     
Another source of funding is FHWA's Transportation Enhancement program, which may 
be used for activities such as: conducting archeological planning and research; 
developing inventories such as those for historic bridges and highways, and other 
surface transportation-related structures; conducting studies to determine the extent of 
water pollution due to highway runoff; and conducting studies to reduce vehicle-caused 
wildlife mortality while maintaining habitat connectivity. 
     
The FHWA and the FTA encourage State DOTs, MPOs, and public transportation 
operators to seek partners for some of these studies from environmental, regulatory, and 
resource agencies, non-government organizations, and other government and private 
sector entities with similar data needs, or environmental interests. In some cases, these 
partners may contribute data and expertise to the studies, as well as funding. 
     
17. What staffing or organizational arrangements may be helpful in allowing planning 
products to be accepted in the NEPA process? 
     
Certain organizational and staffing arrangements may support a more integrated 
approach to the planning/NEPA decision-making continuum. In many cases, planning 
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organizations do not have environmental expertise on staff or readily accessible. 
Likewise, the review and regulatory responsibilities of many environmental, regulatory, 
and resource agencies make involvement in the transportation planning process a 
challenge for staff resources.  
 
These challenges may be partially met by improved use of the outputs of each agency's 
planning resources and by augmenting their capabilities through greater use of GIS and 
remote sensing technologies (see http://www.gis.fhwa.dot.gov/ for additional information 
on the use of GIS). Sharing databases and the planning products of local land use 
decision-makers and State and Federal environmental, regulatory, and resource 
agencies also provide efficiencies in acquiring and sharing the data and information 
needed for both transportation planning and NEPA work. 
     
Additional opportunities such as shared staff, training across disciplines, and (in some 
cases) reorganizing to eliminate structural divisions between planning and NEPA 
practitioners may also need to be considered in order to better integrate NEPA 
considerations into transportation planning studies. The answers to the following two 
questions also contain useful information on  
training and staffing opportunities. 
     
18. How have environmental, regulatory, and resource agency liaisons (Federally- and 
State DOT-funded positions) and partnership agreements been used to provide the 
expertise and interagency participation needed to enhance the consideration of 
environmental factors in the planning process? 
     
For several years, States have utilized Federal and State transportation funds to support 
focused and accelerated project review by a variety of local, State, Tribal, and Federal 
agencies. While Section 1309(e) of the TEA-21 and its successor in SAFETEA-LU 
section 6002 speak specifically to transportation project streamlining, there are other 
authorities that have been used to fund positions, such as the Intergovernmental 
Cooperation Act (31 U.S.C. 6505). In addition, long-term, on-call consultant contracts 
can provide backfill support for staff that are detailed to other parts of an agency for 
temporary assignments. At last count (as of 2003), 246 positions were being funded. 
Additional information on interagency funding agreements is available at: 
http://environment.fhwa.dot.gov/strmlng/igdocs/index.htm. 
     
Moreover, every State has advanced a variety of stewardship and streamlining initiatives 
that necessitate early involvement of environmental, regulatory, and resource agencies 
in the project development process. Such process improvements have: addressed the 
exchange of data to support avoidance and impact analysis; established formal and 
informal consultation and review schedules; advanced mitigation strategies; and resulted 
in a variety of programmatic reviews. Interagency agreements and work plans have 
evolved to describe performance objectives, as well as specific roles and responsibilities 
related to new streamlining initiatives. Some States have improved collaboration and 
efficiency by co-locating environmental, regulatory, and resource and transportation 
agency staff. 
    
 19. What training opportunities are available to MPOs, State DOTs, public 
transportation operators and environmental, regulatory, and resource agencies to assist 
in their understanding of the transportation planning and NEPA processes? 
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Both the FHWA and the FTA offer a variety of transportation planning, public 
involvement, and NEPA courses through the National Highway Institute and/or the 
National Transit Institute. Of particular note is the Linking Planning and NEPA 
Workshop, which provides a forum and facilitated group discussion among and between 
State DOT; MPO; Federal, Tribal, and State environmental, regulatory, and resource 
agencies; and FHWA/FTA representatives (at both the executive and program manager 
levels) to develop a State-specific action plan that will provide for strengthened linkages 
between the transportation planning and NEPA processes. 
     
Moreover, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service offers Green Infrastructure Workshops that 
are focused on integrating planning for natural resources (``green infrastructure'') with 
the development, economic, and other infrastructure needs of society (``gray 
infrastructure''). 
     
Robust planning and multi-issue environmental screening requires input from a wide 
variety of disciplines, including information technology; transportation planning; the 
NEPA process; and regulatory, permitting, and environmental specialty areas (e.g., 
noise, air quality, and biology). Senior managers at transportation and partner agencies 
can arrange a variety of individual training programs to support learning curves and skill 
development that contribute to a strengthened link of the transportation planning and 
NEPA processes. Formal and informal mentoring on an intra-agency basis can be 
arranged. Employee exchanges within and between agencies can be periodically 
scheduled, and persons involved with professional leadership programs can seek 
temporary assignments with partner agencies. 
 
IV. Additional Information on this Topic 
 
Valuable sources of information are FHWA's environment 
website(http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/index.htm) and FTA's environmental 
streamlining website (http://www.environment.fta.dot.gov).  
 
Another source of information and case studies is NCHRP Report 8-38 (Consideration of 
Environmental Factors in Transportation Systems Planning), which is available at 
http://www4.trb.org/trb/crp.nsf/All+Projects/NCHRP+8-38.  
 
In addition, AASHTO's Center for Environmental Excellence website is continuously 
updated with news and links to information of interest to transportation and 
environmental professionals (www.transportation.environment.org). 
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Date:  February 22, 2005 

Subject:  Integration of Planning and NEPA Processes  

In Reply Refer To: HCC-30 

From:  D.J. Gribbin /s/  
Chief Counsel, Federal Highway Administration 

Judith S. Kaleta /s/ 
Acting Chief Counsel, Federal Transit Administration 

To:  Cindy Burbank, Associate Administrator 
Office of Planning, Environment and Realty, FHWA 

David A. Vozzolo, Deputy Associate Administrator 
Office of Planning and Environment, FTA  

I. Issue 

You have asked for guidance regarding the extent to which the results of the 
transportation planning process can be used in and relied upon in the NEPA process. 

In response to your request, this memorandum outlines the current law; describes the 
transportation planning products that can be used in the NEPA process and under what 
conditions; and explains the roles of Federal agencies and the public in reviewing 
transportation planning products used in NEPA analyses and documents. 

II. Background 

The transportation planning process required by 23 U.S.C. 134 and 135 and 49 U.S.C. 
5303-5306 sets the stage for future development of transportation projects. As part of 
the transportation planning process, States and local metropolitan planning 
organizations (MPOs) must develop long-range transportation plans to address 
projected transportation needs. In addition, they must create transportation improvement 
programs (TIPs or STIPs), which identify a list of priority projects to be carried out in the 
next three years to implement the plan. To receive Federal funding, transportation 
projects must come from a TIP or STIP. As a result, much of the data and decision 
making undertaken by state and local officials during the planning process carry forward 
into the project development activities that follow the TIP or STIP. This means that the 
planning process and the environmental assessment required during project 
development by the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) (42 U.S.C. 4231 
et seq.) should work in tandem, with the results of the transportation planning process 
feeding into the NEPA process. Congress has put great emphasis on the transportation 
planning process for shaping transportation decisions, and has retained and refined that 
emphasis in surface transportation law over decades. 

In practice, though, the environmental analyses produced during the NEPA process are 
sometimes disconnected from the analyses used to prepare transportation plans, 
transportation improvement programs, and supporting corridor or subarea studies. 
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Analyses and decisions occurring during transportation planning can be ignored or 
redone in the NEPA process, resulting in a duplication of work and delays in 
implementation of transportation projects. The sharp separation between the work done 
during the transportation planning process and the NEPA analysis and documentation 
process is not necessary. In fact, current law provides authority for and even encourages 
the integration of the information and products developed in highway and transit 
planning process into the NEPA process. This memorandum provides guidance on how 
this information and these products can be incorporated into and relied upon in NEPA 
analyses and documents under existing laws. 

III. Legal Analysis of Current Law on Integrating Planning and NEPA 

The transportation planning process is a detailed, Congressionally mandated procedure 
for developing long-range transportation plans and shorter-range transportation 
improvement programs. These procedures were initially enacted in the 1960s and were 
codified in Title 23 and Title 49 of the U.S. Code. See 23 U.S.C. 134 and 135 and 49 
U.S.C. 5303-5306. In 1991, the Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991 
substantially expanded the planning provisions. They have been subsequently revisited 
and refined by Congress in various transportation bills, but the basic framework has 
remained intact. The procedures identify the State and local agencies with primary 
responsibility for transportation planning. They also identify agencies and other 
interested parties who should be given an opportunity to participate in the transportation 
planning process and describe their appropriate level of involvement. The statute spells 
out the planning factors that must be considered, including, among other factors, the 
protection and enhancement of the environment. 23 U.S.C. 134(f) and 135(c).1 The 
transportation planning process undertaken by States and MPOs is periodically reviewed 
and, if found to be adequate, certified by FHWA and FTA. The Federal government does 
not approve the transportation plans developed by State or local officials, and although 
FTA and FHWA jointly approve the Statewide TIP such an approval does not constitute 
a Federal action subject to review under NEPA.2 This is the process that Congress 
constructed to shape transportation decisions for Federally funded projects. 

In order to be eligible for Federal funding, projects must come from a plan created by 
this process. Federal action subject to NEPA is needed to approve these Federal aid 
projects. Because of the continuity between the planning and project development 
processes, the NEPA analysis for a transportation project needs to be reviewed in the 
context of this transportation planning process. 

NEPA and the government-wide regulations that carry out NEPA (40 C.F.R. Parts 1500 
et seq.) clearly contemplate the integration of the NEPA process with planning 
processes. Specifically, Section 102(2)(A) of NEPA direct all Federal agencies to "utilize 
a systemic, interdisciplinary approach which will insure the integrated use of natural and 
social sciences and the environmental design arts in planning and decision making. 
[Emphasis added] The regulations issued by the President's Council on Environmental 
Quality (CEQ) amplify the statutory directive:  

• 40 C.F.R. 1501.1(a) requires decision makers to "integrate[e] the NEPA process 
into early planning to ensure appropriate consideration of NEPA's policies and to 
eliminate delay;  
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• 40 C.F.R. 1501.1(b) emphasizes the need for "cooperative consultation among 
agencies before the environmental impact statement is prepared, rather than 
"submission of adversary comments on a completed document;  

• 40 C.F.R. 1501.1(d) emphasizes the importance of "[I]identifying at an early 
stage the significant environmental issues deserving of study, by de-emphasizing 
"insignificant issues and "narrowing the scope of the environmental impact 
statement accordingly;  

• 40 C.F.R. 1501.2 requires that Federal agencies "integrate the NEPA process 
with other planning at the earliest possible time to ensure that planning and [agency] 
decisions reflect environmental values. . .  

Likewise, the NEPA regulations adopted by the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and 
the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) emphasize the tie between NEPA and 
transportation planning: 

• 23 C.F.R. 771.105(a) provides that "To the fullest extent possible, all 
environmental investigations, reviews and consultations be coordinated as a 
single process. . . and  

• 23 C.F.R. 771.105(b) directs that "Alternative courses of action be evaluated and 
decisions be made in the best overall public interest based upon a balanced 
consideration of the need for safe and efficient transportation; of the social, 
economic and environmental impacts of the proposed transportation 
improvement; and of national, State and local environmental protection goals.  

Thus, the organic statute, the government-wide NEPA regulations, and the specific 
FHWA and FTA regulations all strongly support the integration of the NEPA process with 
the transportation planning process. 

Case law on the issue of the use of transportation planning studies and decisions in the 
NEPA process is not extensive. However, to the extent they exist, court decisions have 
consistently supported the reliance in the NEPA process on work done in the planning 
process. For example, in North Buckhead Civic Association v. Skinner, 903 F. 2d 1533 
(11th Cir. 1990), the Plaintiffs challenged the purpose and need articulated in the EIS for 
a multi-lane limited access highway connecting two existing highways. The purpose and 
need was derived from a series of planning studies conducted by the Atlanta Regional 
Commission. Plaintiffs argued that the purpose and need was crafted in a way that the 
proposed highway was "conclusively presumed to be required and a rail alternative 
perfunctorily dismissed for its failure to fully satisfy the objectives of the project. The 
Court of Appeals disagreed with the Plaintiffs, stating that their objections reflected "a 
fundamental misapprehension of the role of federal and state agencies in the community 
planning process established by the Federal-Aid Highway Act. The Court went on to 
explain that the Federal-Aid Highway Act contemplated "a relationship of cooperation 
between federal and local authorities; each governmental entity plays a specific role in 
the development and execution of a local transportation project. The Court emphasized 
that federal agencies did not have responsibility for long range local planning, and found 
that the "federal, state and local officials complied with federally mandated regional 
planning procedures in developing the need and purpose section of the EIS. 903 F.3d at 
1541-42. Although the Court in Buckhead acknowledged the validity of a purpose and 
need based on the results of the planning study, it did not in any way scale back the 
holdings of other cases relating to purpose and need which caution agencies not to write 
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purpose and need statements so narrowly as to "define competing ‘reasonable 
alternatives' out of consideration (and even out of existence). Simmons v. U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers, 120 F.3d 664 (7th Cir. 1997). (In this case, the Army Corps of 
Engineers failed to question city's insistence on one approach for supplying water and 
gave no independent thought to the feasibility of alternatives, both single source and 
separate source supply options. On this basis, the EIS was found to be inadequate.) 

In Carmel-by-the-Sea v. U.S. DOT, 123 F.3d 1142 (9th Cir. 1997), the Plaintiffs 
challenged the sufficiency of an EIS for failing to adequately consider the proposed 
project's growth-inducing effects. The Ninth Circuit disagreed, finding that the EIS 
satisfied this requirement by referencing several local planning documents that 
specifically included construction of the highway in their growth plans and which 
discussed overall growth targets and limits. In addition, the Court found that achieving 
"Level of Service C, an objective derived from the local congestion management plan, 
was an appropriate part of the purpose and need statement (although ultimately the EIS 
was found inadequate on cumulative impact grounds). Similarly, in Laguna Greenbelt, 
Inc. v. U.S. DOT, 42 F.3d 517 (9th Cir. 1994), the court held that the absence of a more 
thorough discussion in an EIS of induced growth, an issue that was sufficiently analyzed 
in referenced state materials, does not violate NEPA. However, regardless of the source, 
the analysis of induced growth must be in sufficient detail and must provide an analytical 
basis for its assumptions in order to be adequate under NEPA. See Senville v. Peters, 
327 F.Supp.2d 335, 349 (Vt. 2004) (In this case, the District Court found an FEIS, before 
it was supplemented by FHWA, to be inadequate because it contained only a "sketchy 
discussion of induced growth and failed to support its assumptions with any analysis.)  

In Utahns for Better Transportation v. U.S. DOT, 305 F.3d 1152 (10th Cir. 2002), as 
modified on rehearing, 319 F.3rd 1207 (10th Cir. 2003), Plaintiffs contended that the 
FEIS was inadequate because it failed to consider reducing travel demand through 
alternative land use scenarios in combination with mass transit. Noting that "reasonable 
alternatives must be non-speculative, the Tenth Circuit found that Plaintiffs had not 
demonstrated a deficiency in the FEIS on this basis (although it was ultimately found 
inadequate on other grounds). The Court stated that "Land use is a local and regional 
matter, and that, in this case, the corridor at issue would involve the jurisdiction of 
several local and regional governmental entities whose cooperation would be necessary 
to make an alternative land use scenario a reality. The fact that these entities had clearly 
declined to alter their land use plans in such a way was justification for not considering 
this alternative. 305 F.3d at 1172. 3  

In Sierra Club v. U.S. Department of Transportation, 310 F.Supp.2d 1168 (D. Nevada 
2004), Plaintiffs made several challenges to the EIS for a proposed highway project. 
One of these challenges alleged that FHWA relied on understated population and traffic 
forecasts. However, the Nevada District Court found that FHWA's reliance on the 
forecasts and modeling efforts of the designated metropolitan planning organization 
responsible for developing transportation plans and programs for the area was 
reasonable. In addition, Plaintiffs argued that the EIS had improperly rejected a fixed 
guideway as a reasonable alternative under NEPA. The Court disagreed, finding that 
FHWA reasonably relied on a "major investment study4 conducted as part of its planning 
process to establish that such an alternative (1) would not meet the project's purpose 
and need, even when considered as part of a transportation strategy, (2) was too costly 
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and (3) depended on connections to other portions of such a system for which 
construction was uncertain.5  

As demonstrated by these cases, Courts have sanctioned the use of information from 
the planning process in a NEPA analysis and document. This is consistent with the 
opening language in NEPA advocating the integration of environmental considerations in 
both planning and decision-making. Consequently, products from the transportation 
planning process can be used in the NEPA analysis and documentation prepared for a 
transportation project. 

IV. Legal Guidance on How Products from the Planning Process Can Be Used In 
the NEPA Process 

For studies, analyses or conclusions from the transportation planning process to be used 
in the NEPA process, they must meet certain standards established by NEPA. This is 
because the information and products coming from the planning process must be 
sufficiently comprehensive that the Federal government may reasonably rely upon them 
in its NEPA analysis and documentation. Transportation planning processes vary greatly 
from locality to locality. Some transportation planning processes will already meet these 
standards, while others might need some modification to do so. Below is a discussion of 
where products from the transportation planning process might be incorporated into a 
NEPA analysis and documentation (purpose and need, alternatives, affected 
environment, and, to a more limited extent, environmental consequences in terms of 
land use, indirect and cumulative impacts, etc.), along with the NEPA standards they 
must first meet. 

In addition to what is discussed below, these planning products must come from a 
transportation planning process that complied with current transportation planning 
requirements (e.g., provided an opportunity for public involvement and considered 
relevant planning factors). Interested State, local, tribal and Federal agencies should be 
included in the transportation planning processes, and must be given a reasonable 
opportunity to comment upon the long range transportation plan and transportation 
improvement program. Finally, any work from the planning process must have been 
documented and available for public review during the planning process. Such 
documentation should be in a form that can easily be appended to the NEPA document 
or incorporated by reference.6 

Purpose and Need 

The "purpose and need statement in a NEPA document is where the planning process 
and the NEPA process most clearly intersect. A sound planning process is a primary 
source of the project purpose and need. It is through the planning process that state and 
local governments determine what the transportation needs of an area are, which of 
transportation needs they wish to address, and in what time frame they wish to address 
them. Indeed, that is what the law requires from the planning process and actually 
prevents projects that do not come from the planning process from going forward. 

The purpose and need statement, at a minimum, is a statement of the transportation 
problem to be solved by the proposed project. It is often presented in two parts: broad 
goals and objectives, and a description of the transportation conditions (congestion, 
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safety, etc.) underlying the problem. The long-range transportation plan also includes 
goals and objectives similar to "purpose and need but on a broader scale, since it 
typically covers a wider area and spans at least twenty years. These goals and 
objectives are often identified through extensive public outreach, sometimes called 
"visioning or "alternative futures exercises. The purpose and need statement for a 
transportation project should be consistent with and based on the goals and objectives 
developed during the planning process. 

Getting input from Federal agencies as transportation goals and objectives are 
developed during the planning process is advisable and would be consistent with the 
cooperative relationship envisioned by statute and reinforced by courts. Such 
participation would give Federal agencies a better insight into the needs and objectives 
of the locality and would also provide an important opportunity for Federal concerns to 
be identified and addressed early in the process. These concerns could include issues 
that might be raised by Federal agencies in considering permit applications for projects 
designed to implement the transportation plan. However, the responsibility for local 
planning lies with the metropolitan planning organization or the State, not the Federal 
government. 

In many cases, the goals and objectives in the transportation plan are supported by a 
needs assessment and problem statement describing current transportation problems to 
be addressed. Although the goals and objectives in the long-range transportation plan 
will be broader than what is appropriate for a specific project, they can be the foundation 
for the purpose and need to be used in a NEPA document. For example, they can be 
used to generate corridor-level purpose and need statements, during planning, for use in 
NEPA documents. The challenge is to ensure what comes from the long-range 
transportation plan is not so general as to generate a range of alternatives that are not 
responsive to the problem to be solved. 

NEPA calls for a purpose and need statement to briefly specify the underlying purpose 
and need to which the agency is responding in proposing the alternatives including the 
proposed action. A purpose and need statement can be derived from the transportation 
planning process. The purpose and need statement: 

• Should be a statement of the transportation problem (not a statement of a 
solution);  

• Should be based on articulated planning factors and developed through a 
certified planning process;  

• Should be specific enough so that the range of alternatives developed will offer 
real potential for solutions to the transportation problem;  

• Must not be so specific as to "reverse engineer a solution; and  
• May reflect other priorities and limitations in the area, such as environmental 

resources, growth management, land use planning, and economic development.  

Alternatives 

Under NEPA, an EIS must rigorously explore and objectively evaluate all reasonable 
alternatives, and briefly explain the rationale for eliminating any alternatives from 
detailed study.7 "Reasonable alternatives are described in Council on Environmental 
Quality (CEQ) guidance as including "those that are practical or feasible from the 
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technical and economic standpoint and using common sense. Forty Most Asked 
Questions Concerning CEQ's NEPA Regulations, Question #2a (March 23, 1981). An 
alternative is not "reasonable if it does not satisfy the purpose and need,8 but it may be 
reasonable even if it is outside the jurisdiction of the proposing agency to implement. 

The transportation planning process frequently takes steps to refine the purpose and 
need statement that results in narrowing or screening the range of alternatives. Regional 
planning considerations may be the basis for refining the purpose and need statement, 
which might then have the effect of eliminating some alternatives from detailed 
consideration. For example, network connectivity across a geographic barrier such as a 
river may dictate a particular transportation mode or a general alignment. The plan may 
also identify where a locality wants housing, commercial development, agriculture, etc.—
all of which might drive the need for transportation improvements in particular corridors. 

When a long- range transportation plan leaves open the possibility of multiple 
approaches to fulfill its goals and objectives, a subarea or corridor study could be 
conducted to "zoom in on a particular area. This study would evaluate alternative 
investment strategies, engineering constraints, fiscal constraints, and environmental 
considerations in this area, and could narrow the range of possible alternatives to those 
that will meet the goals and objectives of the broader long-range transportation plan in 
that particular subarea or corridor. At the conclusion of such a study, the remaining 
alternatives might simply consist of a single corridor or mode choice with location and 
design options. 

On a broad scale, a decision about whether projects located in particular subareas or 
corridors would satisfy the transportation goals and objectives of a locality can be made 
in these subarea or corridor studies. These studies can therefore be used in and relied 
on in an EIS to refine the purpose and need statement, thereby narrowing the range of 
alternatives to be considered by eliminating some alternatives from further detailed 
study. When conducting subarea or corridor screening studies during the planning 
process, State and local agencies should keep in mind the principles of NEPA and 
should be sure to document their procedures and rationales. To be incorporated into an 
EIS, the analysis of alternatives conducted in the subarea or corridor study should be 
consistent with the standard of NEPA requiring consideration of reasonable alternatives. 
Alternatives that remain "reasonable after the planning level analysis must be addressed 
in the NEPA process, even when they are clearly not the preferred alternative.9 
Alternatives passed over during the transportation planning process because they are 
infeasible or because they do not meet the NEPA "purpose and need can be omitted 
from the detailed analysis of alternatives in the NEPA analyses and documentation, so 
long as the rationale for omitting them is documented in the NEPA document. That 
documentation can either be appended to the EIS or the specific transportation planning 
documents can be summarized in the EIS and incorporated by reference. The NEPA 
review would then have to consider the alternatives that survive the planning study, plus 
any additional reasonable alternatives identified during NEPA scoping that may not have 
been considered during the planning process. All reasonable alternatives considered in 
the draft and final EIS should be presented in a "comparative form that sharply defines 
the issues and provides a clear basis for a choice by the decision maker and the public. 
40 C.F.R. 1502.14. 
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Finally, any planning study being relied upon as a basis for eliminating alternatives from 
detailed study should be identified during the NEPA scoping process and available for 
public review. Since a major purpose of the scoping process is to identify alternatives to 
be evaluated, the public should be given the opportunity to comment on determinations 
made in the planning process to eliminate alternatives. 

Therefore, if the planning process is used to screen or narrow the range of alternatives, 
by excluding certain alternatives from detailed study or by prescribing modes or corridors 
for transportation development which results in eliminating alternative modes or corridors 
from detailed study, then the planning-based analysis of alternatives: 

• Should describe the rationale for determining the reasonableness of the 
alternative or alternatives;  

• Should include an explanation of why an eliminated alternative would not meet 
the purpose and need or was otherwise unreasonable; and  

• Should be made available for public review during the NEPA scoping process 
and comment period.  

Under FTA's New Starts program, the alternatives considered during the NEPA process 
may be narrowed even further by eliminating alternatives from detailed study in those 
instances when the Alternatives Analysis required by 49 U.S.C. 5309(e) is conducted as 
a planning study prior to the NEPA review.10 In fact, FTA may narrow the alternatives 
considered in detail in the NEPA analysis and documentation to the No-Build (No-Action) 
alternative and the "Locally Preferred Alternative". The following criteria must be met if 
alternatives are eliminated from detailed study by a planning Alternatives Analysis 
conducted prior to the NEPA review: 

• During the planning Alternatives Analysis, all of the reasonable alternatives under 
consideration must be fully evaluated in terms of their transportation impacts, 
capital and operating costs, social, economic, and environmental impacts, and 
technical considerations;  

• There must be appropriate public involvement in the planning Alternatives 
Analysis;  

• The appropriate Federal, State, and local resource agencies must be engaged in 
the planning Alternatives Analysis;  

• The results of the planning Alternatives Analysis must be documented;  
• The NEPA scoping participants must agree on the alternatives that will be 

considered in the NEPA review; and  
• The NEPA document must incorporate by reference the evaluation of alternatives 

from the planning Alternatives Analysis.  

If, during the NEPA process, new reasonable alternatives not considered during the 
planning Alternatives Analysis are identified or new information about eliminated 
alternatives comes to light, those alternatives must be evaluated during the NEPA 
process. 

Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences 

The EIS must present a description of the environment in the area that would be affected 
by the proposed action and alternatives and their environmental consequences. 40 
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C.F.R. 1502.15 and 1502.16. In the development of the long-range transportation plan 
and a corridor or subarea studies, a similar assessment of the environment in the area 
and environmental consequences should typically have been conducted. Such planning-
level assessments might include developing and utilizing geographic information system 
overlays of the area; providing information on air- and water-sheds; identifying the 
location of environmental resources with respect to the proposed project and 
alternatives; conducting environmental "scans of the area of impact; and utilizing 
demographic trends and forecasts developed for the area. The discussion in the 
planning process of development growth, and consistency with local land use, growth 
management or development plans, as well as population and employment projections, 
would be particularly valuable for use in determining the affected environment and the 
scope of cumulative impacts assessment and possible indirect impacts of the proposed 
transportation improvement. Any relevant parts of such transportation planning process 
analysis, conducted in the planning process or by other sources and used in plan 
development, can be incorporated by reference and relied upon in the NEPA analysis 
and documentation. 

The CEQ regulations require the action agency preparing an EIS to assess the 
environmental consequences of the proposed action and any reasonable alternatives. 
The CEQ regulation contains a detailed list of all of the types of environmental 
consequences that must be discussed, including direct, indirect and cumulative impacts 
and their significance, as well as means to mitigate adverse environmental impacts. 
These consequences must be discussed for each alternative and should be presented in 
a comparative form. 40 C.F.R. 1502.16. In transportation planning, the development of 
transportation plans and programs is guided by seven planning factors (23 U.S.C. 
134(f)(1) and 23 U.S.C. 135(c)(1)), one of which is to "protect and enhance the 
environment, promote energy conservation, and improve the quality of life. As such, 
there generally is a broad consideration of the environmental effects of transportation 
decisions for a region.11 To the extent relevant, this analysis can be incorporated into 
the "environmental consequences section of an environmental assessment or impact 
statement performed under NEPA. However, in most cases the assessment of 
environmental consequences conducted during the planning process will not be detailed 
enough to meet NEPA standards and thus will need to be supplemented. 

Nonetheless, the planning process often can be a source of information for the 
evaluation of cumulative and indirect impacts required under NEPA. 40 C.F.R. 1502.16, 
1508.7 and 1508.8. The nature of the planning process is to look broadly at future land 
use, development, population increases, and other growth factors. This analysis could 
provide the basis for the assessment of cumulative and indirect impacts required under 
NEPA. Investigating these impacts at the planning level can also provide insight into 
landscape, watershed or regional mitigation opportunities that will provide mitigation for 
multiple projects. 

An EIS may incorporate information regarding future land use, development, 
demographic changes, etc. from the transportation planning process to form a common 
basis for comparing the direct, indirect and cumulative impacts of all alternatives. When 
an analysis of the environmental consequences from the transportation planning process 
is incorporated into an EIS it: 
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• Should be presented in a way that differentiates among the consequences of the 
proposed action and other reasonable alternatives;  

• Should be in sufficient detail to allow the decision maker and the public to 
ascertain the comparative merits and demerits of the alternatives; and  

• Must be supplemented to the extent it does not adequately address all of the 
elements required by the CEQ and FHWA/FTA NEPA regulations.  

V. Legal Guidance on Weight to be Given to Planning Products Incorporated into 
NEPA Analyses and Documents 

Responsibility for NEPA analyses and documents on Federally funded or approved 
highway and transit projects ultimately rests with FHWA and FTA, since they are taking 
the federal action subject to NEPA. FHWA and FTA have an obligation to independently 
evaluate and review a NEPA analysis and document, even when some of the 
information contained in it has been prepared by the State or other local agency. 42 
U.S.C. 4332(2)(D); 40 C.F.R. 1506.5 Under NEPA and other relevant environmental 
laws such as the Endangered Species Act, the Clean Water Act, or the Clean Air Act, 
other agencies also must be given an opportunity to review and comment on NEPA 
documents and analysis. Federal agencies that have jurisdiction by law have an 
independent responsibility under NEPA and, upon the request of the lead agency, shall 
be "cooperating agencies.12 Tribes and state and local agencies with jurisdiction by law 
and all agencies with special expertise may, upon the request of the lead agency, be 
"cooperating agencies in the NEPA process. 40 C.F.R. 1501.6 and 1508.5. 

However, while imposing on Federal agencies the obligation to independently evaluate 
information in NEPA analyses and documents, Congress also affirmed that NEPA does 
not apply to the transportation planning process because it is not a Federal action:  

"Since plans and programs described in this [transportation planning] section are subject 
to a reasonable opportunity for public comment, since individual projects included in the 
plans and programs are subject to review under the National Environmental Policy Act of 
1969 (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.), and since decisions by the Secretary concerning plans 
and programs described in this section have not been reviewed under such Act as of 
January 1, 1997, any decision by the Secretary concerning a plan or program described 
in this section shall not be considered to be a Federal action subject to review under the 
National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.)." 

23 U.S.C 134(o) and 135(i). The transportation planning process is a local function, 
which, by statute, is undertaken by State and local governments. The Department of 
Transportation has an oversight role, but it does not conduct the process and, therefore, 
there is no Federal action to trigger the application of NEPA. This is different than the 
"big picture planning processes undertaken by other Federal agencies with respect to 
lands that they manage, where action by the Federal agency is involved and NEPA 
applies.13  

The affirmation in Sections 134(o) and 135(i) that the decisions made by State and local 
governments during the transportation planning process are exempt from NEPA is 
based on a Fifth Circuit decision, Atlanta Coalition on the Transportation Crisis, Inc. v. 
Atlanta Regional Commission, 599 F.2d 1333 (5th Cir. 1979). In this case, plaintiffs 
sought declaratory judgment that an EIS was required for a regional transportation plan 
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developed by the Atlanta Regional Commission in compliance with the FHWA and FTA 
planning regulations. The plan proposed a comprehensive transportation system for the 
Atlanta area. It included an analysis of projected regional transportation needs through 
the year 2000 and identified the general location and the mode (i.e. highway or transit) 
for recommended transportation corridors to meet those needs. The Fifth Circuit denied 
plaintiff's request for an EIS, finding that "Congress did not intend NEPA to apply to 
state, local or private actions; hence, the statute speaks only to ‘federal agencies' and 
requires impact statements only as to ‘major federal actions.' 559 F.2d at 1344. 
Specifically, the Court stated: 

"The fact is that the [regional plan] was developed by ARC in conjunction with state and 
local authorities, and no federal agency had any significant hand in determining, or made 
any decision concerning, its substantive aspects. Under the statutes, those decisions are 
entrusted to the state and local agencies, not FHWA or [FTA]. Moreover, the plan, as a 
plan will never be submitted to a federal agency for review or approval. And while the 
planning process was so structured so as to preserve the eligibility for federal funding of 
projects included within the resulting plan, it has been consistently held that the 
possibility of federal funding in the future does not make the project or projects ‘major 
federal action' during the planning stage." 

[Cites omitted] 599 F.2d at 1346. The Court further found that certification or funding of 
the planning process by FHWA and FTA did not amount to a "major federal action as 
defined in the NEPA regulations. 559 F.3d at 1344; 40 C.F.R. 1508.18. The Court 
concluded by again emphasizing: "We have no doubt but that the [regional plan] 
embodies important decisions concerning the future growth of the Atlanta area that will 
have a continuing and significant effect on the human environment. But at the risk of 
belaboring the point, we reemphasize that those decisions have been made by state and 
local authorities, will not be reviewed by any federal agency, and obligate no federal 
funds. The defendants therefore need not prepare an impact statement on the [regional 
plan]. 559 F.3d at 1349. 

This theme is echoed in other court decisions involving local planning processes. Early 
in the development of NEPA law, Courts recognized that deference to local planning was 
appropriate in the NEPA process. In Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning 
Commission v. U.S. Postal Service, 487 F.2d 1029 (U.S. App. D.C. 1973), the Postal 
Service determined that the construction of a bulk mail facility would have no significant 
impact since, under the locality's zoning laws, the postal facility was a "permitted use at 
the location proposed by the Postal Service. In analyzing this issue, the Court noted: 
"The question of significance takes on a distinctive case in the context of land use 
planning. The Court went on to state: "When local zoning regulations and procedures 
are followed in site location decisions by the Federal Government, there is an assurance 
that such ‘environmental' effects as flow from the special uses of land—the safety of the 
structures, cohesiveness of neighborhoods, population density, crime control, and 
esthetics-will be no greater than demanded by the residents acting through their elected 
representatives. 487 F.2d at 165-66. The Court acknowledged, however, that local 
planning was not sufficient to effectuate NEPA, and that actions of the Federal 
government might have implications beyond those evaluated in the planning process: 
"For example, whereas the Federal Government might legitimately defer to New York 
City zoning in matters of, say, population density, a different issue would be posed by 
the location within the city of an atomic reactor. Its peculiar hazards would not be limited 
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to the citizens of New York, nor could they control them. 487 F.2d at 166. See also 
Preservation Coalition, Inc. v. Pierce, 667 F.2d 851 (C.A. Idaho 1982) (citing Maryland-
National Capital Park and upholding a finding of no significant impact when a Federal 
project conformed to existing land use patterns, zoning and local plans). 

The Fifth Circuit followed a similar line of reasoning in Isle of Hope Historical Association 
v. U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, 646 F. 2d 215 (5th Cir. 1981). In this case, the Court 
held that, in preparing an EIS, the Corps of Engineers properly relied on information and 
answers from the local government regarding planning and zoning issues. The Corps 
had consulted with county officials to determine whether planning documents had been 
adopted and whether there was any inconsistency between the proposed project and the 
local zoning regulations. Plaintiffs challenged this part of the EIS, alleging that it had not 
adequately discussed the planning documents at issue nor disclosed inconsistencies 
between the zoning regulations and the proposed project. The Court upheld the Corps' 
reliance on the county officials' responses, stating that "For the Corps in this case to 
follow planning documents which the county had not adopted or to engage independent 
analysis of inconsistencies which those specifically charged with zoning enforcement did 
not find would make the Corps in effect a planning and zoning review board. . . The 
proper function of the Corps was to assess the environmental impact of the [proposed 
project], not to act as a zoning interpretation or appeal board. 646 F.2d at 221.14  

This respect for local sovereignty in making planning decisions has been reinforced 
more recently in the context of transportation planning. In North Buckhead Civic 
Association v. Skinner (discussed previously in Section III of this Memorandum), the 
11th Circuit emphasized that "NEPA does not confer the power or responsibility for long 
range local planning on Federal or state agencies. 903 F. 3d at 1541-42. See also Sierra 
Club v. U.S. Department of Transportation, 350 F.Supp.2d 1168, 1193 (D. Nevada 
2004), where the Court said: "[A] federal agency does not violate NEPA by relying on 
prior studies and analyses performed by local and state agencies. This approach is also 
consistent with the statutory provision describing the Federal-State relationship for the 
Federal-aid highway program: "The authorization of the appropriation of Federal funds or 
their availability for expenditure under this chapter shall in no way infringe on the 
sovereign rights of the States to determine which projects shall be federally financed. 23 
U.S.C. 

145(a). In conducting its NEPA analysis, FHWA and FTA must take into account 
Congressional direction regarding its statutory authority to act. See Citizens Against 
Burlington, Inc. v. Busey, 938 F.2d 190 (C.A.D.C. 1991).15  

When it enacts a provision of law, Congress is presumed to have in mind previous laws 
relating to the same subject matter. To the greatest extent possible, new statutes should 
be read in accord with prior statutes, and should be construed together in harmony. N. 
Singer, Statutes and Statutory Construction, 6th Ed., Vol. 2B, Sec. 51.02. A Federal 
agency's independent obligation to evaluate planning products incorporated into the 
NEPA process must be performed in a way that is consistent with the Congressional 
direction that NEPA does not apply to local transportation planning and consistent with 
court decisions recognizing the sovereignty of local governments in making local 
transportation planning decisions. Federal agencies should ensure transportation 
planning decisions have a rational basis and are based on accurate data, but should not 
use the NEPA process as a venue for substituting federal judgment for local judgment by 
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requiring reconsideration of systems-level objectives or choices that are properly made 
during the local transportation planning process.16  

The transportation planning process and the NEPA process work in harmony when the 
planning process provides the basis or foundation for the purpose and need statement in 
a NEPA document. To the extent regional or systems-level analyses and choices in the 
transportation planning process help to form the purpose and need statement for a 
NEPA document, such planning products should be given great weight by FHWA and 
FTA, consistent with Congressional and Court direction to respect local sovereignty in 
planning. This approach is also consistent with a letter to Secretary Mineta dated May 
12, 2003, from James Connaughton, Chairman of CEQ, on purpose and need 
statements in NEPA documents:  

"Federal courts generally have been deferential in their review of a lead agency's 
‘purpose and need' statements, absent a finding that an agency acted in an arbitrary or 
capricious manner. They have recognized that federal agencies should respect the role 
of local and state authorities in the transportation planning process and appropriately 
reflect the results of that process in the federal agency's NEPA analysis of purpose and 
need [citing to North Buckhead]." 

Further, in his letter, the Chairman states that, even though other Federal agencies must 
be provided an opportunity to comment, they "should afford substantial deference to the 
transportation agency's articulation of purpose and need when the proposal is a 
transportation project.17  

Therefore, if transportation planning studies and conclusions have properly followed the 
transportation planning process, then they can be incorporated into the purpose and 
need statement and, further, can be used to help draw bounds around alternatives that 
need to be considered in detail. For example, if systems-level or other broad objectives 
or choices18 from the transportation plan are incorporated into the purpose and need 
statement used in a NEPA document, FHWA and FTA should not revisit whether these 
are the best objectives or choices among other options. Rather, their review would 
include making sure that objectives or choices derived from the transportation plan were 
based on transportation planning factors established by federal law; reflect a credible 
and articulated planning rationale; are founded on reliable data; and were developed 
through a transportation planning process meeting FHWA and FTA statutory and 
regulatory requirements. In addition, the basis for the objectives and choices must be 
documented and included in the NEPA document. In such cases, alternatives falling 
outside a purpose and need statement derived from objectives or choices identified in 
the planning process do not need to be considered in detail. 

FHWA and FTA should independently review regional analyses or studies of 
transportation needs conducted during the transportation planning process at a similar 
level. FHWA and FTA reviewers do not need to review whether assumptions or 
analytical methods used in the studies are the best available, but, instead, need to 
assure that such assumptions or analytical methods are reasonable and scientifically 
acceptable. This review would include determining whether assumptions have a rational 
basis and are up-to-date and data, analytical methods, and modeling techniques are 
reliable, defensible, and reasonably current. This approach preserves the sovereignty of 
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state and local governments in making local planning decisions but in a way that is 
consistent with the principles and procedures of NEPA. 

Nonetheless, additional scrutiny may be required if the results of the planning process 
are more specific than needed for regional or systems-level planning. Such results might 
actually be part of project development, which is outside of the planning jurisdiction of 
local agencies. Project development often involves a Federal action and therefore would 
be subject to NEPA. See 23 U.S.C. 134(o) and 135(i). In addition, the information the 
Federal agencies rely upon in the NEPA process based on underlying transportation 
planning work cannot be inaccurate, false or misleading. See Sierra Club v. U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers, 701 F. 2d 1011, 1035 (where the court required a supplementation 
or re-evaluation of the NEPA analyses and documentation where the Corps 
unquestioningly relied on inaccurate information and did not investigate, on its own, the 
accuracy of the fisheries data submitted to it to support a permit for a landfill in the 
Hudson river to accommodate the Westway highway project.) 

In conducting reviews under NEPA, Federal agencies should defer to planning products 
incorporated into the NEPA process to the extent that they involve decisions or analysis 
within the jurisdiction of the local planning agency. The focus of the Federal agency's 
review should be whether the planning information is adequate to meet the standards of 
NEPA, not whether the decisions made by the planning authority are correct. This would 
be consistent with the specific roles assigned by Congress to local and Federal 
authorities and consistent with court decisions admonishing Federal agencies to respect 
the sovereignty of local authorities in developing local plans. 

VI. Conclusion 

This memorandum provides guidance on how transportation planning level information 
and products may be used to focus the documentation prepared to comply with NEPA 
when Federal approvals are needed to build a transportation project. Federal law and 
regulations and best practices ensure that much information that is relevant to the NEPA 
process is in fact developed during the planning process. Both Federal transportation 
law and NEPA law strongly suggest that to the extent practicable, the NEPA process 
should use and build on the decision made and information developed during the 
planning process. Of course, where the transportation planning process fails to address 
or document issues, the NEPA analyses and documentation may have to supplement 
the information developed during the planning process. 

Original signed by D.J. Gribbin and Judith S. Kaleta 
 

1 Protection of the environment is reinforced in the FHWA and FTA regulations clarifying 
the factors to be considered in the transportation planning process (e.g., States and 
MPOs must analyze the "overall social, economic, energy and environmental effects of 
transportation decisions. . . 23 CFR 450.208 and 450.316. 

2 As stated in the planning provisions of Title 23, "any decision by the Secretary 
concerning a plan or program described in this section shall not be considered to be a 
Federal action subject to review under NEPA. 23 U.S.C. 134(o); see also 23 U.S.C. 
135(i). These provisions are discussed more fully in Section V of this memorandum. 
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3 Note, however, an alternative is not "speculative or "unreasonable merely because it is 
outside the jurisdiction of the proposing agency. 40 C.F.R. 1402.14 (c). In some cases, 
an agency might be required to consider an alternative outside its jurisdiction. For 
example, in Muckleshoot Indian Tribe v. United States Forest Service, 177 F.3d 800 (9th 
Cir. 1999), the Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals found that the lack of funds for an 
alternative was not sufficient to render it "speculative when the Forest Service could 
have at least made a request for additional funding. The facts in the Muckleshoot case 
are different than the Utahns case, where the local agencies had clearly declined to 
exercise the alternative. 

4 Corridor-level "Major Investment Studies were for a time required under FTA and 
FHWA's planning regulations where a need for a major metropolitan transportation 
investment was identified and Federal funds were potentially involved. Major investment 
studies were intended to refine the system-wide transportation plan and lead to 
decisions on the design concept and scope of the project, in consultation with other 
interested agencies. In addition, they were intended to be used as input to EISs and 
EAs. 23 C.F.R. 450.318. In Section 1308 of the Transportation Equity Act for the 21st 
Century, the Secretary was directed to eliminate the separate requirement for major 
investment studies and instead to integrate it with the planning analyses required under 
the FTA and FHWA planning statutes "as part of the analyses required to be undertaken 
pursuant to the planning provisions of Title 23, United States Code and Chapter 53 of 
Title 49, United States Code, and the National Environmental Policy Act of 1959 (42 
U.S.C. 4321 et seq.) for Federal-aid highway and transit projects.. Pub.. 105-178 (June 
9, 1998). Although no longer required, "major investment studies continue to be allowed 
at the discretion of the State or local agency. 

It is telling, however, that a good many State and local agencies continue to prepare 
"major investment studies (and similar corridor and sub-area analyses) on their own 
volition, because they have found it very valuable to vet the merits and weaknesses of 
various alternatives—both modal and alignment--before they even initiate the NEPA 
analyses and documentation. Moreover, FTA requires Metropolitan Planning 
Organizations and/or transit agencies contemplating major capital investment ("new 
starts) projects to prepare a planning-level corridor study, know as an "Alternatives 
Analysis, either before or during a Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the purpose 
of narrowing the range of alternatives for study in a subsequent NEPA analysis and 
document(s) by eliminating some alternatives from further detailed study. See also 
footnote 10. 

5 Plaintiffs have appealed this decision, and the Ninth Circuit has stayed further 
construction on the project pending the outcome of the appeal. Order Granting Stay, 
Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals, No. CV-02-00578-PMP (July 27, 2004). 

6 Documents may be incorporated by reference if they do not impede agency or public 
review of the action. Any document incorporated by reference must be "reasonably 
available for inspection by potentially interested persons within the time allowed for 
comment. Incorporated materials must be cited in the NEPA document and their 
contents briefly described. 40 C.F.R. 1502.21. 

7 40 C.F.R. 1502.14 The term "alternatives is also used in many other contexts (for 
example, "prudent and feasible alternatives under Section 4(f) of the Department of 
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Transportation Act, the "Least Environmentally Damaging Practicable Alternative under 
the Clean Water Act, or the "Alternatives Analysis under FTA's New Starts program). 
This memorandum only uses the term as defined under NEPA. At the planning stage of 
any project, however, a determination should be made as to whether the alternatives to 
be considered will need to be used to satisfy multiple requirements at the planning and 
NEPA review stages. If so, during planning the alternatives chosen for consideration and 
the analysis of those alternatives should reflect the multiple statutory objectives that 
must be addressed. 

8 In some cases, an alternative may be reasonable even if it just partially satisfies the 
purpose and need. See NRDC v. Morton, 458 F.2d 827, 836 (C.A.D.C. 1972). 

9 Under the requirements for FTA's New Starts Program, however, under the 
appropriate circumstances, reasonable alternatives may be eliminated from detailed 
study during a rigorous planning-level Alternatives Analysis (including an evaluation of 
environmental consequences) conducted before the issuance of a NEPA Notice of Intent 
to prepare an Environmental Impact Statement. This is discussed later in this section. 

10 FTA offers applicant sponsors the opportunity to conduct the Alternatives Analysis 
before NEPA begins or alternatively, to conduct the Alternatives Analysis concurrently 
with the NEPA DEIS. 

11 Specifically, the FHWA/FTA transportation planning regulations (23 C.F.R. Part 450 
and 49 C.F.R. Part 613) require inclusion of the overall social, economic, energy and 
environmental effects of transportation decisions (including consideration of the effects 
and impacts of the plan on human, natural and man-made environment such as housing, 
employment and community development, consultation with appropriate resource and 
permit agencies to ensure early and continued coordination with environmental resource 
protection and management plans, and appropriate emphasis on transportation-related 
air quality problems). 23 C.F.R. 450.316(a)(13). 

12 Nonetheless, a cooperating agency may, in response to a lead agency's request for 
assistance in preparing an EIS, reply that other program commitments preclude any 
involvement or the degree of involvement requested in the action that is subject to the 
EIS. 40 C.F.R. 1501.6(c). 

13 For example, NEPA applies to the general management plans prepared and 
approved by the National Park Service for each unit of the National Park System 
(Chapter 2, "Management Policies, at www.nps.gov/policy/mp/chapter2.htm), and 
applies to resource management plans prepared and approved by the Bureau of Land 
Management to maximize resource values of federal lands and resources (43 C.F.R. 
1601.0-6). 

14 Of course, the reliance on the underlying local plan does not excuse the analysis of 
the impacts of the project within the context of that plan. Cf. Sierra Club Illinois Chapter 
v. U.S. Department of Transportation, 962 F. 2d 1037, 1042 (N.D. Ill. 1997). 

15 In this case, plaintiffs challenged the Federal Aviation Administration's EIS on an 
application by the Toledo Port Authority for a cargo hub in Toledo. Plaintiffs alleged that 
the FAA should have considered alternatives outside of Toledo. The Court disagreed, 
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finding that Congress had made clear that the location of cargo hubs was to be made by 
local authorities and not by the Federal government, stating: "Where the Federal 
government acts, not as a proprietor, but to approve and support a project being 
sponsored by a local government or private applicant, the Federal agency is necessarily 
more limited. In the latter instance, the Federal government's consideration of 
alternatives may accord substantial weight to the preferences of the applicant and/or 
sponsor in the sitting and design of the project. 938 F.2d at 197.  

16 This would not constrain the Environmental Protection Agency's authority under 
Section 309 of the Clean Air Act to refer concerns to the President's Council on 
Environmental Quality regarding impacts on public health or welfare or environmental 
quality. 42 U.S.C. 7609.  

17 See, also, Citizens Against Burlington, Inc. v. Busey, id., At 938 F.2d 190, 195-96 
(C.A.D.C. 1991), stating "When an agency is asked to sanction a specific plan, see 40 
C.F.R. § 1508.18(b)(4), the agency should take into account the needs and goals of the 
parties involved in the application. [Citations omitted]; Louisiana Wildlife Federation, Inc. 
v. York, 761 F.2d 1044 (5th Cir. 1985), stating "Under [the Corps'] Guidelines, therefore, 
not only is it permissible for the Corps to consider the applicant's objective; the Corps 
has a duty to take into account the objectives of the applicant's project. Indeed, it would 
be bizarre if the Corps were to ignore the purpose for which the applicant seeks a permit 
and to substitute a purpose it deems more suitable. 

18 Examples of such planning objectives or choices that courts have accepted for use in 
the purpose and need statement for a NEPA document are (1) the need for a multi-lane 
highway connecting two other highways (North Buckhead Civic Association v. Skinner, 
903 F.2d at 1537) and (2) the need for a particular level of service (Carmel-by-the-Sea v. 
U.S. DOT, 123 F.3d at 1156). In Atlanta Coalition on the Transportation Crisis v. Atlanta 
Regional Commission, the court discusses the distinction between "systems planning 
and "project planning, and describes the Atlanta "systems plan as "an analysis of 
projected regional transportation needs through the year 2000 [identifying] the general 
location and the mode (i.e., highway or mass transit) of recommended transportation 
corridors to meet those needs. 599 F.2d at fn.2 and at 1341 
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Conformity Analysis Documentation 
FHWA/EPA Checklist for Isolated Rural Nonattainment Areas 

10/12/2016 update – Caltrans 
This checklist can be used to ensure that all information needed for a regional conformity determination, 
for a regionally significant transportation project in an Isolated Rural area (nonattainment or attainment-
maintenance area with no MPO(s)), is included in project documentation. This checklist would be used to 
structure regional conformity analysis associated with a NEPA document or other Federal action, and to 
assist reviewers in verifying that the necessary analysis has been done. Note that in Isolated Rural areas, 
since there is no MPO, there is no Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) subject to Federal conformity 
action; however, in California most areas have Regional Transportation Planning Agencies that prepare a 
RTP based on State requirements whether or not an MPO exists, and such documents along with their 
CEQA analyses can provide a regional planning context for project actions. 

DO NOT USE THIS CHECKLIST IN “DONUT” NON-MPO AREAS. Such areas have regional 
conformity analysis requirements related to TIP approval, and must have a regional conformity 
determination approved by an adjacent MPO. Project-level conformity in those areas uses MPO-area 
procedures. 

40 CFR Criteria Page Comments 
§93.102 Document the applicable pollutants and precursors for which EPA designates 

the area as nonattainment or maintenance.   
Describe the nonattainment or maintenance area and its boundaries. 

  

§93.104  
(d) 

Document whether a new conformity determination is required per this 
section: 1) a new project; 2) a significant change in design concept and 
scope; 3) three years since the most recent step to advance the project; 4) a 
supplemental EA/EIS was initiated for air quality purposes.   

  

§93.109  
(a, b) 

Document that the regional emissions analysis complies with any applicable 
conformity requirements of air quality implementation plans or court orders for 
the area which pertain specifically to conformity.  

  

§93.109  
(c) 

Provide a table that shows, for each pollutant and precursor, whether the 
interim emissions tests and/or the budget test apply for conformity.  
Indicate which emissions budgets have been deemed adequate and/or 
approved by EPA, and which budgets are currently applicable for what 
analysis years.   
Indicate what test is being used for analysis years after the attainment year 
(budget, interim, dispersion modeling) and if hot spot analyses are included. 

  

§93.110  
(a,b)  

Document the use of latest planning assumptions (source and year) “at the 
time the conformity analysis begins,” including current and future population, 
employment, travel and congestion.   
Document the use of the most recent available estimates of current and future 
population, employment, travel, and congestion most recently developed by 
the MPO or other agency authorized to make such estimates.  
Document the date upon which the conformity analysis was begun. 
Document the use of planning assumptions less than five years old.  If 
unable, include written justification for the use of older data. 

  

§93.110  
(c,d,e,f) 

Document any changes in transit operating policies and assumed ridership 
levels since the previous conformity determination.  
Document the use of the latest transit fares and road and bridge tolls.  
Document the use of the latest information on the effectiveness of TCMs and 
other SIP measures that have been implemented.  
Document the key assumptions and show that they were agreed to through 
Interagency and public consultation required by §93.105 

  

§93.111 Document the use of the latest emissions model approved by EPA.   
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40 CFR Criteria Page Comments 
§93.112 Document fulfillment of the interagency and public consultation requirements 

outlined in a specific implementation plan according to §51.390 or, if a 
Consultation (Conformity) SIP revision has not been completed, according to 
§93.105 and 23 CFR 450.   
Include documentation of consultation on conformity tests and methodologies 
as well as responses to written comments. 

  

§93.113  
(a,d) 

Document timely implementation of all TCMs in approved SIPs.  
Document that the project does not interfere with the implementation of 
TCMs. 
Document timely implementation of transportation-related RACM measures 
that may not be formally TCMs. 

  

§93.116(a) i Document that the project does not cause or contribute to any new localized 
PM or CO violations.  

 CO, PM10, 
PM2.5 
areas only 

§93.117 ii Document that the project complies with any PM10 or PM2.5 control 
measures in the applicable attainment plan (approved SIP).  

 PM10, 
PM2.5 
areas only 

§93.118 
(a, c, e) 

For areas with SIP budgets:  Document that emissions from the transportation 
network, including projects in the isolated rural nonattainment area that are in 
the Statewide TIP and regionally significant non-Federal projects, are 
consistent with any adequate or approved motor vehicle emissions budget(s) 
for all pollutants and precursors in applicable SIP(s). 

  

§93.118  
(b) 

Document for which years consistency with motor vehicle emissions budgets 
must be shown.  

  

§93.118  
(d) 

Document the use of the appropriate analysis years in the regional emissions 
analysis for areas with SIP budgets, and the analysis results for these years.  
Document any interpolation performed to meet tests for years in which 
specific analysis is not required. 

  

§93.119 iii For areas without applicable SIP budgets:  Document that emissions from the 
transportation network for each applicable pollutant and precursor, including 
projects in the isolated rural nonattainment area that are in the Statewide TIP 
and regionally significant non-Federal projects, are consistent with the 
requirements of the “Action/Baseline” (baseline is usually 1990 for CO and 
PM10, 2002 for PM2.5; EPA may also designate some other baseline) interim 
emissions tests as applicable.  

  

§93.119  
(g) 

Document the use of the appropriate analysis years in the regional emissions 
analysis for areas without applicable SIP budgets. 

  

§93.119  
(h,i) 

Document how the baseline and action scenarios are defined for each 
analysis year. 

  

§93.122 
(a)(1) 

Document that all regionally significant Federal and non-Federal projects in 
the nonattainment/maintenance area are explicitly modeled in the regional 
emissions analysis.  
For each project, identify by which analysis year it will be open to traffic.   
Document that VMT for non-regionally significant Federal projects is 
accounted for in the regional emissions analysis.  
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40 CFR Criteria Page Comments 
§93.122 
(a)(2, 3) 

Document that only emission reduction credits from TCMs on schedule have 
been included, or that partial credit has been taken for partially implemented 
TCMs.   
Document that the regional emissions analysis only includes emissions credit 
for projects, programs, or activities that require regulatory action if: the 
regulatory action has been adopted; the project, program, activity or a written 
commitment is included in the SIP; EPA has approved an opt-in to the 
program, EPA has promulgated the program, or the Clean Air Act requires the 
program (indicate applicable date).  
Discuss the implementation status of these programs and the associated 
emissions credit for each analysis year. 

  

§93.122 
(a)(4,5,6) 

For nonregulatory measures that are not included in the FSTIP and are 
needed to demonstrate conformity, include written commitments from 
appropriate agencies.    
Document that assumptions for measures outside the transportation system 
(e.g. fuels measures) are the same for baseline and action scenarios.   
Document that factors such as ambient temperature are consistent with those 
used in the SIP unless modified through interagency consultation. 

  

§93.122  
(d) 

Document the continued use of modeling techniques or the use of appropriate 
alternative techniques to estimate vehicle miles traveled. 

  

§93.122 3 

(e, f) 
Document, in areas where a SIP identifies construction-related PM10 or PM 
2.5 as contributing, the inclusion of PM10 and/or PM 2.5 construction 
emissions in the regional conformity analysis.  

  

§93.123 1 Document how the required procedures were met for CO, PM10, and PM2.5 
hot spot analyses.   
Document compliance with procedures for performing qualitative and 
quantitative analyses. 

  

§93.125 
(a,d) 

(a) Identify and make written commitment to implement all CO, PM10, and 
PM2.5 mitigation or control measures identified as conditions of NEPA 
approval.   
Identify and make written commitment to implement all project-level mitigation 
or control measures that are identified as conditions of the regional conformity 
determination and are included in the design concept and scope of the 
project.   
(d) If a mitigation or control measure was identified in a previous regional 
conformity analysis, may be applicable to the current regional conformity 
determination, and is no longer needed to demonstrate regional conformity, 
provide justification as described in this section. 

  

§93.126, 
§93.127, 
§93.128 

Document all projects in the isolated rural nonattainment area that are in the 
Statewide TIP and exempt from conformity requirements or exempt from the 
regional emissions analysis.   
Indicate the reason for the exemption (Table 2, Table 3, signal 
synchronization) and that the interagency consultation process found these 
projects to have no potentially adverse emissions impacts. 

  

 

* As of January 2009, all CO areas in California are attainment-maintenance so 40 CFR 93.116(b) does not apply. 
1 Applies for hot spot analyses in rural CO, PM10, and PM2.5 nonattainment and maintenance areas only. 
1 Applies for project-level conformity determinations in rural PM10 and PM2.5 nonattainment areas only. 
1 Note that some isolated rural areas are required to complete both interim emissions tests, depending on ozone 
classification if applicable. 
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Disclaimers 
This checklist is intended solely as an informational guideline to be used in reviewing Transportation Plans and Transportation 
Improvement Programs for adequacy of their conformity documentation.  It does not replace or supersede the Transportation 
Conformity regulations of 40 CFR Parts 51 and 93, the Statewide and Metropolitan Planning Regulations of 23 CFR Part 450 or any 
other EPA, FHWA or FTA guidance pertaining to transportation conformity or statewide and metropolitan planning.  This checklist is 
not intended for use in documenting transportation conformity for individual transportation projects nonattainment or maintenance 
areas that include an MPO.  40 CFR Parts 51 and 93 contain additional criteria for project-level conformity determinations. 
 
10/12/2016 Caltrans update based on 2006 FHWA checklist. 
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APCD Air Pollution Control District, a county agency that adopts 

regulations to meet State and Federal air quality standards. 
 
AQMD                                       Air Quality Management District, a regional agency formed by 2  
                                                    or more counties, which adopts regulations to meet State and             
                                                    Federal air quality standards. 
 
ATTAINMENT  
AREA Attainment Area, is any geographic area in which levels of a 

given criteria air pollutant (e.g., ozone, carbon monoxide, PM10, 
PM2.5, and nitrogen dioxide) meet the health-based National 
Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) for that pollutant. An 
area may be an attainment area for one pollutant and a 
nonattainment area for others. A “maintenance area” (see 
definition below) is not considered an attainment area for 
transportation planning purposes. 

 
BLUEPRINT   
PLANNING                               Blueprint Planning, is a Caltrans sponsored voluntary  
                                                    discretionary competitive grant program designed to assist  

MPOs in developing a regional vision that considers 
transportation, land use, housing, environmental protection, 
economic development and equity. 

  
 
CAPACITY  Capacity, is a transportation facility's ability to accommodate a 

moving stream of people or vehicles in a given time period.   
 
CARB California Air Resources Board, the State agency responsible for 

implementation of the Federal and State Clean Air Acts.  
Provides technical assistance to air districts preparing attainment 
plans; reviews local attainment plans and combines portions of 
them with State measures for submittal of the State 
Implementation Plan (SIP) to U.S. EPA. 

 
CASP California Aviation System Plan, prepared by Caltrans Division 

of Aeronautics every five years as required by PUC Section 
21701.  The CASP integrates regional aviation system planning 
on a Statewide basis.  

 
CEQA California Environmental Quality Act, State law that requires the 

environmental effects associated with proposed plans, programs 
and projects to be fully disclosed. 

 
CMA Congestion Management Agency, the county agency responsible 

for developing, coordinating and monitoring the Congestion 
Management Program.  

 
CMP    Congestion Management Program is a countywide integrated 

program that addresses congestion in a coordinated and 
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cooperative manner. The program contains 5 elements: a Level 
of Service element, a transit standards element, a TDM and trip 
reduction element, a land use analysis element, and a capitol 
improvement program element. To effectively address this goal, 
the appropriate land use, transportation and air quality agencies 
need to integrate their planning processes, share information and 
respond to congestion using a coordinated approach. In 1996 AB 
2419 amended government code section 65088.3 to allow 
counties to opt out of this previously mandatory program. 

 
CTC  California Transportation Commission, a decision making body 

established by AB 402(Alquist / Ingalls) of 1977 to advise and 
assist the Secretary of Transportation and the legislature in 
formulating and evaluating State policies and plans for 
transportation programs. 

 
CTP   California Transportation Plan, The CTP is a long-range 

transportation policy plan that is submitted to the Governor.  The 
CTP is developed in collaboration with partners, presents a 
vision for California’s future transportation system, and defines 
goals, policies, and strategies to reach the vision.  It is developed 
in consultation with the State’s regional transportation planning 
agencies, is influenced by the regional planning process, and 
provides guidance for developing future RTPs. RTPs should be 
consistent with and implement the vision and goals of the CTP. 
As defined by State statute, the CTP is not project specific.  

 
DSMP   District System Management Plan, a District’s long-range plan 

for management of the State highway transportation system in its 
jurisdiction. 

 
FAA Federal Aviation Administration, the agency of the U.S. 

Department of Transportation charged with regulating air 
commerce to promote its safety and development, encouraging 
and developing civil aviation, air traffic control and air 
navigation, and promoting the development of the national 
airport system. 

 
EMISSIONS  
BUDGET   Emissions Budget, is the part of the State Implementation Plan 

(SIP) that identifies the allowable emissions levels, mandated by 
the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS), for 
certain pollutants from mobile, stationary, and area sources. The 
emissions levels are used for meeting emission reduction 
milestones. 

 
FHWA   Federal Highway Administration, a component of the U.S. 

Department of Transportation, established to ensure 
development of an effective national road and highway 
transportation system. FHWA and FTA, in consultation with US 
EPA, make Federal Clean Air Act Conformity findings for 
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Regional Transportation Plans, Transportation Improvement 
Programs, and Federally funded projects. 

 
FISCAL  
CONSTRAINT Fiscal constraint, the metropolitan transportation plan, TIP, and 

STIP includes sufficient financial information for demonstrating 
that projects in the metropolitan transportation plan, TIP, and 
STIP can be implemented using committed, available, or 
reasonably available revenue sources, with reasonable assurance 
that the Federally supported transportation system is being 
adequately operated and maintained. For the TIP and the STIP, 
financial constraint/fiscal constraint applies to each program 
year. Additionally, projects in air quality nonattainment and 
maintenance areas can be included in the first two years of the 
TIP and STIP only if funds are ‘‘available’’ or ‘‘committed.’’ 

 
FTA   Federal Transit Administration, a component of the U.S. 

Department of Transportation, responsible for administering the 
Federal transit program under the Federal Transit Act, as 
amended, and SAFETEA-LU. 

 
FSTIP  Federal State Transportation Improvement Program is a multi-

year Statewide, financially constrained, intermodal program of 
projects that is consistent with the Statewide transportation plan 
(CTP) and regional transportation plans (RTPs). The FSTIP is 
developed by the California Department of Transportation and 
incorporates all of the MPOs and RTPAs FTIPs by reference. 
Caltrans then submits the FSTIP to FHWA.  

 
FTIP  Federal Transportation Improvement Program is a constrained 4-

year prioritized list of all transportation projects that are 
proposed for Federal and local funding. The FTIP is developed 
and adopted by the MPO/RTPA and is updated every 2 4 years. 
It is consistent with the RTP and it is required as a prerequisite 
for Federal funding.  

 
IIP   Interregional Improvement Program is one of two component 

funding source programs that ultimately make up the State 
Transportation Improvement program. The IIP receives 25% of 
the funds from the State Highway account. The IIP is the source 
of funding for the ITIP. 

 
ILLUSTRATIVE                      
PROJECT                                An illustrative project  means an additional transportation project  
                                                   that may (but is not required to)be included in a financial plan for  

the RTP or FTIP if reasonable additional resources were to 
become available.              

 
INTERMODAL    Intermodal refers to the connections between modes of 

transportation. 
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ITIP   Interregional Transportation Improvement Program is a 
Statewide program of projects, developed by Caltrans for 
interregional projects that are primarily located outside of 
urbanized areas. The ITIP has a 4-year planning horizon and is 
updated every two years. It is submitted to the CTC along with 
the FTIP and taken together they are known as the STIP.  

 
ITS   Intelligent Transportation Systems are electronics, photonics, 

communications, or information processing used singly or in 
combination to improve the efficiency or safety of a surface 
transportation system. 

 
 
ITSP  Interregional Transportation Strategic Plan describes the 

framework in which the State will carry out its responsibilities 
for the Interregional Transportation Improvement Program 
(ITIP).  

 
MIS   Major Investment Study was a Federally mandated study 

required for major transportation improvements under ISTEA. 
An MIS was a planning analysis done on a corridor or sub-
regional area that included social, economic and environmental 
considerations early in the planning process and integrated these 
considerations into the project development stage. Although 
SAFETEA-LU has deleted this requirement, Section 450.318(a) 
and Appendix A retains the option to link early environmental 
considerations in the RTP to the subsequent project specific 
environmental review that takes place during the project delivery 
process.  

 
MODE    Mode is a specific form of transportation, such as automobiles, 

buses, trains or planes. 
 
MPO   Metropolitan Planning Organization, a planning organization 

created by Federal legislation charged with conducting regional 
transportation planning to meet Federal mandates. 

 
NATIONAL  
AMBIENT AIR  
QUALITY  
STANDARDS     NAAQS are the acceptable limits that are set for various 

pollutants by the US EPA. Air quality standards have been 
established for the following six criteria pollutants: ozone, 
carbon monoxide, particulate matter, nitrogen dioxide, lead and 
sulfur dioxide. 

 
NEPA   National Environmental Policy Act is Federal legislation that 

created a national policy and procedures that require Federal 
agencies to consider the environmental effects of their actions 
and to inform the public that their decisions reflect this 
environmental consideration. NEPA applies to most 
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transportation projects because they are jointly funded with a 
combination of Federal, State and sometimes local money. 

  
NONATTAINMENT Nonattainment, any geographic region of the United States that 

has been designated by the EPA as a nonattainment area under 
section 107 of the Clean Air Act for any pollutants for which an 
NAAQS exists. 

 
PERFORMANCE  
MEASURES   Performance measures are used to model travel demand and 

allow the long-range forecasting of transportation network and 
system-level performance (e.g. Walk, bike, transit, and carpool 
mode share, corridor travel times by mode, percentage of 
population within 0.5 mile of a high frequency transit stop). 

 
PERFORMANCE  
MONITORING  
INDICATORS/METRICS Performance monitoring indicators or metrics include field data 

such as vehicle miles traveled, mode share, fatalities/injuries, 
transit access, change in agricultural land, and CO2 emissions.   

 
PERFORMANCE 
TARGETS Performance targets are numeric goals established to enable the 

quantifiable assessment of performance measures. 
 
RIP   Regional Improvement Program is one of two component 

funding source programs that ultimately make up the State 
Transportation Improvement program. The RIP receives 75% of 
the funds from the State Highway account. This 75% is then 
distributed to the MPOs and RTPAs by a formula. The RIP is the 
source of funding for the FTIP. 

 
RTIP    Regional Transportation Improvement Program, is a program 

proposal of projects prepared by the regions in coordination with 
Caltrans for inclusion in the STIP.  

 
RTP   Regional Transportation Plan, a Federal and State mandated 

planning document prepared by MPOs and RTPAs. The plan 
describes existing and projected transportation needs, conditions 
and financing affecting all modes within a 20-year horizon. 

 
RTPA   Regional Transportation Planning Agency, a State designated 

single or multi-county agency responsible for regional 
transportation planning. RTPAs are also known as Local 
Transportation Commissions or Councils of Governments and 
are usually located in rural or exurban areas.  

 
SHA   State Highway Account, the SHA account is the State’s primary 

source of funding for transportation improvements. The SHA 
account is composed of revenues from the State’s gasoline and 
diesel fuel tax, truck weight fees and Federal highway funds. The 
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SHA is primarily used for STIP, SHOPP and local assistance 
projects   as well as non-capitol projects such as maintenance, 
operations, and support.  

 
SHOPP    State Highway Operations and Protection Program is a 

legislatively created program to maintain the integrity of the 
State highway system. It is tapped for safety and rehabilitation 
projects. SHOPP is a multi-year program of projects approved by 
the Legislature and Governor. It is separate from the STIP. 

 
SIP    State Implementation Plan, as defined in section 302(q) of the 

Clean Air Act (CAA), the portion (or portions) of the 
implementation plan, or most recent revision thereof, which has 
been approved under section 110 of the CAA, or promulgated 
under section 110(c) of the CAA, or promulgated or approved 
pursuant to regulations promulgated under section 301(d) of the 
CAA and which implements the relevant requirements of the 
CAA. 

 
SMART GROWTH   Smart Growth, is a set of policies designed by local governments 

to protect, preserve and economically develop established 
communities as well as natural and cultural resources. Smart 
growth encompasses a holistic view of development. 

 
SPRAWL   Sprawl is an urban form based on the movement of people from 

the central city to the suburbs. Concerns associated with sprawl 
include loss of farmland and open space due to low-density land 
development, increased public service costs including 
transportation, and environmental degradation. 

 
STIP    State Transportation Improvement Program, a Statewide or 

bundled prioritized list of transportation projects covering a 
period of four years that is consistent with the long-range 
Statewide transportation plan, metropolitan transportation plans 
and FTIPs, and required for projects to be eligible for funding 
under Title 23 U.S.C. and title 49 U.S.C. Chapter 53. 

 
TCM    Transportation Control Measures, any measure that is 

specifically identified and committed to in the applicable SIP 
that is either one of the types listed in section 108 of the Clean 
Air Act or any other measure for the purpose of reducing 
emissions or concentrations of air pollutants from transportation 
sources by reducing vehicle use or changing traffic flow or 
congestion conditions. Notwithstanding the above, vehicle 
technology-based, fuel-based, and maintenance-based measures 
that control the emissions from vehicles under fixed traffic 
conditions are not TCMs. 

 
TIERING                   Section 15385 of the CEQA guidelines defines tiering as the 

coverage of general matters in broader EIRs with subsequent 
narrower EIRs incorporating by reference the general 
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discussions and concentrating solely on the issue specific to the 
EIR that is being subsequently prepared. Tiering allows agencies 
to deal with broad environmental issues in EIRs at the planning 
stage and then to provide a more detailed examination of specific 
effects in EIRs for later development projects that are consistent 
with or that implement the plan.               

 
TITLE VI    Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, prohibits discrimination 

in any program or project receiving Federal financial assistance. 
 
TDM     Transportation Demand Management refers to policies, 

programs and actions that encourage the use of transportation 
alternatives to driving alone and reduce vehicle miles traveled.  

 
TSM    Transportation System Management refers to the use of 

relatively inexpensive transportation improvements that are used 
to increase the efficiency of transportation facilities.  TSM can 
include carpool and vanpool programs, parking management, 
traffic flow improvements, high occupancy vehicle lanes, and 
park-and-ride lots.   

 
US EPA   United States Environmental Protection Agency is the Federal 

agency that approves the SIP and the emissions budgets that are 
the basis of the RTP conformity assessments. 
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Introduction 

This appendix aggregates Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO)-specific planning 
practice examples and resource information into a single location organized by topic 
area. While acknowledging the different statutory requirements of MPOs and RTPAs in 
RTP development, the examples contained in this appendix are not intended to establish 
baseline standards but rather serve to highlight exemplary, state of the art planning 
practices that Regional Transportation Planning Agencies (RTPAs) can seek to emulate 
in their planning processes as financial and technical resources allow.  
 
Efforts have been made to highlight planning practices that are being undertaken by 
large, medium, and small MPOs in both rural and urban areas throughout the state. It is 
important to note that this appendix represents a snapshot of available resources and 
planning practices representative of the time at which these guidelines were prepared.  
 
 
Coordination with Other Planning Processes  
 
Regional Transportation Plans (RTPs) are prepared within the context of many other 
planning processes conducted by federal, state, and local agencies. This section 
provides resources associated with planning processes that are used by state, federal 
and local agencies such as Caltrans, the Federal Highway Administration, and local 
jurisdictions to further their respective goals and objectives associated with the California 
Transportation Plan, the federal Partnership for Sustainable Communities, and local 
General Plans. As the RTP is bound by fiscal constraint, the strategies, actions, and 
improvements described in this section are intended to inform the development of the 
RTP and should be considered to the maximum extent feasible.  
 
Please see Section 2.7 in the RTP Guidelines for additional information on these areas. 
 
Smart Mobility Framework 
 
The Caltrans Smart Mobility Framework (SMF) is a key strategic tool for integrating 
transportation with land use, to develop healthy and livable communities through multi-
modal travel options, reliable travel times, and safety for all users of the transportation 
system. Additional Smart Mobility Framework information and resources are available at 
the following links: 
 
http://www.dot.ca.gov/transplanning/ocp/sm-framework.html 
 
http://smartmobilityca.org/ 
 
Planning for Public Health and Health Equity 
 
Please see Section 2.3 and Appendix L of the MPO RTP Guidelines for resources and 
planning practice information regarding the consideration of public health and health 
equity in the regional transportation planning process. 
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Complete Streets 
 
The term “Complete Street” refers to a transportation network that is planned, designed, 
constructed, operated, and maintained to provide safe mobility for all users including: 
bicyclists, pedestrians, transit and rail riders, as well as commercial vehicles and 
motorists appropriate to the function and context of the facility. Complete Streets policies 
and practices are best implemented with a comprehensive and integrated approach of 
all agencies involved, taking advantage of opportunities for synergies and cost savings 
such as restriping when repaving.     
 
General Complete Streets background, resources, and practice information at the state 
and national level: 
 
Smart Growth America offers an interactive resources data base which offers 
information and case studies on a variety of mobility topics including Complete Streets: 
https://smartgrowthamerica.org/resources/ 
 
The National Complete Streets Coalition provides success stories, frequently asked 
questions, examples, and resources including sample presentations here: 
http://www.completestreets.org/ 
 
The National Complete Streets Coalition provides a map with states and local 
jurisdictions that have adopted complete streets policies: 
https://smartgrowthamerica.org/program/national-complete-streets-coalition/ 
 
Safe Routes to Schools National Partnership Complete Streets resources are available 
here: http://saferoutespartnership.org/state/bestpractices/completestreets 
 
The guide Complete Streets: Making Roads Safe and Accessible for All Users  
(Safe Routes to Schools National Partnership, 2013) provides information on Complete 
Streets policies in underserved communities. 
 
A Complete Intersections Guide can be downloaded from the Caltrans Pedestrian 
Safety Resources website: 
http://nacto.org/docs/usdg/complete_intersections_caltrans.pdf 
 
Accommodating Bicycle and Pedestrian Travel: A Recommended Approach is a policy 
statement adopted by the United States Department of Transportation (USDOT). 
USDOT hopes that public agencies, professional associations, advocacy groups, and 
others will also adopt this approach as a way to promote the integration of bicycling and 
walking into the transportation main stream: 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/bicycle_pedestrian/guidance/design.cfm 
 
The American Planning Association Knowledge Center offers Complete Streets applied 
research resources: http://planning.org/research/streets/ 
 
The AARP Complete Streets Archive provides reports, case studies, presentations and 
more. 
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State-Level Plans addressing Complete Streets: 
 
http://www.californiatransportationplan2040.org/ 
 
http://www.cabikepedplan.org/ 
 
 
Regional Planning Practice Examples of Complete Streets Policies: 
 
Large/Urban MPO Examples: 
 
The following link contains a case study in the SCAG region of how MPOs can 
integrate neighborhood electric vehicles into a complete streets policy: 
 
http://www.scag.ca.gov/sb375/pdfs/FS/cs-SouthBayStrategy.pdf 
 
The following links contains planning practice examples of integrating Complete Streets 
Policies in the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) bay-area region and the 
San Diego Region: 
 
http://mtc.ca.gov/our-work/plans-projects/bicycle-pedestrian-planning/complete-streets 
 
http://www.sandag.org/index.asp?classid=12&projectid=521&fuseaction=projects.detail 
 
Small/Medium and Rural MPO Examples: 
 
Tahoe Metropolitan Planning Organization and the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency 
developed the following Complete Street Resource Guide: 
 
http://tahoempo.org/activetransportationplan/docs/appendices/Appendix%20A_Comple
te%20Street%20Resource%20Guide.pdf 
 
Local Planning Guidance for Complete Streets  
 
Governor’s Office of Planning and Research General Plan Guidelines: 
 
https://www.opr.ca.gov/s_generalplanguidelines.php 
 
 
Regional Travel Demand Modeling & Analysis  
 
Please see Section 3.5 for resources and planning practice information regarding travel 
demand modeling and analysis for the preparation of an RTP. 
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RTP Consultation and Coordination  
 
Public Participation Plan  
 
The purpose of the Public Participation Plan is to establish the process by which the 
public can participate in the development of regional transportation plans and programs. 
Please see Section 4.1 in the RTP Guidelines for Statutory requirements associated 
with Public Participation Plan development and the public input process for preparing the 
RTP. 
 
Exemplary planning practice examples of MPO Public Participation plans and processes 
include incorporating public participation strategies in the RTP that ensure members of 
the public are engaged throughout the development of the RTP. Given the complex 
nature of transportation planning, MPOs can use public participation as a way to ensure 
local residents and community-based organizations are active participants at each step 
of the process. Open-invite roundtables and/or on-going advisory committees are one 
way that MPOs can seek public input throughout the process.  
 
Various MPOs have developed on-going advisory committees that included a wide 
range of interests including representation from historically underserved communities 
and rural areas. These advisory committees met regularly throughout the development 
of the RTP to ensure the document reflected the goals of the community. Other MPOs 
used on-line educational survey tools and games in addition to workshops, roundtables, 
and phone surveys, to allow the public to balance their priorities for the region. Additional 
information and specific examples are provided below: 
 
Large/Urban MPO Examples: 
 
Metropolitan Transportation Commission Public Participation Plan 
http://www.mtc.ca.gov/get_involved/participation_plan.htm 
 
Sacramento Area Council of Governments Public Participation Plan 
http://www.sacog.org/sites/main/files/file-attachments/public_participation_plan_2013.pdf 
  
SANDAG Public Involvement Plan: 
http://www.sandag.org/uploads/projectid/projectid_428_15559.pdf 
 
Small/Medium/Rural MPO Example: 
 
Kern Council of Governments Online Educational Survey Game 
http://www.directionsto2050.com/ 
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To the extent that it is practicable and resources are available, the Draft RTP as well as 
any comments received to the draft could be posted on the MPO website in a way that is 
easily accessible to the public. The table below provides links to the websites of all 
eighteen California MPO’s: 
 
 

MPO Name                Website 
 

Association of Monterey Bay Area Governments www.ambag.org 
 

Butte County Association of Governments www.bcag.org 
 

Fresno Council of Governments www.fresnocog.org 
 

Kings County Association of Governments www.kingscog.org 
 

Kern Council of Governments www.kerncog.org 
 

Merced County Association of Governments www.mcagov.org 
 

Madera County Transportation Commission www.maderactc.org 
 

Metropolitan Transportation Commission www.mtc.ca.gov 
 

Sacramento Area Council of Governments www.sacog.org 
 

San Diego Association of Governments www.sandag.org 
 

San Joaquin Council of Governments www.sjcog.org 
 

San Luis Obispo Council of Governments www.slocog.org 
 

Santa Barbara County Association of 
Governments 

www.sbcag.org 
 

Shasta Regional Transportation Agency www.srta.ca.gov 
 

Southern California Association of Governments www.scag.ca.gov 
 

Stanislaus Council of Governments www.stancog.org 
 

Tulare County Association of Governments www.tularecog.org 
 

Tahoe Metropolitan Planning Organization http://www.trpa.org/transportation/ 
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Title VI, Environmental Justice, and Social Equity Considerations in the RTP 

This section includes planning practices relevant to the requirements described in 
Chapter 4, especially sections 4.2, 4.3 and 4.4. These requirements include conducting 
a social equity analysis to ensure that any planned regional transportation improvements 
do not have a disproportionately high and adverse impact on low income or minority 
populations, and to ensure that the plan will not result in the denial of, reduction in, or 
significant delay in the receipt of benefits by minority or low-income populations. 

In order to identify and address (if further mitigation measures or alternatives are 
feasible that would reduce the disproportionately high and adverse effects) 
disproportionately high and adverse effects of programs, policies, and activities on 
minority and low-income populations to achieve an equitable distribution of benefits and 
burdens in the RTP,  MPOs are called upon to (1) identify which populations and 
communities are low income or minority, and to (2) determine what metrics they will use 
to measure the benefits and burdens to those populations and communities. They are 
then called up to (3) conduct an appropriate social equity analysis, as discussed in 
section 4.2. Finally, (4) a public participation is required to ensure that the RTP planning 
process succeeds in “seeking out and considering the needs of low-income and minority 
households.” 

Planning practices relevant to each of these requirements are collected here: 

1.) Identifying protected communities: 

FTA Circular 4703.1 emphasizes the importance of understanding a community when 
addressing environmental justice, both in identifying low income and minority 
communities through the use of Census data and in engaging with potentially impacted 
residents and community-based organizations. In defining a unit of geographic analysis, 
a study area “must be appropriate to the scope of the plan, program, or project to 
determine disproportionate burdens on EJ versus non-EJ populations.” As such, MPOs 
ought to “make reasonable efforts to identify the presence of distinct minority and/or low-
income communities residing both within, and in close proximity to, the proposed project 
or activity and to identify those minority and/or low income groups who use or are 
dependent upon natural resources that could be potentially affected by the proposed 
action.”  This may involve analysis that summarizes impacts for areas with the highest 
concentration of EJ populations or potential burdens within an MPO’s service area.  

One particular approach, pioneered by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban 
Development (HUD), for identifying especially impacted communities, is known as 
“Racially Concentrated Areas of Poverty.” HUD’s definition is “a geographic area with 
significant concentrations of poverty and minority populations.” The concept is flexible 
and can be readily adapted to local conditions. For instance, in Minnesota’s Twin City 
region, the Metropolitan Council provides a two-step definition for Areas of Concentrated 
Poverty.  The first, contiguous census tracts where at least 40% of residents live in 
households with incomes below 185% of the federal poverty line.  The second, a 
refinement of HUD’s concept which further identifies, as particularly vulnerable, Areas of 
Concentrated Poverty where at least 50% of the residents are people of color.  
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2.) Defining “benefits” and “burdens” to those protected communities: 

While there is some federal guidance on candidate social equity performance measures, 
the measures can vary according to regional goals.  Examples of performance measures 
that have been used by California MPOs are: 

• Share of population within 1/4 or 1/2 mile of transit 
• Travel Time 
• Active Transportation' infrastructure 
• Share of transportation system usage by population type 
• Physical activity (time or distance) walking/biking 
• Distribution of investments 
• Combined housing / transportation affordability 
• Gentrification / displacement 
• Access to employment 
• Access to parks or open space 
• Access to medical or health care facilities 
• Access to primary or secondary schools 
• Access to higher education 
• Access to grocery stores 
• Air quality - localized (near roads, ports, rail yards, etc.) 
• Traffic safety - active modes 
• Air quality - regional distribution 
• Roadway noise 

Some of these performance measures are intended to help evaluate whether a particular 
population will be more heavily burdened than others if the RTP is implemented, while 
others are intended to indicate whether some groups will glean more benefits than 
others if the RTP is implemented. Based on factors such as community input, availability 
of the necessary data, technical capabilities of the MPO, and likely accuracy of the 
results of the analysis, each MPO  through outreach to and consultation with residents of 
affected communities can choose these or other measures best suited to its region. 

In addition, non-governmental organizations have identified planning examples from 
other contexts.  One example is guidance the California Air Resources Board (ARB) has 
provided on the implementation of SB 535 (De León).

1  ARB’s GGRF Funding Guidelines require implementing agencies to “give priority to 
those [investments] that maximize benefits to disadvantaged communities” by “favor[ing 
the] projects which provide … the most significant benefits” to them. More specifically, 
the Guidelines require that every investment intended to benefit a disadvantaged 
community “provide[] direct, meaningful, and assured benefits to one or more 
disadvantaged communities.”  

                                                 
1  That statute requires that “a minimum of 25 percent” of moneys in the Greenhouse Gas 
Reduction Fund go “to projects that provide benefits to” disadvantaged communities and “a 
minimum of 10 percent … to projects located within” those communities. Health & Saf. Code § 
39713. 
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ARB’s Funding Guidelines2 define the benefit a GGRF investment must provide under 
SB 535 as “a benefit that meaningfully addresses an important community need” in a 
disadvantaged community.3 ARB’s definition of “benefit” is also directly relevant to the 
crafting of an equity and EJ analysis of the RTP, as discussed in the next section. In 
addition, ARB’s Funding Guidelines require that “projects be designed to avoid 
substantial burdens, such as physical or economic displacement of low-income 
disadvantaged community residents and businesses or increased exposure to toxics or 
other health risks.”4 

3.) Conducting the social equity analysis: 

Many California MPOs have conducted environmental justice and social equity analyses 
in their respective RTP/SCS reports.  Federal and state agencies have also compiled 
best practices in environmental justice and equity analysis in various topic areas from 
RTPs across the nation5. Efforts are underway by SANDAG6, in partnership with other 
regional transportation planning agencies and Caltrans, to develop a Social Equity 
Analysis Method (SEAM) and a Social Equity Analysis Tool (SEAT) to assist with RTP 
development. This project, which is partly funded by a Caltrans Partnership Planning 
grant, will produce a tool that MPOs and RTPAs could use when assessing benefits and 
burdens on various ‘social equity focus’ (SEF) populations (e.g. low income and minority 
groups) that are expected to occur if the programs and projects in an RTP are 
implemented. The final version of the SEAT is expected to be complete in the first 
quarter of 2018 and will include up to eight performance measures – some of which will 
measure relative benefits and others that will measure relative burdens. The goal is to 
provide an analysis tool with functionality in a GIS-based application that can be used by 
agencies throughout the state. 

MPOs also can work with environmental justice and social equity stakeholders through 
the RTP/SCS outreach process to develop additional measures and analyses to 
illustrate and identify the historical and current conditions of transportation and land use 
for low income and minority communities to ensure future transportation investments will 
not further cause disproportional impacts to those communities. 

As MPOs seek to respond to the needs and concerns of low-income and minority 
communities, a planning practice from another (non-RTP) context that MPOs may 
incorporate comes from the U.S. Department of Housing and Community Development 
(HUD) rule on “affirmatively furthering fair housing” (or AFFH). AFFH looks at 

                                                 
2  Air Resources Board, Cap-and-Trade Auction Proceeds Funding Guidelines for Agencies that 
Administer California Climate Investments (Dec. 2015), p. 2.A-6, available at 
http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/capandtrade/auctionproceeds/fundingguidelines.htm 
3  Id., p. 2-6. See id., p. 1.A-12 (requiring reporting on “disadvantaged community benefits and 
… strategies the agency will use to maximize benefits” to them).  
4  Id. p. 2-12.  
5 Examples include: 
http://dot.ca.gov/hq/LocalPrograms/saferoutes/EnvironmentalJusticeDeskGuideJan2003.pdf, 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/environmental_justice/resources/,  
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/environmental_justice/case_studies/ 
6 SANDAG Statewide Social Equity project description: 
http://sdforward.com/ContinuingActions/SocialEquityEnvJustice.aspx.  
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neighborhood-level transportation and transit access, educational and economic 
opportunity, and environmental health factors.7  

The AFFH begins with assessing “the elements and factors that cause, increase, 
contribute to, maintain, or perpetuate segregation, racially or ethnically concentrated 
areas of poverty, significant disparities in access to opportunity, and disproportionate 
housing needs.”8 The basic methodology for HUD’s AFFH rule includes the following 
steps: 

1. Identify, with robust community engagement, current patterns and conditions of 
segregation, racially concentrated poverty, disparities in access to opportunity, 
and disproportionate housing needs, utilizing data HUD provides and other 
relevant regional data; 

2. Identify key contributing factors of the patterns and conditions identified; 
3. Prioritize the most significant contributing factors and set goals that will 

meaningfully address the high priority factors, with “metrics and milestones” for 
each goal;  

4. Tailor near-term actions and investments consistent with those goals; and 
5. Measure progress over the near term. (24 C.F.R. § 5.154(d) (2), (3), (4), (5) and 

(7).) 

The HUD rule is discussed in a recent letter that the Secretary of the U.S. Department of 
Transportation issued with the Secretaries of HUD and the U.S. Department of 
Education.9  That letter emphasized the relevance of transportation to the issues of 
segregation, access to opportunity, and racially-concentrated poverty, and encouraged 
transportation agencies (including MPOs) nationally to integrate the principles and goals 
of AFFH into their decision-making. In particular, the letter called on transportation 
agencies to “identify impediments to accessing opportunity” and to “coordinate efforts to 
address” issues of segregation and opportunity.10  In considering whether to align its 
equity analysis with the Assessment its local jurisdictions are called up to conduct, an 
MPO will have the opportunity to ensure coordination regionally of local actions to 
identify and address current conditions of inequity. 

                                                 
7  HUD, Assessment Tool (Public Dec. 31, 2015) at 8, available online at 
https://www.huduser.gov/portal/sites/default/files/pdf/Assessment-of-Fair-Housing-Tool.pdf (last 
accessed July 12, 2016).  
8  24 C.F.R. § 5.154 (a). 
9  The Tri-Agency letter, issued on June 3, 2016, is available at 
https://www2.ed.gov/documents/press-releases/06032016-dear-colleagues-letter.pdf. 
10  The letter states: “Today, our agencies are calling on local education, transportation, and 
housing leaders to work together on issues at the intersection of our respective missions in 
helping to guarantee full access of opportunity across the country. Our goals are to identify 
impediments to accessing opportunity; to coordinate efforts to address these issues and to 
provide broad-reaching benefits; and to ensure that every child and family is provided with 
transportation, housing, and education tools that promote economic mobility. The new process in 
which communities are engaging under the Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing rule (AFFH rule) 
from HUD provides an opportunity for cross-agency collaboration and strong community 
involvement. We urge you to take full advantage of the community participation process of the 
AFFH rule, so that regional planning promotes economic mobility and equal access to the many 
benefits provided by affordable housing, great schools, and reliable transportation.”   
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Public Engagement Practices for “Seeking Out and Considering the Needs of 
Low-income and Minority Households”: 

Building on the emphasis of public engagement outlined in FTA Circular 4703.1, it is 
recommended that MPOs “ensure the full and fair participation by all potentially affected 
communities in the transportation decision-making process….Understanding the needs 
and priorities of environmental justice populations will also help…to balance the benefits 
of the proposed project against its adverse effects.” If an adverse effect is 
“predominantly borne by an EJ population, or will be suffered by the EJ population and is 
appreciably more severe or greater in magnitude than the adverse effect that will be 
suffered by the non-EJ population”, engagement with an affected community can help to 
identify an appropriate strategy to mitigate, reduce, avoid, and/or offset adverse effects.  
Public outreach is, therefore, an essential component of an MPO’s environmental justice 
efforts and should employ strategies to increase engagement in the transportation 
decision-making process from low income and minority populations. Specific strategies 
covering location, timing, content, format, noticing, and accessibility requirements of 
public outreach meetings are detailed in Chapter III of FTA Circular 4703.1. 
MPOs can encourage the involvement of low-income communities and communities of 
color by proactively seeking the input of these households and by making public 
meetings as accessible as possible.  Public engagement strategies to promote inclusion 
of these communities may include:  
 

• Conduct education and outreach before beginning the formal input process; 
• Provide all materials related to the update with adequate time for public review 

and input. 
• Provide early and ongoing drafts for public review to ensure transparency. 
• Proactively work with and/or provide financial support, as resources allow, to 

community-based and membership organizations across the region to help 
engage low-income residents and residents of color in the public process and to 
jointly plan public workshops or other engagement opportunities.  

• Form an advisory group on Environmental Justice, Social Equity and/or 
Disadvantaged Communities that includes policy and community-based 
organizations that are focused on social equity in the region to provide feedback 
throughout the RTP process. 

• Ensure that community residents have the opportunity to deliberate together to 
achieve consensus on their most pressing needs and recommendations. 

• Hold meetings at accessible locations and outside of traditional working hours 
(e.g. evenings and weekends); 

• Locate meetings in low-income communities and communities of color; 
• Locate meetings at sites accessible via affordable transit;  
• Translate meeting materials for non-English speakers;  
• Consider the needs to low-income and individuals with limited English proficiency 

when translating outreach materials and ensuring that documents are easy to 
understand (i.e. evaluate the reading level of the materials and quality of 
translations); 

• Technology and the Internet can reach many people, but recognize that not 
everyone has access to the Internet and an email address and that efforts should 
be made to reach individuals in other ways; 

• Provide interpretation at meetings for non-English speakers;  
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• Create resident advisory committees or roles within existing committees with 
decision-making authority and identify opportunities for disadvantaged 
communities to serve as representatives on decision-making bodies; 

• Expand the list of potential partners to include: schools, the faith community, 
agriculture and food hubs, local business or chambers of commerce, health 
providers and public health sectors, funders/philanthropy, academia, and 
environmental health/justice advocates, libraries, law enforcement, parks and 
recreation, and the technology industry; 

• Create a feedback loop to provide community members information about how 
their input was included in any drafts and reasons for including/excluding the 
input; 

• Make sure that there is agreement between residents and the local planning 
authority about what community engagement includes; 

• Educate and build capacity of community members on issues such as data, 
evaluation, storytelling, and mentoring community members new to the process; 

• Use a community health worker or promotora model to identify resident leaders; 
• Use facilitators with experience in race and power inequities at community 

meetings; 
• Work with community-based and membership organizations across the region to 

jointly plan public workshops on the RTP, especially the Title VI and 
Environmental Justice analyses. They know the communities impacted by the 
RTP transportation projects and can assist with recruiting residents, businesses 
and other affected stakeholders. Be proactive in asking for their participation 
instead of waiting for them to come to you; and,  

• Ensure meetings are attended by MPO decision makers in addition to MPO staff.  
 
Exemplary planning practice examples of MPO efforts to address Title VI, Environmental 
Justice, and Social Equity Considerations in the RTP are provided below: 
 
Large/Urban MPO Examples: 
 
http://planbayarea.org/the-plan/plan-details/equity-analysis.html 
 
http://www.scag.ca.gov/programs/Pages/EnvironmentJustice.aspx 
 
http://www.sdforward.com/pdfs/RP_final/AppendixH-
SocialEquityEngagementandAnalysis.pdf 
 
Statewide Social Equity Analysis Tool: 
 
SANDAG, through a Caltrans Strategic Partnership Grant, is collaborating with large and 
small MPOs and RTPAs in the state to develop a tool that can be used for conducting 
Social Equity Analyses for regional plans throughout the state of California.  
Currently agencies use varied approaches when conducting a social equity analyses of 
regional plans such as RTPs and the SCSs required by SB 375. There is not a widely 
accepted tool used by regional and local agencies to model the burdens and benefits of 
regional plans and the projects they encompass to consistently evaluate environmental 
justice outcomes expected to result from a plan or project. This project calls for 
identification of best practices being used by regional agencies to analyze proposed 
plans and covered projects and development of a Social Equity Analysis Methodology 
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(SEAM) and Social Equity Analysis Tool (SEAT) for statewide use. For more information 
visit: http://sdforward.com/ContinuingActions/SocialEquityEnvJustice.aspx 
 
Small/Medium and Rural MPO Examples: 
 
To help ensure diverse and direct input from all populations especially those with the 
most potential to be affected by health inequities, Fresno Council of Governments 
(FresnoCOG) administers a “Community-Based Mini-Grant Outreach Program11,” which 
competitively awards mini-grants ($1,000 - $3,000) to community-based organizations, 
schools, and other groups to conduct outreach to individuals not typically involved in the 
regional transportation planning process. The selected organizations conduct outreach 
activities such as organizing and tailoring meetings, customizing presentations materials, 
building trust and removing barriers to participation to secure public involvement from 
stakeholders in their communities and the populations they currently serve, engaging 
them in the planning process and generating feedback on the development of the RTP 
and SCS.  
 
Additional statewide examples of stakeholder engagement strategies are also compiled 
in the following report developed by ClimatePlan:  
Leading the Way: Policies and Practices for Sustainable Communities 
 
Private Sector Involvement 
 
Private sector involvement refers to engaging the goods movement industry and other 
business or commercial interests in the development of the RTP. Trucks, freight trains, 
taxis, limousines, and shared mobility companies all use the transportation network and 
are an integral part of the regional transportation system.  Other examples of private 
sector entities to engage in the development of the RTP include Transportation 
Management Associations, private transit operators, developers, and Chambers of 
Commerce.  Private sector involvement informs the regional transportation planning 
process can contribute to greater efficiency of the planned transportation network.   
 
Exemplary planning practice examples of MPO efforts to engage the private sector in 
RTP development are provided below: 
 
Large/Urban MPO Examples: 
 
http://www.sacog.org/regional-plans  
 
The National Highway Institute offers training on engaging the Private Sector in Freight 
Planning: 
http://www.nhi.fhwa.dot.gov/training/course_search.aspx?sf=0&course_no=139009 

                                                 
11 Administered as a contractual arrangement with community based consultants for outreach 
services that is subject to the federal procurement process. See: 
http://www.fresnocog.org/sites/default/files/publications/RTP/RTP_Mini_grant_app_Fresno_COG.
pdf 
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Consultation with Interested Parties 
 
The US DOT defines consultation as when: “one or more parties confer with other 
identified parties in accordance with an established process and, prior to taking 
action(s), considers the views of the other parties and periodically informs them about 
action(s) taken.”  Some areas of consultation could include transportation, land use, 
employment, economic development, housing, community development and 
environmental issues. Consultation requirements for the RTP are outlined in Section 
4.6. 
 
Large/Urban MPO Examples: 
 
http://rtpscs.scag.ca.gov/Pages/default.aspx 
Exemplary planning practice examples of MPO consultation efforts are provided below: 
 
Small/Medium and Rural MPO Example: 
 
http://www.sjcog.org/index.aspx?nid=181 
 
Native American Tribal Government Consultation and Coordination 
 
California is home to many non-federally recognized tribes as well as Native Americans 
living in urban areas.  MPOs should involve the Native American communities in the 
public participation processes. Establishing and maintaining government-to-government 
relations with federally recognized Tribal Governments through consultation is separate 
from, and precedes the public participation process. Tribal Consultation requirements for 
the RTP are outlined in Section 4.9. 
 
US DOT Order 5301.1 ensures that programs, policies and procedures administered by 
the US DOT are responsive to the needs and concerns of Native Americans.  This 
Order provides a very thorough overview of the various Federal regulations and 
Executive Orders on this subject.  This Order is available at: 
 
http://environment.fhwa.dot.gov/guidebook/vol2/5301.1.pdf 
 
It is recommended that federally and non-federally recognized Tribal Governments be 
consulted when historic, sacred sites, subsistence resources or traditional collecting 
properties are present in the MPOs jurisdiction.  
 
An exemplary planning practice example of MPO Tribal Consultation efforts is provided 
below: 
 
http://www.sdforward.com/pdfs/RP_final/AppendixG-
TribalConsultationProcessforSanDiegoForward-
CommunicationCooperationandCoordination.pdf 
 
Consultation with Resource Agencies 
 
Current federal regulations require MPOs to consult with resource agencies, State and 
local agencies responsible for land use management, environmental protection, 
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conservation, and historic preservation concerning the development of the RTP. As part 
of SCS development, MPOs must gather and consider the best available scientific 
information on resource areas and farmlands within the region. State and federal 
resource agencies may be able to assist MPOs by providing data, maps, or other 
information. Detailed information regarding Resource Agency Consultation during RTP 
development is available in Section 4.10. 
 
Transportation agencies and resource agencies have developed methods to better 
incorporate resource issues into transportation planning processes to benefit both 
transportation planning and project delivery as well as ecological outcomes. Two 
examples of processes are:  
 

1) FHWA's Eco-logical Approach organizes current methods for addressing natural 
resource identification, avoidance, minimization and mitigation into a systematic, 
step-wise process that starts at the beginning of the transportation planning 
process and concludes with establishing programmatic approaches to recurring 
natural resource issues that are implemented at the project level. FHWA has 
developed an implementation approach called Integrated Eco-logical Framework 
(IEF), a nine-step, voluntary framework for partners to collaborate, share data, 
and prioritize areas of ecological significance.  Implementing IEF at a regional 
scale during RTP development would allow for early coordination with resource 
agencies and other key stakeholders to establish a Regional Ecosystem 
Framework. This approach is also consistent with Regional Advance Mitigation 
Planning (RAMP) models developed by the RAMP Statewide Working Group. 
 
https://www.environment.fhwa.dot.gov/ecological/ImplementingEcoLogicalAppro
ach/default.asp 
 
https://rampcalifornia.water.ca.gov/ 

 
2) AB 2087 (Levine, 2016) establishes a pilot study program for a conservation 

planning tool called a Regional Conservation Investment Strategy (RCIS). The 
purpose of the RCIS is to promote the conservation of species, habitats and 
other natural resources and enable advance mitigation for public infrastructure 
projects, including transportation. An RCIS provides a voluntary, non-regulatory 
assessment and analysis of conservation needs in a region including habitat 
connectivity and climate resilience. Transportation agencies can use an 
approved RCIS to secure mitigation credit for conservation investments 
consistent with the RCIS through a Mitigation Credit Agreement (MCA). Pursuant 
to AB 2087, an RCIS pilot study program is presently under development and all 
RCISs and MCAs must be approved prior to January 1, 2020.   

 
Exemplary planning practice examples of Resource Agency consultation efforts and 
resulting planning products are provided below: 
 
Large/Urban MPO Examples: 
 
The San Diego Association of Governments’ TransNet Environmental Mitigation 
Program (EMP), funded by local sales tax dollars, is unique in that it goes beyond 
traditional mitigation for transportation projects by including a funding allocation for 
habitat acquisition, management, and monitoring activities as needed to help implement 
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the Multiple Species Conservation Program (MSCP) and the Multiple Habitat 
Conservation Program (MHCP) which are developed through extensive consultation with 
resource agencies. Information regarding the TransNet EMP is available at: 
 
http://www.sandag.org/index.asp?projectid=263&fuseaction=projects.detail 
 
The Southern California Association of Governments’ (SCAG) recently approved SCS 
Appendix on Natural and Farm Lands is a prime example of successful consultation with 
environmental agencies and stakeholders. SCAG established an Open Space 
Conservation Working Group (which included resource agencies), developed a 
comprehensive database with resources for county transportation commissions, local 
governments and other planning agencies to use in their conservation and mitigation 
planning processes, along with a report to provide context. The SCAG SCS Appendix is 
available at: 
 
www.scagrtpscs.net/Documents/2016/final/f2016RTPSCS_NaturalFarmLands.pdf 
 
 
 
Small/Medium and Rural MPO Examples: 
 
Butte County Association of Government's (BCAG) RTP/SCS and Regional 
Conservation Plan. BCAG adopted the Butte County Regional Conservation Plan (Plan), 
a regional Natural Community Conservation Plan/Habitat Conservation Plan 
(NCCP/HCP), to streamline the development and mitigation associated with public and 
private development in the planning area. BCAG's RTP/SCS is built around a set of 
general plans designed to be consistent with the Regional Conservation Plan. 
Preparation and adoption of the Regional Conservation Plan required extensive 
resource agency coordination with the planning signatories upon issuance of federal and 
state permits along with the Plan.  
 
http://www.buttehcp.com/ 
 
 
Integrating Ecological Considerations into Transportation Planning and 
Project Delivery 
 
This section discusses regionally important natural resources such as farmlands and 
habitat corridors that should be identified during the development and update process of 
RTPs, in order to more effectively implement transportation projects during the 
environmental review and permitting processes. This should not be considered a 
comprehensive list of environmental resources to consider in planning and early project 
development nor is this intended to include a comprehensive list for regulatory review. 
For a list of environmental resources to consider during environmental review, please 
see Chapter 5 of these Guidelines. 
 
Addressing Resource Areas and Farmland in the RTP 
 
As a planning practice to comply with the requirements of CA Government Code 65080 
(b)(2)(B), MPOs, based on locally and regionally significant considerations, are 
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encouraged to develop a Regional Open Space and Conservation Area Framework that 
identifies and considers “resource areas” and “farmland” as defined in Government Code 
Section 65080.01(a) and (b). To demonstrate consideration of resource areas and 
farmland, the SCS could 1) identify regional priority areas for conservation and mitigation 
efforts, based upon existing publicly available information and developed in consultation 
with the appropriate resource agencies including cities and counties, 2) adopt a land use 
forecast structured around spatially explicit, complementary networks of priority 
conservation areas and priority development areas, and 3) commit discretionary funding 
for conservation and development incentives for such areas. For an example of this 
approach, see Plan Bay Area: http://planbayarea.org/the-plan/adopted-plan-bay-area-
2013.html 
 
Another way to demonstrate consideration of resource areas and farmland is to 1) 
incorporate layers representing all categories of “resource areas” listed in Government 
Code Section 65080.01(a) and (b), as well as other key resources identified in HCPs, 
NCCPs and input from leading conservation organizations, and 2) treat these layers as 
constraints to development in land use scenarios and the adopted land use forecast.  
This low-cost, straightforward approach was pioneered by the Santa Barbara County 
Association of Governments (using a “Regional Greenprint” of GIS layers representing 
habitat, agricultural resources and other open space areas), and the Tulare County 
Association of Governments (using layers from the San Joaquin Valley Greenprint).   
 
Regional Conservation Planning Strategies to Address Potential Impacts  
 
Landscape conservation planning takes a proactive approach, identifying priority 
mitigation and conservation areas in advance of impacts, with the goal of preserving 
larger areas of higher habitat quality and connectivity. This type of advance planning 
also results in a more efficient and streamlined permitting approach for development 
projects. Advance mitigation, Natural Community Conservation Planning, mitigation 
banking, and in-lieu fee programs are all examples of landscape conservation planning 
in California. Generally speaking, all take a long-range, regional approach to mitigation 
and conservation planning. By working on a regional level, rather than project-by-project, 
state and federal agencies can work together and in cooperation with regional and local 
agencies to offset the environmental impacts of several planned infrastructure projects at 
once. https://www.wildlife.ca.gov/Conservation/Planning 
 
Policies and Regulations 
 
The following is a list of national and state policies that support and enable regional 
conservation planning efforts in California: 
 
National  

• Department of the Interior, Order No. 3330 “Improving Mitigation Policies and 
Practices of the Department of the Interior (Secretary Sally Jewell, 2013);” and 

• Presidential Memorandum “Mitigating Impacts on Natural Resources from 
Development and Encouraging Related Private Investment” (Nov 2015). 

• FHWA policies to encourage integration of natural resources in the planning 
process: https://www.environment.fhwa.dot.gov/integ/index.asp 

State  
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• California Endangered Species Act and Natural Community Conservation 
Planning Act (NCCP Act) 

 
Tools and Frameworks 
 
The following is a list of tools and frameworks available for regional conservation 
planning that can be integrated into planning processes at a regional scale:  
 

• Regional Advance Mitigation Planning (RAMP) - Advance mitigation planning to 
identify areas for mitigation prior to project-by-project discussion is an exemplary 
planning practice. Regional Advance Mitigation Planning (RAMP) is an important 
example of such efforts. By coordinating early with agencies responsible for 
project-level permitting to evaluate the individual and cumulative impacts of one 
or several projects and focusing mitigation on regional priority conservation 
opportunities, ecosystem-scale conservation needs can be met, providing more 
effective conservation and mitigation. In addition, the time and cost inefficiency of 
project-by-project review, permitting, and mitigation can be avoided thereby 
making mitigation more efficient. MPOs may consider using RAMP in siting and 
mitigating for infrastructure projects, in order to maximize time efficiency, reduce 
mitigation costs, and protect regional natural resources; 

• Regional Conservation Investment Strategies (RCIS) and Mitigation Credits 
Agreements (MCA) – Assembly Bill 2087 (Levine, 2016), established an RCIS 
pilot study program in California that is presently under development. An RCIS 
must be proposed by a public agency and would provide a voluntary process and 
framework to guide investments in natural resource conservation, infrastructure, 
and will identify priority locations for compensatory mitigation on a regional basis. 
Once an RCIS has been approved by the California Department of Fish and 
Wildlife as a pilot project, a Mitigation Credit Agreement can be established. 
Once established, RCISs and subsequent MCAs can provide a regional 
mitigation framework for RTPs and subsequent transportation projects. All RCISs 
and MCAs must be approved prior to January 1, 2020; 

• For additional information regarding regional open space conservation please 
see the following EPA website - http://www.epa.gov/dced/openspace.htm. 

 
The following is a list of regional Habitat Conservation Plan/NCCPs (HCP/NCCP) and 
other resources: 
 

• CA Department of Fish and Game Natural Community Conservation Planning 
information - There are currently 13 approved NCCPs (includes 6 subarea plans) 
and 22 NCCPs in the active planning phase (includes 10 subarea plans), which 
together cover more than 7 million acres and will provide conservation for nearly 
400 special status species and a wide diversity of natural community types 
throughout California  - 
https://www.wildlife.ca.gov/Conservation/Planning/NCCP/Plans; 

• USFWS Endangered Species Habitat Conservation Planning Information 
https://www.fws.gov/endangered/what-we-do/hcp-overview.html 

• Pacific Southwest Region USFWS Offices for Ecological Information 
http://www.fws.gov/cno/es/ 

• Sacramento FWS Office list of Regional Habitat Conservation Plans - 
https://www.fws.gov/sacramento/es/Habitat-Conservation-Plans/es_hcp.htm 
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• Carlsbad FWS Office information regarding Regional Habitat Conservation Plans 
http://www.fws.gov/carlsbad/HCPs/CarlsbadCFWORegionalHCPs%20.html 

• Ventura FWS Office information regarding Regional Habitat Conservation Plans  
https://www.fws.gov/ventura/endangered/habitatconservation/index.html 

• Information regarding City and County Zoning Ordinances - 
https://www.opr.ca.gov/docs/PZD2012.pdf 

• Information regarding Farmland Mapping and Williamson Act  
www.conservation.ca.gov/dlrp/fmmp; 

• Information regarding adopted Open Space Elements is available through the 
Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR) California Planner’s Book of 
Lists - https://www.opr.ca.gov/s_publications.php 

 
Statewide Examples 
 
Aggregated planning practice examples of the consideration of environmental resources 
in transportation planning from throughout California can be found in the Sustainable 
Communities Strategies and Conservation report:  
  
http://www.nature.org/ourinitiatives/regions/northamerica/unitedstates/california/sustaina
ble-communities-strategies-and-conservation.pdf 
 
The following represent additional planning practice examples of how regions have 
conducted regional conservation planning efforts focusing on resource areas and 
farmland as part of their RTP process: 
 
Large/Urban MPO Examples: 
 

• SANDAG’s Environmental Mitigation Program (EMP) - An excellent example of 
this approach is SANDAG’s EMP, which is funded through the region’s TransNet 
sales tax measure. The EMP directs mitigation resources to habitat identified in 
adopted conservation plans, leverages funding from conservation partners, and 
saves additional money by acquiring habitat “early, at lower prices, and in larger 
parcels” (http://www.keepsandiegomoving.com/EMP/EMP-intro.aspx). For more 
information, please see San Diego Forward: The Regional Plan 
http://www.sdforward.com/;  

• Orange County Transportation Authority (OCTA) EMP 
http://www.octa.net/Projects-and-Programs/Measure-M/Measure-M2-(2011-
2041)/Freeway-Mitigation/Conservation-Plan/; 

• Rural-Urban Connections Strategy (RUCS) developed by SACOG: 
http://www.sacog.org/rucs/ 

• SCAG’s preparation of a Conservation Framework and Assessment (Jan 2015)- 
http://sustain.scag.ca.gov/Sustainability%20Portal%20Document%20Library/SC
AG%20Final%20Conservation%20Framework%20%20Assessment_Feb.pdf; 

• SCAG’s 2016 RTP/SCS preparation of Natural and Farm Lands Appendix -  
www.scagrtpscs.net/Documents/2016/final/f2016RTPSCS_NaturalFarmLands.pd
f 
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Medium/Small/Rural MPO Examples: 
 

• Butte County Association of Government's (BCAG) RTP/SCS and Regional 
Conservation Plan - BCAG adopted the Butte County Regional Conservation 
Plan (Plan), a regional Natural Community Conservation Plan/Habitat 
Conservation Plan (NCCP/HCP), adopted recently to streamline the development 
and mitigation associated with public and private development in the planning 
area. BCAG's RTP/SCS has identified Regional Conservation Plan development 
and implementation strategies during transportation projects. Preparation and 
adoption of the Regional Conservation Plan required extensive resource agency 
coordination with the planning signatories upon issuance of federal and state 
permits along with the Plan. For more information, see Butte County Metropolitan 
Transportation Plan & Sustainable Communities Strategy:  
http://www.bcag.org/Planning/RTP--SCS/index.html; 

• AMBAG incorporated a Regional Greenprint Analysis into its 2014 MTP/SCS:  
http://www.ambag.org/programs-services/planning/metro-transport-plan; 

• San Joaquin Valley Greenprint, sponsored by Fresno COG:  
www.fresnocog.org/san-joaquin-valley-greenprint-program; 

• Tulare County Association of Governments (using layers from the San Joaquin 
Valley Greenprint) - 2014-2040 Regional Transportation Plan & Sustainable 
Communities Strategy for Tulare County http://www.tularecog.org/rtp2014/. 

• Santa Barbara County Conservation Blueprint – A process led by the Land Trust 
of Santa Barbara County is underway and leading an effort of data gathering and 
community engagement process leading to a Conservation Blueprint that will 
provide a science based decision-making platform for conservation, including 
restoration and other land management decisions. The process is led by Land 
Trust for Santa Barbara County, Cachuma Resource Conversation District, and 
the Santa Barbara Foundation’s LEAF Initiative, and is guided by a 12-member 
Steering Committee; http://www.aginnovations.org/project/santa-barbara-county-
conservation-blueprint. For more information, see Santa Barbara’s 2040 
Regional Transportation Plan and Sustainable Communities Strategy: 
http://www.sbcag.org/rtp.html; 

• The Land Trust of Santa Cruz County developed a Conservation Blueprint 
(http://www.landtrustsantacruz.org/blueprint/) for the county which is being 
integrated with Santa Cruz County’s RTP and regional planning processes. 
Specifically, Santa Cruz County’s Conservation Blueprint is the basis for 
developing an advance mitigation planning framework via an EMP within the 
2014 RTP development process - http://sccrtc.org/funding-planning/long-range-
plans/rtp/2014-plan.  

• The Elkhorn Slough Early Mitigation Partnership (ESEMP) is a Caltrans-
sponsored interagency effort to provide early mitigation for a series of future 
transportation improvement projects within the Elkhorn Slough Watershed. This 
project seeks to help address regional scale conservation in a manner that also 
can help facilitate project delivery by developing a process for identifying funding 
strategies and implementing conservation agreements earlier than would be 
possible through existing traditional channels - http://elkhornslough.ucdavis.edu/. 
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Aquatic and Terrestrial Habitat Connectivity  
 
A functional network of connected wildlands is essential to the continued support of 
California’s diverse natural communities in the face of human development and climate 
change. Natural and semi-natural components of the landscape must be large enough 
and connected enough to meet the needs of all species that use them, including species’ 
continued need for movement, migration, and shifts in distribution. The California 
Essential Habitat Connectivity Project developed guidance for mitigating the fragmenting 
effects of roads and transportation corridors and a framework for developing regional 
and local connectivity plans (California Essential Habitat Connectivity Project 2010).  
 
Policies and Regulations 
 
The following is a list of national and state policies that support and enable habitat 
connectivity planning efforts in California: 
 
National 

• Federal Endangered Species Act and species recovery plans that identify habitat 
fragmentation and road mortality as risks to species recovery 

State 
• AB 498 (Levine, 2015) regarding Wildlife Conservation and Wildlife Corridors 

which amends California Fish and Game Code Sections 1797.5, 1930, and 
1930.5; 

• CEQA Guidelines and Migratory Species – “Will the project interfere substantially 
with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or 
with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use 
of native wildlife nursery sites;” 

• California State Wildlife Action Plan and Transportation Companion Plan - 
https://www.wildlife.ca.gov/swap; and 

• SB 857 (Kuehl, 2006) applies to State Highway System transportation projects 
and details requirements for assessing and remediating barriers to fish passage 
at stream crossings along the State Highway System. A coordinated and 
comprehensive fish passage improvement program is fundamental to restore 
unimpeded passage for aquatic organisms and for the success of habitat 
restoration activities.      

 
Tools and Data 
 
There are GIS habitat modeling tools and datasets that are available to consider and 
integrate into the RTP update process. These can be integrated into the RTP update 
itself as well as with future transportation projects identified in RTPs. The following is a 
list of tools and datasets available for planning decisions:  
 
Statewide 

• California Essential Connectivity Project (2010) 
https://www.wildlife.ca.gov/conservation/planning/connectivity/CEHC;  

• California Protected Areas Database www.calands.org; and 
• California Fish Passage Assessment Database (PAD) http://www.calfish.org/ 

Regional 
• Bay Area Critical Linkages - http://www.scwildlands.org/; 

ATTACHMENT C

http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=201520160AB498
https://www.wildlife.ca.gov/swap
http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=200520060SB857
https://www.wildlife.ca.gov/conservation/planning/connectivity/CEHC
http://www.calands.org/
http://www.calfish.org/
http://www.scwildlands.org/


Final Draft  January 2017 
 

Final Draft 2017 RTPA RTP Guidelines             221        
 

• South Coast Linkages - http://www.scwildlands.org/; 
• California Desert Connectivity Project - http://www.scwildlands.org/; and 
• CDFW’s Northern Sierra Nevada Foothill connectivity mapping project 

https://www.wildlife.ca.gov/Data/Analysis/Connectivity. 
 
Examples 
 
The following are examples of various RTPs and other long-range transportation plans 
that have integrated habitat connectivity resources and natural resource mapping into 
their planning processes: 
 

• AMBAG’s Monterey Bay Area Sensitive Resource Mapping Project with 2035 
RTP/SCS Update. AMBAG received SHRP2 (C06) federal highway research 
funds to apply FHWA’s Integrated Ecological Framework (IEF) to their Moving 
Forward Monterey Bay 2035 Plan and planning process. The goal was to identify 
sensitive resources in the AMBAG region to provide managers with a better 
understanding of potential conflicts and mitigation needs for transportation 
projects in the 2035 Plan. AMBAG created on on-line interactive GIS database 
with this project and developed 32 sensitive resource maps for the AMBAG 
region and used in the Environmental Mitigation section of the RTP/SCS 2035 
Plan update; 

• Caltrans District 5 Highway 17 Transportation Concept Report – 
http://www.dot.ca.gov/dist05/planning/sys_plan_docs/factsheets_datasheets/SR1
7/17_tcr.pdf; 

• Caltrans District 5 Regional Wildlife and Habitat Connectivity Plan for the Central 
Coast Region of California – 
http://www.dot.ca.gov/dist05/planning/AdvWildlifeConnectivity.htm; and 

• Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation Plan - Conservation planning efforts, 
such as the Conservation Blueprint, developed by the Land Trust of Santa Cruz 
County, and the Wildlife Habitat Connectivity GIS database, developed by 
Caltrans and partner agencies, support regional mitigation and can serve as a 
resource for future mitigation plans in Santa Cruz County. This data is being 
integrated into the RTP 2014 of Santa Cruz County and AMBAG’s RTP/SCS. 

 
 
RTP Financial Overview 
 
Federal statute and regulations and California State statute requires RTPs to contain an 
estimate of funds available for the 20-year planning horizon.  This discussion of financial 
information is fundamental to the development and implementation of the RTP.  The 
financial portions of the RTP identify the current and anticipated revenue sources and 
financing techniques available to fund the planned transportation investments described 
in other portions of the RTP.  The intent is to define realistic financing constraints and 
opportunities.  All projects, except illustrative projects i.e. unconstrained projects, must 
be fully funded in order to be included in the RTP.   With this financing information, 
alternatives are developed and used by the MPO, local agencies and State decision-
makers in funding transportation projects. Detailed information regarding RTP financial 
requirements is available in Sections 6.2 – 6.7. 
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Fiscal Constraint 
 
http://www.sandag.org/index.asp?projectid=292&fuseaction=projects.detail 
 
http://www.scag.ca.gov/rtp2004/2004/FinalPlan.htm 
 
Listing of Constrained and Un-constrained Projects 
 
http://www.mtc.ca.gov/planning/2035_plan/ 
 
 
Revenue Identification and Forecasting  
 
http://www.bcag.org/Planning/index.html 
 
Estimating Future Transportation Costs 
 
In keeping with the Federal and State efforts to streamline the project delivery and NEPA 
review process at the project level by providing environmental information at the earliest 
point in time, it is recommended that the RTP also include a preliminary cost estimate for 
the mitigation activities that are identified.  
 
Asset Management 
 
To ensure a sustainable transportation system, MPOs are encouraged to address 
existing infrastructure condition and performance prior to considering expansion of the 
system.  This general approach is considered a best practice that will ensure that the 
agencies funding for the transportation will be adequate to sustain the system into the 
future.  
 
 
RTP Modal Discussion 
 
Transit 
 
Los Angeles Metro, First and Last Mile Strategic Plan, identified strategies and potential 
funding sources for improving the areas surrounding transit stations to make it easier 
and safer for people to access them. SCAG incorporated some of these strategies into 
its 2016 RTP/SCS as well as short trips strategies to increase the number of trips under 
three miles that people take by foot or bike.  The plan is available at: 
 
http://media.metro.net/docs/sustainability_path_design_guidelines.pdf 
 
Bicycle & Pedestrian 
 
The use of bicycles and walking as a means of transportation has increased 
dramatically in California over the last 20 years.  Both modes of transportation promote 
a healthy lifestyle and reduce environmental impacts.  
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Bicycle and Pedestrian planning practice information and resources are available at the 
following links: 
 
“At the Intersection of Active Transportation & Equity” (Safe Routes to Schools National 
Partnership, 2015) http://saferoutespartnership.org/resources/report/intersection-active-
transportation-equity 
 
“Urban Bikeway Design Guide” (National Association of City Transportation Officials, 
2014) http://nacto.org/publication/urban-bikeway-design-guide/ 
 
Local and Regional plans for bicycle and pedestrian trails and related facilities, 
including the California Coastal Trail should be supported by RTPs. Additional planning 
practice information regarding the California Coastal Trail is available at the following 
links: 
 
Completing the California Coastal Trail Plan – California Coastal Conservancy 
http://www.coastal.ca.gov/access/coastal-trail-report.pdf 
 
Information regarding California Coastal Trail Definition and Design and Siting Standards 
is available at: 
http://www.scc.ca.gov/webmaster/pdfs/CCT_Siting_Design.pdf 
 
Goods Movement (Maritime/Rail/Trucking/Aviation) 
 
MPOs are encouraged to consider developing or updating freight plans for their region, 
as these plans can help MPOs improve the efficiency and sustainability of goods 
movement in their regions. 
 
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/tpp/offices/ogm/ 

 
http://rtpscs.scag.ca.gov/Pages/default.aspx 

 
http://www.alamedactc.org/goodsmovement 
 
http://www.ops.fhwa.dot.gov/Freight/infrastructure/nfn/index.htm 

 
http://www.sandag.org/index.asp?classid=13&fuseaction=home.classhome 
 
California Sustainable Freight Action Plan 
 
In July 2015, Governor Brown issued Executive Order B-32-15 which prioritizes 
California’s transition to a more efficient and less polluting freight transportation system.  
This transition of California’s freight transportation system is essential to supporting the 
State’s economic competitiveness in the coming decades while reducing greenhouse 
gas emissions and air quality impacts.  The Executive Order directed State agencies to 
develop an integrated action plan by July 2016 that established clear targets to improve 
freight efficiency, transition to zero-emission technologies, and increase the 
competitiveness of California’s freight system.  It is suggested that regional 
transportation agencies consult the California Sustainable Freight Action Plan when 
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developing the freight-related strategies in their respective RTPs. For more information 
see: http://www.dot.ca.gov/casustainablefreight/ 
 
California Freight Mobility Plan 
 
The state’s California Freight Mobility Plan (CFMP) is a policy and action agenda 
document that supports the improvement of California’s goods movement infrastructure 
while preserving the environment.  MPOs are encouraged to review the CFMP for 
guidance, and ensure consistency while addressing goods movement within their RTPs.   
The RTPs and the CFMP will ideally function in a feedback loop, as the goods 
movement strategies and projects identified in RTPs will be incorporated into the next 
update of the CFMP. For more information see: 
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/tpp/offices/ogm/cfmp.html 
 
Regional Aviation System 
 
MPOs should consider including the following aviation planning topics in the 
development of their RTPs: 
 

1. An overview of the role that all public use airports including both commercial, and 
general aviation airports, heliports, and military airfields play in the region’s 
multimodal transportation system. 

2. Describe the functional relationship between the region’s airports, and heliports, 
and explain specific RTP policies that support and preserve the long term viability 
of the region’s airports. 

3. Identify current airport conditions such as noise, safety, and future airport 
improvement projects that can be found in either an airport’s layout plan, or 
master plans.  

4. Provide a list of all public-use airports, including their State functional class 
developed by the Division of Aeronautics for all commercial and general aviation 
airports, and military installations in the region, and a description of their facilities 
and uses, and a map of their location. 

5. Provide a discussion of any future airport(s) growth and improvement needs 
found in each airport’s master plan or airport layout plan. 

6. A discussion of multimodal ground access issues and any required ground 
access program or plan. 

7. A separate list of short (5 year) and long-range (10 year) Airport Capital 
Improvement Plan (ACIP) projects within the region. 

8. Identify which governing body serves as each county’s ALUC for the region 
established pursuant to PUC 21670(a), as well as the title and date of the most 
current ALUCPs, Airport Master Plans or Airport Layout Plans; and military Air 
Installation Compatible Use Zone Plans. 

9. Demonstrate consistency with the State of California Office of Planning and 
Research’s document entitled Community and Military Compatibility Planning; 
Supplement to the General Plan Guidelines (December 2009) for military 
installations available at:   
https://www.opr.ca.gov/docs/Military_GPG_Supplement.pdf 

 
Additional aviation planning practice information and case studies can be found at:  

 
http://dot.ca.gov/hq/planning/aeronaut/publication.htm 
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http://www.faa.gov/airports/planning_capacity/ga_study 

 
http://www.gao.gov/products/GAO-10-120 

 
http://www.gao.gov/products/GAO-13-261 

 
For questions and additional information regarding the state aviation program and its 
airport planning activities for a specific region, please visit the Caltrans Division of 
Aeronautics website:  http://www.dot.ca.gov/aeronaut/index.html 

 
For additional information regarding land use compatibility concerns affecting airports, 
please visit the Caltrans Division of Aeronautics website:  
http://dot.ca.gov/hq/planning/aeronaut/documents/alucp/ 
 
Military Airfields and Installations 
 
As a best practice, MPOs should include a discussion of military installations 
transportation and land use compatibility needs in their RTPs by addressing of the 
following:  
 

1. A list and map of all military airfields and installations in the region.  
2. An overview of the role that these military airfields and installations play in the 

region including a brief description of the installation’s current and future 
mission(s). 

3. Discuss multimodal ground access needs to installations for both people and 
freight, as well any needed ground access programs or plans that support its 
needs to complete its mission(s). 

4. Demonstrate consistency with California’s OPR document Community and 
Military Compatibility Planning; Supplement to the General Plan Guidelines 
(December 2009) available at: 
https://www.opr.ca.gov/docs/Military_GPG_Supplement.pdf. 

 
Additional military installation planning practices can be found at:  
 
http://www.napawash.org/2009/1378-strengthening-national-defense-countering-
encroachment-through-military-community-collaboration.html 
 
http://militarycouncil.ca.gov/s_economicdata.php 
 
https://www.sdmac.org/ImpactStudy.htm 
 
http://hrtpo.org/page/military-transportation-needs 
 
http://www.nctcog.org/trans/aviation/jlus/JLUS_bkg.asp 
 
http://hrtpo.org/page/military-transportation-needs 
 
http://www.nceastmgtf.org/studies-and-analyses 
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For questions and additional information regarding the state aviation program and its 
airport planning activities for a specific region, please visit the Caltrans Division of 
Aeronautics website:  http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/planning/aeronaut/planners.htm 
 
 
 
 
 
Transportation System Management and Operations 
 
A US DOT document titled; “Management & Operations in the Metropolitan 
Transportation Plan: A Guidebook for Creating an Objectives-Driven, Performance-
Based Approach” provides a very good overview on how to integrate transportation 
system management and operations into the planning process. See: 
 
http://www.ops.fhwa.dot.gov/publications/moguidebook/index.htm 
 
In addition, the US DOT document titled, “Traffic Signal Operations and Maintenance 
Staffing Guidelines,” provides guidelines to estimate the staffing and resource needs 
required to effectively operate and maintain traffic signal systems. Specifically, Chapter 
1.3.1 provides a suggestion on the level of maintenance that is necessary.  See:  
http://ops.fhwa.dot.gov/publications/fhwahop09006/fhwahop09006.pdf 
 
 
Future of Transportation and New Technology 
 
While maintaining the current transportation network is often a priority for MPOs, MPOs 
need to be planning ahead for a future in which technology will transform the way that 
people move and live. This section provides a summary of federal and State legislation 
to prepare for new technologies and innovations for the future of transportation. MPOs 
are ideally positioned to anticipate and be responsive to the needs of future generations. 
In addition, RTPs can also identify how the transportation network has been designed to 
accommodate, and promote, new technology, alternative fuels, charging stations, zero-
emission technology, and emerging technology such as automated vehicles; include a 
discussion about incentives and implementation of these measures; and, identify how 
the proposed transportation network is meeting the goals and objectives of the State’s 
Zero Emission Vehicle Action Plan.  
 
Connected Vehicle Program 
 
There are several activities related to the national Connected Vehicle Program that will 
certainly impact regional and local transportation agencies, in addition to Caltrans.  
Since 90% of the roadways in California are owned and operated by local agencies, 
including the 58 counties and more than 500 incorporated cities, it is critically important 
for them to be aware of and to plan for the implementation of connected vehicles. 
 
This document explains licensing requirements transparent and best practices 
accessible to any organization, public or private, seeking to deploy “Connected Vehicle” 
Dedicated Short Range Communications (DSRC) Roadside Units (RSU) and services 
that support vehicle-to-infrastructure (V2I) applications. 
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http://ntl.bts.gov/lib/56000/56900/56950/FHWA-JPO-16-267.pdf 
 
This guidance is intended to assist system owner/operator staff to deploy V2I technology 
not only in terms Federal Aid Highway program requirements but also practices to help 
ensure interoperability and efficient and effective planning/procurement/operations. 
 
http://www.its.dot.gov/meetings/pdf/V2I_DeploymentGuidanceDraftv9.pdf 
 
SANDAG’s “Off-Model GHG Reduction Methodology” provides calculations and planning 
practices for vehicle automation assumptions: 
http://www.sdforward.com/pdfs/RP_final/AppendixA_B_C.pdf 
 
Transportation Electrification 
 
State law encourages MPOs to promote the development of transportation electrification 
and the deployment of electric vehicles in their RTPs. Section 740.12 of the Public 
Utilities Code describes the importance of transportation electrification for meeting 
greenhouse gas emission reduction targets and air quality standards. 
 
Guidance for Zero-Emission Vehicles Readiness Planning Statewide 
 
2016 Zero Emission Vehicle Action Plan  
(Governor’s Interagency Working Group on Zero-Emission Vehicles): 
https://www.gov.ca.gov/docs/2016_ZEV_Action_Plan.pdf 
 
Zero-Emission Vehicles in CA: Community Readiness Guidebook and Other Resources 
(Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, OPR): 
https://www.opr.ca.gov/docs/ZEV_Guidebook.pdf 
https://www.opr.ca.gov/s_zero-emissionvehicles.php 
 
A Toolkit for Community Plug-In Electric Vehicle Readiness and Additional Resources 
(California Plug-in Electric Vehicle Collaborative, PEV Collaborative): 
http://www.pevcollaborative.org/sites/all/themes/pev/files/docs/toolkit_final_website.pdf 
http://www.pevcollaborative.org/pev-readiness 
 
Funding for Zero-Emission Vehicle Planning and Implementation 
 
Zero-Emission Vehicle Regional Readiness and Planning (California Energy 
Commission): 
http://www.energy.ca.gov/contracts/GFO-16-601/ 
 
Examples of Regional Readiness Plans (Zero-Emission Vehicles and Alternative Fuels)  
 
Upstate Plug-In Electric Vehicle Readiness Project (Shasta, Siskiyou & Tehama 
Counties) 
http://www.siskiyoucounty.org/pev/ 
 
AMBAG Electric Vehicle Infrastructure Plan for the Monterey Bay Area 
http://www.ambag.org/programs-services/planning/electric-vehicle-planning 
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San Joaquin Valley Plug-In Electric Vehicle Readiness Plan 
https://energycenter.org/sites/default/files/docs/nav/programs/pev-planning/san-
joaquin/san_joaquin_valley_pev_readiness_plan-web.pdf 
 
Bay Area – Experience Electric Initiative 
http://mtc.ca.gov/whats-happening/news/experience-electric-initiative-brings-lastest-ev-
models-people 
 
SCAG RTP/SCS Mobility Innovations Appendix: 
http://scagrtpscs.net/Documents/2016/draft/d2016RTPSCS_MobilityInnovations.pdf 
 
SCAG Plug-In Electric Vehicle Readiness Plan 
https://www.scag.ca.gov/Documents/SCAG-
Southern%20CA%20PEV%20Readiness%20Plan.pdf 
 
San Diego Regional Alternative Fuel Readiness Plan: 
http://www.sandag.org/uploads/projectid/projectid_487_20274.pdf 
 
San Diego Plug-In Electric Vehicle Readiness Plan: 
http://www.sandag.org/uploads/publicationid/publicationid_1817_17061.pdf 
 
 
Land Use and Transportation Strategies to Address Regional Greenhouse 
Gas Emissions in the RTP 
 
MPOs are encouraged to consider and incorporate those strategies that are likely to 
provide the greatest level of greenhouse gas emissions reduction considering feasibility 
of implementation as well as the unique characteristics and needs within the region. 
 
This section provides several, but not a complete list of many and varied resources 
currently available to promote reductions in greenhouse gas emissions.  MPOs are 
encouraged to connect and consult these resources as appropriate for their region, 
additional information is also available in Section 6.24. 
 
Pricing Strategies 
 
(Local/State Legislation is required to implement various pricing strategies and should be 
researched prior to incorporating into the RTP development process) 
 
Pricing strategies are suggested to encourage reduced driving to reduce GHG 
emissions, and include, but are not limited to: 
 
1.  Using alternative mode programs, congestion pricing, toll roads, and parking pricing 
strategies.  Examples are: 

i. Road pricing and High Occupancy Toll (HOT) lanes.  To reduce VMT, MPOs 
should model adding pricing to existing lanes, not just as a means for 
additional expansion.  Variable/congestion pricing should be considered. 

ii. User fees such as fuel taxes and parking charges. 
iii. Free or reduced fare transit fares. 
iv. Expansion of Parking Cash-Out Programs. 

ATTACHMENT C

https://energycenter.org/sites/default/files/docs/nav/programs/pev-planning/san-joaquin/san_joaquin_valley_pev_readiness_plan-web.pdf
https://energycenter.org/sites/default/files/docs/nav/programs/pev-planning/san-joaquin/san_joaquin_valley_pev_readiness_plan-web.pdf
http://mtc.ca.gov/whats-happening/news/experience-electric-initiative-brings-lastest-ev-models-people
http://mtc.ca.gov/whats-happening/news/experience-electric-initiative-brings-lastest-ev-models-people
http://scagrtpscs.net/Documents/2016/draft/d2016RTPSCS_MobilityInnovations.pdf
https://www.scag.ca.gov/Documents/SCAG-Southern%20CA%20PEV%20Readiness%20Plan.pdf
https://www.scag.ca.gov/Documents/SCAG-Southern%20CA%20PEV%20Readiness%20Plan.pdf
http://www.sandag.org/uploads/projectid/projectid_487_20274.pdf
http://www.sandag.org/uploads/publicationid/publicationid_1817_17061.pdf


Final Draft  January 2017 
 

Final Draft 2017 RTPA RTP Guidelines             229        
 

v. Strategies to reduce the impacts of pricing strategies on low-income 
individuals. 

vi. Improve the cost-efficiency of transit investments and transit operations. 
 
2.  Consider utilizing revenues from these pricing strategies for projects, such as mass 
transit, that improve mobility without increasing VMT or GHG emissions. 
 
Road pricing can be found at: 
 
“Opportunities to Improve Air Quality through Transportation Pricing Programs”, U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency, September 1997. 
http://www.epa.gov/oms/market/pricing.pdf 
 
“Sacramento Transportation & Air Quality Collaborative Final Report, Volume III: 
Supplemental Text for Agreements”, December 2005. 
http://www.sacta.org/pdf/STAQC/FinalReportIII.pdf 
 
Transportation Planning and Investment Strategies 
 
1.  Consider shifting transportation investments towards improving and expanding urban 
and suburban core transit, programs for walkability, bicycling and other alternative 
modes, transit access, housing near transit, and local blueprint plans that coincide with 
the regional blueprint and the SCS.  Although not explicitly required by law, MPOs could 
identify a set of indicators that will be used to assess the performance of the RTP in 
reaching climate and other goals, and could identify the criteria that the MPO used to 
select the transportation projects on the constrained and unconstrained project lists. 
Some examples of MPOs that have undertaken this approach include efforts by MTC 
and SACOG, for more information see: 
 
MTC Plan Bay Area and Transportation Project Performance Assessment 
http://planbayarea.org/the-plan/plan-details/transportation.html 
http://planbayarea.org/file10305.html 
 
SACOG 2016 Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy and 
Planning Process: 
http://www.sacog.org/general-information/2016-mtpscs 
http://www.sacog.org/sites/main/files/file-attachments/chapter_2_planning_process.pdf 
 
2.  Provide funds and technical assistance to local agencies to implement blueprint 
strategies and the SCS. 
 
3.  Implement operational efficiencies that reduce congestion in vehicle throughput on 
roadways or improve transit access or other alternative access without physical 
expansion of the roadways. 
 
4.  Consider consulting with school districts on the regional land use plan to facilitate 
coordination between school siting and other land uses.  This coordination could 
effectively reduce driving in the region.  Consider school districts’ facilities master plans 
and transportation policies in the coordination of regional planning efforts. 
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5. For purposes of allocating transportation investments, recognize the rural contribution 
towards GHG reduction for counties that have policies that support development within 
their cities, and protect agriculture and resource lands.  Consideration should be given to 
jurisdictions that contribute towards these goals for projects that reduce GHG or are 
GHG neutral, such as safety, rehabilitation, connectivity and for alternative modes. 
 
6. In setting priorities, consider transportation projects that increase efficiency, 
connectivity and/or accessibility or provide other means to reduce GHG. 
 
7.  In setting priorities, consider transportation projects that provide public health co-
benefits. 
 
8.   Employ “Fix It First” policies to ensure that preventive maintenance and repair of 
existing transit and roads are the highest priority for spending, to reduce overall 
maintenance costs, and to support development in existing centers and corridors. 
 
 
Land Use Strategies that Can Help Reduce Rates of VMT and Per Person 
Household Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Emissions 
 
(Strategies incorporating the “D factors” - Professor Robert Cervero research) 
 
There have been various studies and research conducted on land use and 
transportation strategies regarding travel that reduces driving by walking, biking, and 
transit use.  Some of this research is known as the “Ds factors” as the variables can be 
described as Density, land use; Diversity, pedestrian-scale; Design, access to regional 
Destinations, and Distance to transit. 
 
Professor Robert Cervero’s research efforts found that certain neighborhood 
characteristics significantly affect the amounts and modes of travel by residents, 
customers and employees. 
 
Land use strategies that typically incorporate some or all of these “D factors” include: 
urban and suburban infill, clustered development, mixed land uses, New Urbanist  
design, transit-oriented development, and other “smart-growth” strategies.  When 
combined with good pedestrian and bicycle facilities and transit service, such strategies 
can contribute to a significant reduction in per household levels of GHG emissions (Reid 
Ewing, Keith Bartholomew, Steve Winkelman, Jerry Walters, and Don Chen, Growing 
Cooler – The Evidence on Urban Development and Climate Change, for the Urban Land 
Institute, 2008.) 
 
The Ds are Destination (proximity), Density (or clustered development), Diversity (or 
mixture of land uses), Distance to transit, Design, and Development scale. 
 
Transportation Demand Management (TDM) 
 
The Victoria Transport Policy Institute at http://www.vtpi.org/tdm/index.php contains an 
Encyclopedia that is a comprehensive source of information about innovative 
management solutions to transportation problems.  It provides detailed information on 
various demand management strategies, plus general information on TDM planning and 
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evaluation techniques.  It is produced by the Victoria Transport Policy Institute to 
increase understanding and implementation of TDM. 
 
For example, TDM-related chapters include: 
 

• Incentives to Use Alternative Modes and Reduce Driving 
• Parking and Land Use Management 
• TDM Programs and Program Support 
• TDM Planning and Evaluation 
• Innovative and Emerging Shared Mobility Services (i.e., bikeshare, carshare, 

and on-demand rideshare services) 
 
RTP policies that support Smart Growth Land Use principles 
 
Metropolitan Transportation Commission’s Best Practice Examples related to strategies 
1. and 2. listed below: 
 
MTC’s T2035 Plan called for modifying our Transportation for Livable Communities 
(TLC) program to support Priority Development Areas which were identified as a part of 
FOCUS, the Bay Area’s blueprint planning process.  The TLC program offers capital 
grants to cities, counties, and transit agencies to construct projects that support compact 
development near transit.  See: 
 
http://mtc.ca.gov/whats-happening/news/mtc-awards-44-million-new-grants-promote-
livable-communities 
 
MTC’s Resolution 3434 TOD Policy ties regional discretionary funds for new transit 
extension projects (funded via Resolution 3434) to supportive land uses.  This policy 
establishes targets for new housing units in each transit corridor and calls for station 
area plans and corridor working groups to help achieve the housing targets.  Station 
area plans to meet the housing targets must be adopted by local municipalities prior to 
receiving MTC discretionary funding for construction of Resolution 3434 funds.  See:  
 
http://mtc.ca.gov/our-work/plans-projects/other-plans/regional-transit-expansion-program 
 
As MPOs and RTPAs work towards achieving better linkages between land use and 
transportation planning within their regions, both MPOs and RTPAs are highly 
encouraged to include within their Policy Element the following: 
 

1. Develop investments and programs that support local jurisdictions that make land 
use decisions that implement as appropriate, the SCS, regional blueprints, and 
other strategies that will help reduce greenhouse gas emissions and improve the 
quality of mobility throughout the region. 

2. Emphasize transportation investments in areas where forecasted development 
patterns indicated may result in regional greenhouse gas emissions reduction. 

 
Additional Best Practices  
 
Attorney General list of mitigation measures: 
http://ag.ca.gov/globalwarming/pdf/GW_mitigation_measures.pdf 
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CAPCOA CEQA and Climate Change paper: 
http://www.capcoa.org/wp-content/uploads/2012/03/CAPCOA-White-Paper.pdf 
 
US EPA highlighted case studies for Smart Growth illustrated through open space, 
mixed land use and transportation choices are available at: 
http://www.epa.gov/dced/case.htm 
 
SANDAG's Regional Parking Management Toolbox contains resources for parking and 
demand management. The Regional Parking Management Toolbox can be found here:  
 
http://www.sandag.org/uploads/publicationid/publicationid_1910_18614.pdf 
 
 
Adaptation of the Regional Transportation System to Climate Change 
 
MPOs should begin to address climate change in their long range transportation plans 
using Caltrans guidance, Cal-Adapt.org and other state resources (see Climate 
Adaptation Resources table). Design and planning standards should be re-evaluated to 
address future conditions.  Where possible, MPOs and RTPAs should consult 
Safeguarding California’s transportation chapter, local general plan safety elements, 
local hazard mitigation plans, and other relevant local, regional, and state resources and 
documents. See Section 6.30 for additional information on Climate Change Adaptation 
planning. 
 
In addition, MPOs should make use of models that predict climate impacts like sea level 
rise, and that estimate changes in carbon stocks from alternative project or land 
management activities. Recent research shows that changes in land use and 
management can generate GHG benefits by avoiding and reducing emissions, and by 
increasing carbon storage. MPOs are encouraged to refer to the Climate Action through 
Conservation (CATC): http://scienceforconservation.org/downloads/ 
 
The model, method and tool presented in this report is usable at the county or regional 
scale, and can help MPOs to provide a more comprehensive account of their progress 
toward meeting the state’s GHG reduction goals.  
 
Large/Urban Planning Practice Example: 
 
Southern California Council of Government's (SCAG) has developed a section on 
Environmental Mitigation pursuant to 23 USC Section 134 into their RTP/SCS and 
planning process. SCAG has also developed a Sustainability Program focused on 
natural resources and climate change strategies.   
http://sustain.scag.ca.gov/Pages/LinksResources.aspx 
http://rtpscs.scag.ca.gov/Pages/2012-2035-RTP-SCS.aspx 
 
MTC has been conducting climate resilience studies focused on impacts to specific 
communities, coastlines, and transportation assets: 
http://mtc.ca.gov/our-work/plans-projects/climate-change-clean-vehicles/adapting-rising-
tides 
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SANDAG prepared a Climate Change Mitigation and Adaptation White Paper prior to 
adopting the 2015 RTP/SCS:  
http://www.sdforward.com/sites/sandag/files/Climate_Change_White%20Paper_fwe_07
142014.pdf 
 
SACOG, prior to preparing the 2016 MTP/SCS, partnered with CivicSpark to develop the 
Sacramento Region Transportation Climate Adaptation Plan (SRTCAP). This plan 
outlines key strategies and actions the Sacramento region can take to ensure its 
transportation assets are adaptable to potential climate related events: 
http://www.sacog.org/sites/main/files/file-attachments/fullplanwithappendices.pdf 
 
 
Performance Measures 
 
Caltrans recommends using performance measures to measure the progress of regional 
projects.  MPOs should take into account the benefits of using performance measures to 
establish a base of measurement and cross-reference the measurement with the 
performance measure outcome/results.  These measurements can be used to justify the 
need for funding on specific projects.  The scientific data may support regional needs 
and highlight the justification for funding a project that demonstrates the potential for 
improved performance on the Caltrans system or regional road network. 
 
Although not explicitly required by law, MPOs could identify a set of indicators that will 
be used to assess the performance of the RTP.  In addition, the RTP could identify the 
criteria that the MPO used to select the transportation projects on the constrained and 
unconstrained project lists. Caltrans has also developed a guidebook on how to 
implement performance measures in rural and small urban regions.  This guidebook 
provides a toolbox from which to select appropriate methodologies for performance 
measures in rural or small urban area.  The Guidebook on “Performance Measures for 
Rural Transportation Systems” can be accessed at: 
 
http://www.dot.ca.gov/perf 
 
In 2011, the San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG) received grant funding 
from the Strategic Growth Council to collaborate with other California MPOs and state 
agencies to identify common statewide performance monitoring indicators related to SB 
375 implementation.  While performance measures rely mostly on modeled or 
forecasted data, performance monitoring indicators rely directly on observed data.  
MPOs use travel demand models or Geographic Information Systems analyses to 
forecast performance measures. Ideally monitoring indicators would be considered 
together and be consistent with modeling performance measures.   
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The following table identifies nine indicators that can be monitored using statewide and 
regional data sources as reflected in the Statewide Performance Monitoring Indicators 
for Transportation Planning Final Report (SANDAG, 2013), available at:  
 
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/tpp/offices/ocp/ATLC/documents/august_15_2013/document_li
nks/indicator.pdf. 
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The following table provides a summary of potential performance metrics for rural county 
Regional Transportation Planning Agencies as outlined in the report, Transportation 
Performance Measures for Rural Counties in California (Rural Counties Task Force, 
2015), at:  
http://www.ruralcountiestaskforce.org/Assets/Resources/PerformanceMeasures/Final_R
eport-PerfMonIndicators_StudySept2015.pdf 
 
These metrics were developed according to the following criteria: 
 

• Measurement-based rather than model-based; 
• Alignment with California state transportation goals and objectives; 
• Capability of informing current goals and objectives of each rural and small-urban 

RTPA; 
• Applicability across all rural and small-urban regions; 
• Capability of being linked to specific decisions on transportation investments; and 
• Normalized for population to provide equitable comparisons to urban regions. 

 
Metric Source Website 
 

Vehicle Miles Traveled 
(VMT) Per Capita 
By Locality 
By Facility Ownership 
Local vs. Tourist 

Mobility Reporting http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/traffops/sysmgtpl/MPR/index.
h   

California DOF 
http://www.dof.ca.gov/research/demographic/reports/es
timates/e 
2/ i h   

HPMS 
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/tsip/hpms/hpmslibrary/prd/
2013prd/20  13PRD‐revised.pdf 

Peak V/C Ratio or 
Thresholds 

Traffic Counts: K and 
D Factors 

 
http://traffic‐counts.dot.ca.gov/ 

 
Journey to Work Mode 
Sh  

American 
Community Survey 

 
http://factfinder.census.gov/faces/nav/jsf/pages/index.xht

l 
Total Accident Cost  

Per VMT 
Per Capita 

Transportation 
Injury Mapping 
S  

 
http://tims.berkeley.edu/login.php?next=/tools/bc/main1.

h # SWIRS 
TASAS 

http://iswitrs.chp.ca.gov/Reports/jsp/u
serLogin.jsp Caltrans Public 
Information Request Form 

Transit Operating Cost per 
Revenue Mile 

 
Local Transit Providers 

 

Distressed Lane Miles 
Total and % Total By 
Jurisdiction   

        By Facility Type 

Federal 
Highway 
Ad i i i  

 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/tpm/rule/pmfactsheet.pdf 

 
Regional or local 
pavement 
management system 

 
https://www.federalregister.gov/articles/2015/01/0
5/2014‐  
30085/national‐performance‐management‐measure
s‐assessing‐  
pavement‐condition‐for‐the‐national‐highway 

 
Pavement Condition Index 
(PCI) for Local Roads 

Regional or local 
pavement 
management system 

 

 
   Land Use Efficiency 

Farmland Mapping 
and Monitoring 
Program (FMMP) 
DOF Annual 
population estimates 

 
http://www.conservation.ca.gov/dlrp/fmmp 
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http://www.ruralcountiestaskforce.org/Assets/Resources/PerformanceMeasures/Final_Report-PerfMonIndicators_StudySept2015.pdf
http://www.ruralcountiestaskforce.org/Assets/Resources/PerformanceMeasures/Final_Report-PerfMonIndicators_StudySept2015.pdf
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/traffops/sysmgtpl/MPR/index.htm
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/traffops/sysmgtpl/MPR/index.htm
http://www.dof.ca.gov/research/demographic/reports/estimates/e
http://www.dof.ca.gov/research/demographic/reports/estimates/e
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/tsip/hpms/hpmslibrary/prd/2013prd/20
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/tsip/hpms/hpmslibrary/prd/2013prd/20
http://traffic/
http://factfinder.census.gov/faces/nav/jsf/pages/index.xhtml
http://factfinder.census.gov/faces/nav/jsf/pages/index.xhtml
http://iswitrs.chp.ca.gov/Reports/jsp/userLogin.jsp
http://iswitrs.chp.ca.gov/Reports/jsp/userLogin.jsp
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/tpm/rule/pmfactsheet.pdf
http://www.federalregister.gov/articles/2015/01/05/2014
http://www.federalregister.gov/articles/2015/01/05/2014
http://www.conservation.ca.gov/dlrp/fmmp
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Additionally, the following documents contain best practices for performance based 
planning: 
 

• Transform report entitled “Creating Healthy Regional Transportation Plans” 
(2012) contains a chapter explaining what the RTP Guidelines are, how they 
support healthy outcomes, and best practices for public participation. 
http://www.transformca.org/resource/creating-healthy-regional-transportation-
plans 

• The Nature Conservancy report entitled “Sustainable Communities Strategies 
and Conservation” includes model policies and best practices for conservation 
policies in SCSs. http://www.southernsierrapartnership.org/scs-policy-report.html  

• The ClimatePlan report entitled “Leading the Way: Policies and Practices for 
Sustainable Communities Strategies:” http://www.climateplan.org/wp-
content/uploads/2016/10/Leading-the-Way-Full-Report.pdf 

• US DOT: Management & Operations in the Metropolitan Transportation Plan: A 
Guidebook for Creating an Objectives-Driven, Performance-Based Approach 
http://www.ops.fhwa.dot.gov/publications/moguidebook/index.htm 

• FHWA Model Long-Range Transportation Plans: A Guide for Incorporating 
Performance Based Planning (2014)  
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/planning/performance_based_planning/mlrtp_guidebook
/ 
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http://www.transformca.org/resource/creating-healthy-regional-transportation-plans
http://www.transformca.org/resource/creating-healthy-regional-transportation-plans
http://www.southernsierrapartnership.org/scs-policy-report.html
http://www.climateplan.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/10/Leading-the-Way-Full-Report.pdf
http://www.climateplan.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/10/Leading-the-Way-Full-Report.pdf
http://www.ops.fhwa.dot.gov/publications/moguidebook/index.htm
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/planning/performance_based_planning/mlrtp_guidebook/
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/planning/performance_based_planning/mlrtp_guidebook/
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4.3 

ROAD CHARGE TECHNICAL ADVISORY 
COMMITTEE AND PILOT PROGRAM UPDATE 

A VERBAL PRESENTATION ON THIS ITEM 
WILL BE MADE AT THE JANUARY 18-19, 2017 

CALIFORNIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION MEETING. 

Tab 18



STATE OF CALIFORNIA CALIFORNIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION 

M e m o r a n d u m 

To: CHAIR AND COMMISSIONERS CTC Meeting: January 18-19, 2017 

Reference No.: 4.11 
Information 

From:  SUSAN BRANSEN 
Executive Director 

Subject: DEVELOPMENT OF CALIFORNIA FREIGHT INVESTMENT PROGRAM 
GUIDELINES UPDATE 

SUMMARY: 

The California Transportation Commission (Commission) has held three workshops since starting 
the California Freight Investment Program Guidelines development.  Stakeholder representation 
has consisted of various state, regional, local government entities, and private industry. 
Commission staff has received input on a variety of topics, such as eligibility factors, screening 
and evaluation criteria, project delivery deadlines, geographic balance, and programming 
timeline.     

Release of the draft guidelines is anticipated in March 2017 and stakeholder engagement will 
continue with workshops through April 2017.  It is anticipated the final guidelines will be 
presented to the Commission for consideration at the May 2017 meeting.  

The proposed guideline development schedule including the adoption of the program of projects 
is included below: 

Activity Date 
Kickoff meeting November 10, 2016 
Hold public workshops December 2016 – April 2017 
California Freight Advisory Committee presentation January 25, 2017 
Issue preliminary draft Guidelines February 2017 
Present draft Guidelines March 15-16, 2017 
Adopt final Guidelines May 17-18, 2017 
Announce Call for Projects May 17-18, 2017 
Project nomination deadline July 1, 2017 
Release Staff Recommendations August 1, 2017 
Adopt Program of Projects August 16-17, 2017 
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA  CALIFORNIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION 

BACKGROUND: 
 
The Fixing America’s Surface Transportation (FAST) Act was signed into law on December 4, 
2015 and established a new formula freight fund under the National Highway Freight Program 
for a five-year period.  The National Highway Freight Program provides approximately $582 
million of apportionments to California over the five-year period of the FAST Act. 

 
Senate Bill 826 directs the Commission to allocate the National Highway Freight Program 
formula funds to corridor-based projects selected by local agencies and the state.   Senate Bill 826 
further requires the Commission to adopt guidelines that describe the policy, standards, criteria 
and procedures for programming and allocation of the federal funds.   

 
In addition to the National Highway Freight Program funding, Assembly Bill 133 (Weber, 2016) 
provided an $11 million Traffic Congestion Relief Fund loan repayment to be used for trade 
corridor improvements.  The Department of Finance has concurred with Commission staff’s 
recommendation to administer these funds through this effort. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



4.8 

ZERO EMISSION VEHICLE (ZEV) ACTION PLAN 

A VERBAL PRESENTATION ON THIS ITEM 
WILL BE MADE AT THE JANUARY 18-19, 2017 CALIFORNIA 

TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION MEETING. 
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4.9 

STATUS REPORT ON THE CALIFORNIA AIR 
RESOURCES BOARD 2030 SCOPING PLAN UPDATE 

A VERBAL PRESENTATION ON THIS ITEM 
WILL BE MADE AT THE JANUARY 18-19, 2017 CALIFORNIA 

TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION MEETING. 

Tab 21



STATE OF CALIFORNIA CALIFORNIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION 

M e m o r a n d u m 

To: CHAIR AND COMMISSIONERS CTC Meeting: January 18-19, 2017 

Reference No.: 4.19 
Action 

From:  SUSAN BRANSEN 
Executive Director 

Subject: 2017 ACTIVE TRANSPORTATION PROGRAM USE OF GREENHOUSE GAS 
REDUCTION FUNDS AND EXTENSION OF THE DEADLINE FOR STATEWIDE 
PROGRAM APPLICATIONS UPDATE 

ISSUE: 

Should the California Transportation Commission (Commission) extend the deadline from 
December 30, 2016 to May 12, 2017 for projects recommended for funding in the Active 
Transportation Program’s Statewide component to apply for the early programming of 
construction using Greenhouse Gas Reduction Funds? 

RECOMMENDATION: 

The Commission has not received any applications for the early programming of construction 
using Greenhouse Gas Reduction Funds from the Statewide component of the program but has 
received one early application from the Small Urban and Rural component.  Therefore, staff 
recommends that the Commission extend the deadline to May 12, 2017 for projects recommended 
for funding in the Statewide portion of the 2017 Active Transportation Program to apply for the 
early programming of construction using Greenhouse Gas Reduction Funds. May 12, 2017 
coincides with the deadline for projects programmed in the Small Urban and Rural and 
Metropolitan Planning Organization components to apply for early programming of construction 
using Greenhouse Gas Reduction Funds.    

BACKGROUND: 

The Active Transportation Program was created by the Legislature to achieve the following goals: 
• Increase the proportion of biking and walking trips.
• Increase safety for nonmotorized users.
• Increase mobility for nonmotorized 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.
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA  CALIFORNIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION 

• Ensure disadvantaged communities fully share in program benefits (25% of program). 
• Provide a broad spectrum of projects to benefit many types of active transportation users. 

 
AB 1532 (Pérez, Chapter 807, Statutes of 2012), Senate Bill (SB) 535 (De León, Chapter 830, 
Statutes of 2012), and SB 1018 (Budget and Fiscal Review Committee, Chapter 39, Statutes of 
2012) provide the framework for how the Greenhouse Gas Reduction Fund must be appropriated 
and expended. Goals derived from AB 1532, established for the investment of auction proceeds, 
and SB 535, requirements for allocating funds to benefit disadvantaged communities, are: 

• Reduce greenhouse gas emissions; 
• Maximize economic, environmental, and public health benefits to the State; 
• Foster job creation by promoting in-State greenhouse gas emission reduction projects 

carried out by California workers and businesses; 
• Complement efforts to improve air quality; 
• Direct investment toward the most disadvantaged communities and households in the State; 
• Provide opportunities for businesses, public agencies, nonprofits, and other community 

institutions to participate in and benefit from statewide efforts to reduce greenhouse gas 
emissions; and 

• Lessen the impacts and effects of climate change on the State’s communities, economy, 
and environment. 

 
Assembly Bill (AB) 613, signed by the Governor on September 14, 2016, appropriated $10 million 
from the Greenhouse Gas Reduction Fund for the Active Transportation Program necessitating an 
amendment to the 2017 Active Transportation Program Guidelines. The 2017 Active 
Transportation Program will fund projects for allocation in 2019-20 and 2020-21. Pursuant to AB 
1613, the appropriated $10 million from the Greenhouse Gas Reduction Fund for the Active 
Transportation Program must be allocated by the Commission no later than June 30, 2018 and 
liquidated by June 30, 2020.  
 
The Commission adopted guidelines for the 2017 Active Transportation Program on March 17, 
2016, and adopted the statewide portion of the 2017 Active Transportation Program on 
December 7, 2016.  
 
On October 19, 2016, the Commission adopted Guidelines for Use of Greenhouse Gas Reduction 
Funds in the 2017 Active Transportation Program (Guidelines). Pursuant to those Guidelines, 
Greenhouse Gas Reduction Funds were initially made available for the early programming of 
construction projects recommended for funding in the statewide portion of the 2017 Active 
Transportation Program (Program). Applications were due on December 30, 2016 (postmarked).  
Only one application was received as of the closing date. Therefore, as specified in the Guidelines, 
the Greenhouse Gas Reduction Funds are available for the early programming of construction 
projects approved for funding in the metropolitan planning organization and the small urban and 
rural portions of the Program, with applications due (postmarked) by May 12, 2017.  

 



4.4 

LOCAL STREETS AND ROADS NEEDS ASSESSMENT. 

A VERBAL PRESENTATION ON THIS ITEM 
WILL BE MADE AT THE JANUARY 18-19, 2017 

CALIFORNIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION MEETING. 
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4.14 

STATE HIGHWAY SYSTEM 
MANAGEMENT PLAN OVERVIEW 

A VERBAL PRESENTATION ON THIS ITEM 
WILL BE MADE AT THE JANUARY 18-19, 2017 

CALIFORNIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION MEETING 
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4.6 

PROPOSITION 1B BOND PROGRAM- 
PROJECT BENEFITS 

A VERBAL PRESENTATION ON THIS ITEM 
WILL BE MADE AT THE JANUARY 18-19, 2017 

CALIFORNIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION MEETING 
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4.7 

CALTRANS’ RESPONSE TO STATEWIDE 
TREE MORTALITY – 

SHORT AND LONG TERM STRATEGIES 

A VERBAL PRESENTATION ON THIS ITEM 
WILL BE MADE AT THE JANUARY 18-19, 2017 

CALIFORNIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION MEETING 
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OVERVIEW OF THE CALTRANS DISTRICT 
CLIMATE CHANGE VULNERABILITY ASSESSMENT 

A VERBAL PRESENTATION ON THIS ITEM 
WILL BE MADE AT THE JANUARY 18-19, 2017 

CALIFORNIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION MEETING 
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  State of California    California State Transportation Agency 
  DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

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

M e m o r a n d u m 
To: CHAIR AND COMMISSIONERS 

CALIFORNIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION 
CTC Meeting: January 18-19, 2017  

Reference No.: 2.5f. 
Information Item

From:   NORMA ORTEGA 
Chief Financial Officer 

Prepared by: Clark Paulsen, Chief (Acting) 
Division of
Budgets 

Subject: INFORMATIONAL REPORTS – DELEGATED ALLOCATIONS 
EMERGENCY G-11, SHOPP G-03-10 SAFETY, AND MINOR G-05-16 

SUMMARY: 

Since the period reported at the last California Transportation Commission (Commission) meeting, 
the California Department of Transportation (Department) allocated or sub-allocated: 

 $8,225,000 for seven emergency construction projects, pursuant to the authority granted
under Resolution G-11 (2.5f.(1)). 

 $1,495,000 for two safety projects, pursuant to the authority granted under Resolution
G-03-10 (2.5f.(3)). 

 $1,791,000 for two State Highway Operation and Protection Program (SHOPP) Minor A
projects, pursuant to the authority granted under Resolution G-05-16 (2.5f.(4)). 

As of December 01, 2016, the Department has allocated or sub-allocated the following for  
Fiscal Year 2016-17: 

 $68,849,000 for 69 emergency construction projects.
 $92,757,000 for 17 safety delegated projects.
 $5,040,000 for nine SHOPP Minor A projects.

BACKGROUND: 

The Commission, by Resolution G-11, as amended by Resolution G-16-11, delegated to the 
Department authority to allocate funds to correct certain situations caused by floods, slides, 
earthquakes, material failures, slip outs, unusual accidents or other similar events.   

This authority is operative whenever such an event: 

1. Places people or property in jeopardy.
2. Causes or threatens to cause closure of transportation access necessary for:

a. Emergency assistance efforts.
b. The effective functioning of an area’s services, commerce, manufacture or

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

to enhance California’s economy and livability” 
 

c. Persons in the area to reach their homes or employment. 
3. Causes either an excessive increase in transportation congestion or delay, or an 

excessive increase in the necessary distances traveled. 
 

Resolution G-11 authorizes the Department to allocate funds for follow-up restoration projects 
associated with, and that immediately follow an emergency condition response project.  Resolution 
G-11 also requires the Department to notify the Commission, at their next meeting, whenever such 
an emergency allocation has been made. 
 
On March 30, 1994, the Commission delegated to the Department authority to allocate funds under 
Resolution G-11, as amended by Resolution G-16-11.  This authority allows the Department to begin 
work without waiting for the next Commission meeting to receive an allocation. 
 
On March 28, 2001, the Commission approved Resolution G-01-10, as amended by Resolution  
G-03-10, delegating to the Department authority to allocate funds for SHOPP safety projects.  This 
authority allows the Department to begin work without waiting for the next Commission meeting to 
receive an allocation. 
 
Resolution G-05-16 authorizes the Department to sub-allocate funds for Minor projects.  At the June 
2016 meeting, the funding and project listing for the FY 2016-17 Lump Sum Minor Construction 
Program was approved by the Commission under Resolution FM-15-06.   
 
The SHOPP, as approved by the Commission, is a four-year program of projects with the total 
annual proposed expenditures limited to the biennial Commission-approved Fund Estimate.  The 
Commission, subject to monthly reporting and briefings, has delegated to the Department the 
authority to allocate funds for safety projects and emergency projects.  The Department uses prudent 
business practices to manage the combination of individual project cost increases and savings to 
meet Commission policies. 
 
In all cases, the delegated authority allows the Department to begin work without waiting for the 
next Commission meeting to receive an allocation. 
 
The Department has complied with the National Environmental Policy Act and the California 
Environmental Quality Act requirements in preparing these projects. 
 
Attachment 

 



Amount by
Fund Type

CTC Financial Vote List
2.5    Highway Financial Matters

Project #
Amount
County

Dist-Co-Rte
Postmile

Location
Project Description
Allocation History

PPNO
Program/Year

Project ID
Adv Phase

EA

Budget Year
Item #

Fund Type
Program Code

Informational Report - Emergency G-11 Allocations2.5f.(1)

January 18-19, 2017

Near Willits, at 1.3 miles north of Upp Creek.  On October 17,
2016, the Department conducted routine inspection of a 5-foot
by 6-foot box culvert discovering the structural integrity had
deteriorated with extensive cracking, a 2-foot displacement of
the center culvert wall, and cracks had migrated to the roadway
surface. This project will to remove and replace the failed box
culvert crossing, reconstruct the roadway, and install erosion
control measures. The work is necessary to restore the 
integrity of the culvert structure and ensure traveler safety.

(Construction Support: $240,000)

Initial G-11 Allocation  10/27/16: $915,000
(Additional $10,000 was allocated for right of way purposes).

$915,000

Mendocino
01-Men-101

49.4

01-4655
SHOPP/16-17
0117000025

4
0G590

Emergency

2016-17
302-0042 $915,000

SHA
20.20.201.130

1

Near South Lake Tahoe, from 0.3 mile north of Spring Creek
Road to 0.3 mile south of Cascade Road. On October 14,
2016, the Emerald Fire quickly ravished 176 acres along this
mountainous section of Route 89, followed by a heavy storm
which produced 4.94 inches of rainfall in 72-hours.  The route
was closed until tons of eroded soils were cleared from the
roadway. This project will repair fire damaged slope/
embankment, replace guard rail and signs, remove hazardous
trees, and replace erosion control measures that were in place
from a previously completed project. The work is necessary to
mitigate severe erosion and stormwater pollution before
downhill residences and Lake Tahoe are impacted, and to
restore the roadside safety measures.

(Construction Support: $100,000)

Initial G-11 Allocation  10/27/16: $1,370,000
(Additional $10,000 was allocated for right of way purposes).

$1,370,000

El Dorado
03-ED-89
13.5/14.5

03-3464
SHOPP/16-17
0317000112

4
2H440

Emergency

2016-17
302-0042 $1,370,000

SHA
20.20.201.130

2

Near Weimar, at 0.3 mile north of Weimar Cross Road
Overcrossing.  On July 12, 2016 a follow-up field visit revealed
a previously identified corroded large diameter (48-inch) culvert
located approximately 40 feet under the roadway has since
failed with substantial settlement (9-inches). The previous
culvert invert repair plan was programmed as part of a larger
project.  However, run-off from heavy winter storm events have
escalated the damage and require urgent repairs before the
next winter season. This project will replace 246 feet of culvert
using pipe ramming methods at the existing location.
Supplemental funds are required to complete the work.  Two
significant rain events totaling 5.21 inches of rain required
unplanned dewatering expense and groundwater seepage 
delayed pipe welding.  Unexpected ground conditions were
encountered during pile placement and soil nail work.
Additional stormwater pollution control is required, and
additional right of way for  erosion control measures is
necessary.  Conditions require additional survey and
settlement monitoring.  The project will preserve the integrity of
the heavily traveled roadway.

(Construction Support: $50,000)

Initial G-11 Allocation  08/02/16: $1,660,000
Supplemental G-11 Allocation  11/29/16: $790,000
Revised Allocation: $2,450,000
(Additional $20,000 was allocated for right of way purposes).

$790,000

Placer
03-Pla-80

29.6

03-5128
SHOPP/16-17
0317000017

4
1H890

Emergency

2016-17
302-0042 $790,000

SHA
20.20.201.130

3
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Fund Type

CTC Financial Vote List
2.5    Highway Financial Matters

Project #
Amount
County

Dist-Co-Rte
Postmile

Location
Project Description
Allocation History

PPNO
Program/Year

Project ID
Adv Phase

EA

Budget Year
Item #

Fund Type
Program Code

Informational Report - Emergency G-11 Allocations2.5f.(1)

January 18-19, 2017

In and near Kingsburg and Selma, from 0.9 mile north of the
Tulare County line to 0.1 mile north of Route 43. Following
heavy storm events on October 27-29, 2016, numerous
roadway concrete slabs failed and are moving under traffic
loads.  Debris and large pot holes have developed.  The
roadway is deteriorating more quickly than Department
maintenance forces can sustain. This project will remove and
replace failed concrete pavement slabs with asphalt pavement.
This work is necessary for temporary repairs to prevent full
lane closures and to repair the worse of approximately 400
broken slabs. A programmed project is planned to address the
long term roadway rehabilitation needs (EA 06-0S460). 

(Construction Support: $50,000)

Initial G-11 Allocation  11/14/16: $900,000

$900,000

Fresno
06-Fre-99
R0.9/6.5

06-6852
SHOPP/16-17
0617000100

4
0W000

Emergency

2016-17
302-0042 $900,000

SHA
20.20.201.130

4

Near Murphys and Arnold, from PM 27.7 to 63.0.  On October
30, 2015, a Governor's Proclamation was issued in response
to large tree mortality caused by drought, insect infestation,
and disease. Maintenance crews are unable to keep up with
the need.  In this stretch, approximately 900 trees have been
identified by the district tree maintenance crew as requiring
removal.  Identified trees have been classified as dead or
having major structural deficiencies that are predisposed to
failure. Tree failure within the state highway right of way is a
threat to traffic, highway appurtenances, adjacent properties,
and to fire.  Supplemental work is necessary to remove
additional dead and dying trees that have been identified since
the Department's initial assessment. Over 3,000 trees are now
identified of which over 2,250 hazardous trees remain for 
removal. This project will remove and dispose of identified
trees.

(Construction Support: $0)

Initial G-11 Allocation  07/07/16: $1,360,000
Supplemental G-11 Allocation  11/10/16: $3,000,000
Revised Allocation: $4,360,000

$3,000,000

Calaveras
10-Cal-4

27.7/R63.0

10-3200
SHOPP/15-16
1016000226

4
1G560

Emergency

2016-17
302-0042 $3,000,000

SHA
20.20.201.130

5

Near Mokelumne Hill, at four spot locations (PM 22.0, 22.24,
22.5, and 22.8). On October 29-30, 2016, debris from heavy
rainfall plugged a culvert resulting in a mud slide onto the
traveled way, eroding the embankment, and creating washouts
in four locations. The slopes lack vegetation due to the
previous Butte Fire.  This project will repair storm damaged
slope, install a 36-inch culvert with headwall, install rock slope
protection (RSP), install overside drains with asphalt curb, and
install erosion control measures. This is work is necessary to
prevent further washouts and avoid the loss of the traveled
way.

(Construction Support: $450,000)

Initial G-11 Allocation  11/29/16: $900,000

$900,000

Calaveras
10-Cal-26
22.0/22.8

10-3213
SHOPP/16-17
1017000054

4
1G900

Emergency

2016-17
302-0042 $900,000

SHA
20.20.201.130

6
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Fund Type

CTC Financial Vote List
2.5    Highway Financial Matters

Project #
Amount
County

Dist-Co-Rte
Postmile

Location
Project Description
Allocation History

PPNO
Program/Year

Project ID
Adv Phase

EA

Budget Year
Item #

Fund Type
Program Code

Informational Report - Emergency G-11 Allocations2.5f.(1)

January 18-19, 2017

In the city of San Diego, at 0.20 mile east of Route 15. On
October 17, 2016, Department forces identified a dip in the
roadway and sink hole in the median shoulder.  A subsequent
investigation revealed that a city owned sewer utility line had
been installed at this location in 2014 with a jack-and-bore
operation by encroachment permit.  City testing indicates the
encased sewer line is undamaged. This project will repair
sinkhole, grout voids around utility facility, and reconstruct the
median shoulder pavement. This work is necessary to prevent
further undermining of the roadway that could cause roadway
failure and closure.  If a responsible party can be positively
determined, abatement will be sought.

(Construction Support: $140,000)

Initial G-11 Allocation  10/27/16: $350,000

$350,000

San Diego
11-SD-8

5.8

11-1254
SHOPP/16-17
1117000063

4
42920

Emergency

2016-17
302-0042 $350,000

SHA
20.20.201.130

7

Page 3



Amount by
Fund Type

2.5f.(3) Informational Report - SHOPP Safety Resolution G-03-10 Delegated Allocations

CTC Financial Vote List
2.5    Highway Financial Matters

January 18-19, 2017

Project #
Allocation Amount

County
Dist-Co-Rte

Postmile

PPNO
Program/Year

Phase
Prgm'd Amount

Project ID
Adv Phase

EA

Budget Year
Item # Fund Type

Program Code

Resolution

Location
Project Description
Allocation History

In and near Salinas, from Davis Road to Blackie Road.
Outcome/Output: Install centerline and shoulder rumble
strips, and resurface pavement to improve safety and
reduce the number and severity of collisions.

Performance Measure:
Planned: 23.0, Actual: 23.0  Collisions Reduced

Preliminary
Engineering Budget Expended
PA&ED $280,000 $162,018
PS&E $473,000 $322,519
R/W Supp $35,000 $2,745

(CEQA - CE, 2/16/2016)
(NEPA - CE, 2/16/2016)

Allocation Date: 12/01/16

001-0890 FTF $297,000
20.10.201.010

2016-17
302-0042 SHA $22,000
302-0890 FTF $1,097,000
20.20.201.010 $1,119,000

05-2597
SHOPP/17-18

CON ENG
$297,000
CONST

$1,390,000
0515000008

4
1G390

$1,416,000

Monterey
05-Mon-183
R2.0/R8.6

1

In Whitewater, at the West Route 62 to East Route 10
Connector Overcrossing.  Outcome/Output: Apply high
friction surface treatment (HFST) to improve safety and
reduce the number and severity of collisions.

Performance Measure:
Planned: 19.0, Actual: 19.0  Collisions Reduced

Preliminary
Engineering Budget Expended
PA&ED $196,000 $189,226
PS&E $345,000 $206,996
R/W Supp $11,000 $3,628

(CEQA - CE, 2/16/2016)
(NEPA - CE, 2/16/2016)

Allocation Date: 11/29/16

001-0890 FTF $160,000
20.10.201.010

2016-17
302-0042 SHA $8,000
302-0890 FTF $368,000
20.20.201.010 $376,000

08-3004F
SHOPP/16-17

CON ENG
$135,000
$160,000
CONST

$441,000
0815000076

4
1F950

$536,000

Riverside
08-Riv-10

29.6

2
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#

2.5f.(4) Informational Report - Minor Construction Program - Resolution G-05-16 Delegated Allocations

Dist County Route Postmile Location/Description EA1
Program

Code
Original

Est. Allocations

Back to

0H3801 02 Plu 70 1.0/1.3 Lighting rehabilitation. 201.170 $710,000 $710,000

1C1702 05 SLO 1 5.3/5.8 Add left-turn channelization at the
intersection of SR 1 and Sheridan
Road.

201.310 $1,000,000 $1,081,000

Page 1



  State of California  California State Transportation Agency 
  DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

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

M e m o r a n d u m 
To: CHAIR AND COMMISSIONERS 

CALIFORNIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION 
CTC Meeting: January 18-19, 2017 

Reference No.: 3.2a. 
Information Item 

From: NORMA ORTEGA 
Chief Financial Officer 

Prepared by: Bruce De Terra, Chief 
Division of 
Transportation Programming 

Subject:  STATUS OF CONSTRUCTION CONTRACT AWARD FOR STATE HIGHWAY PROJECTS 

SUMMARY: 

The California Department of Transportation is presenting this item to provide the status of construction 
contract award for projects on the State Highway System allocated in Fiscal Year (FY) 2015-16 and  
FY 2016-17. 

In FY 2015-16, the California Transportation Commission (Commission) voted 459 State-administered 
State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP), State Highway Operation and Protection Program 
(SHOPP), and Proposition 1B projects on the State Highway System.  As of December 16, 2016,       
451 projects totaling $2.09 billion have been awarded.  Funds for two projects have lapsed.  There are 
six projects that remain to be awarded. 

In FY 2016-17, the Commission voted 173 State-administered STIP, SHOPP, and Proposition 1B 
projects on the State Highway System.  As of December 16, 2016, 107 projects totaling $333.8 million 
have been awarded.  

BACKGROUND: 

Starting with July 2006 allocations, projects are subject to Resolution G-06-08, which formalizes the 
condition of allocation that requires projects to be ready to proceed to construction within six months of 
allocation.  The policy also requires that projects that are not awarded within four months of allocation 
be reported to the Commission. 
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FY 2015-16 Allocations 

Month Allocated 
No. 

Projects 
Voted 

Voted 
Projects 
$ X 1000 

No. 
Projects 
Awarded 

No. 
Projects 
Funds 
Lapse 

Awarded 
Projects 
$ X 1000 

No.  
Projects 
Pending 

Bid 
Opening/ 
Award 

No. 
Projects 
Awarded 

within  
4 months 

No.  
Projects 
Awarded 

within 
6 months 

August 2015 150 $1,029,281 149 1 $941,397 0 68 118 

October 2015 60 $222,281 60 0 $198,815 0 53 60 

December 2015 38 $90,462 37 0 $87,578 1 34 36 

January 2016 34 $127,856 33 1 $124,105 0 26 31 

March 2016 48 $150,988 48 0 $144,510 0 39 48 

May 2016 61 $214,606 59 0 $205,778 2 48 57 

June 2016 68 $454,931 65 0 $385,077 3 47 64 

TOTAL 459 $2,290,405 451 2 $2,087,260 6 315 414 

 
Note: 1.  Total awarded amount reflects total project allotment, including G-12 and supplemental funds. 

 2.  FY 2015-16 table includes projects with financial contribution only, Department delegated safety, and emergency projects. 
 
 
FY 2016-17 Allocations 

Month Allocated 
No. 

Projects 
Voted 

Voted 
Projects 
$ X 1000 

No. 
Projects 
Awarded 

No. 
Projects 
Funds 
Lapse 

Awarded 
Projects 
$ X 1000 

No.  
Projects 
Pending 

Bid 
Opening/ 
Award 

No. 
Projects 
Awarded 

within  
4 months 

No.  
Projects 
Awarded 

within 
6 months 

August 2016 117 $865,733 78 0 $258,676 39 71 78 

October 2016 41 $201,371 22 0 $62,543 19 21 22 

December 2016 15 $64,860 7 0 $12,550 8 7 7 

TOTAL 173 $1,131,964 107 0 $333,769 66 99 107 

 
Note: 1.  Total awarded amount reflects total project allotment, including G-12 and supplemental funds. 

 2.  FY 2016-17 table includes projects with financial contribution only, Department delegated safety, and emergency projects. 
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Work DescriptionDist-PPNO EA Allocation Amt.
Allocation

Date

FY 2015-16 Project Award Status
Award

Deadline Project Status

In the city and county of San Francisco, at Presidio
National Park.  Water quality improvements.

1A904 $1,800,00012/9/1504-1067B 4/30/17 Project will be advertised in February 2017. Bid
opening date is scheduled for March 2017. A 10-
month time extension for this project was
approved on 5/18/16.

In the city of Los Angeles, on Route 110 northbound
lanes, from Route 101 to Route 5. Install safety lighting.

29770 $1,699,0005/6/1607-4620 11/30/16 Project was advertised on 8/15/16. Bids opened
on 9/7/16. A concurrent time extension and
request for supplemental funds are being
requested.

In Gaviota, from 0.8 mile north of Beckstead
Overcrossing to 0.8 mile south of Gaviota Gorge Tunnel.
Planting mitigation.

0T631 $240,0005/18/1605-2292Y 5/31/17 Bids opened on 11/7/16. A six-month time
extension was approved on 5/18/16.

In Fresno and Madera Counties at various locations in
and near the city of Fresno. Roadside safety
improvements

0Q630 $3,188,0005/18/1606-6697 8/31/17 Project will be repackaged and re-advertised
using the existing funds. A nine-month time
extension was approved on 12/7/16.

In South Lake Tahoe, from north junction Route 89 to
Trout Creek Bridge. Water quality improvements.

3C380 $36,482,0006/29/1603-3258 12/31/16 Project was advertised on 9/6/16. Bids opened
on 10/26/16. A concurrent time extension is
being requested.

Near Pearblossom, from 0.7 mile west of 121st Street
East to Longview Road. Widen from 2 to 4 lanes with a
median turn lane.

29350 $11,203,0006/29/1607-4560 12/31/16 Project was advertised on 8/22/16. Bid opening
is rescheduled for 1/10/17. A concurrent time
extension is being requested. 
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Work DescriptionDist-PPNO EA Allocation Amt.
Allocation

Date

FY 2016-17 Project Award Status
Award

Deadline Project Status

Near Tipton, from 0.4 mile west of Road 152 to 0.7 mile
west of Road 160. Construct roundabout, sidewalk, curb
and gutter and reconstruct 1.0 mile of SR-190 and 0.5
mile of Road 152. Improve intersection.

0P590 $3,290,0007/20/1606-6624 1/31/17 Project was advertised on 10/17/16. Bids opened
on 11/30/16. A concurrent time extension is
being requested.



State of California  California State Transportation Agency 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

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

. 

M e m o r a n d u m 
To: CHAIR AND COMMISSIONERS 

CALIFORNIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION 
CTC Meeting: January 18-19, 2017 

Reference No.: 3.2b. 
Information Item 

From: NORMA ORTEGA 
Chief Financial Officer 

Prepared by: Rihui Zhang, Chief 
Division of Local Assistance 

Subject: MONTHLY STATUS OF CONSTRUCTION CONTRACT AWARD FOR LOCAL 
ASSISTANCE STIP PROJECTS, PER STIP GUIDELINES 

SUMMARY: 

The California Department of Transportation (Department) is presenting this item for information 
purposes only.  The item provides the status of locally-administered State Transportation 
Improvement Program (STIP) projects that received a construction allocation in Fiscal Year 
(FY) 2015-16 and FY 2016-2017. 

In FY 2015-16, the California Transportation Commission (Commission) allocated $87,547,000 
to construct 30 locally-administered STIP projects.  As of December 19, 2016, 27 projects 
totaling $66,785,000 have been awarded.  Two projects have received time extensions.  

In FY 2016-17, the Commission allocated $1,582,000 to construct three locally-administered 
STIP projects.  None of the three projects have been awarded. 

BACKGROUND: 

Current STIP Guidelines require projects to be ready to proceed to construction within six months 
of allocation.  The policy also requires the Department to report to the Commission on those 
projects that have not been awarded within four months of allocation. 
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FY 2015-16 Allocations  
 

 

 

Month Allocated 

 

No. 

Projects 

Voted 

 

Voted 

Projects 

$ X 1000 

 

No. 

Projects 

Awarded 

 

No. 

Projects 

Lapse 

No. 

Projects 

Pending 

Award 

No. Projects 

Awarded 

within 

4 months 

No. Projects 

Awarded 

within 

6 months 

August 2015 5 $7,397 

 

5 0 0 2 5 

October 2015 3 $3,928 3 0 0 0 3 

December 2015 0 $0 0 0 0 0 0 

January 2016 3 $1,852 3 0 0 2 3 

March 2016 6 $8,628 6 0 0 2 6 

May 2016 9 $62,535 7 0 2 6 7 

June 2016 4 $3,207 3 0 1 3 3 

TOTAL 30 $87,547 27 0 3 15 27 

 
 

FY 2016-17 Allocations  
 

 

 

Month Allocated 

 

No. 

Projects 

Voted 

 

Voted 

Projects 

$ X 1000 

 

No. 

Projects 

Awarded 

 

No. 

Projects 

Lapse 

No. 

Projects 

Pending 

Award 

No. Projects 

Awarded 

within 

4 months 

No. Projects 

Awarded 

within 

6 months 

August 2016 0 $0 

 

0 0 0 0 0 

October 2016 2 $1,392 0 0 2 0 0 

December 2016 1 $190 0 0 1 0 0 

TOTAL 3 $1,582 0 0 3 0 0 

 
  



CHAIR AND COMMISSIONERS Reference No.:  3.2b. 
CALIFORNIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION January 18-19, 2017 

 Page 3 of 3 
 

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

to enhance California’s economy and livability” 
 

 
Note:  Excludes STIP Planning, Programming, and Monitoring allocations and locally-administered STIP Regional 
Rideshare Program allocations, as no contract is awarded for these programs. 

 
 
 
Local STIP Projects, Beyond Four Months of Construction Allocation, Not Yet Awarded 

(1) This extension deadline was approved in October 2016 (Waiver 16-38) 
(2) This extension deadline was approved in December 2016 (Waiver 16-45) 

Agency Name Project Title PPNO 
Allocation 

Date 
Award 

Deadline 
Allocation 

Amount       
Project 
Status 

San Diego Association of 
Governments 

Inland Rail Trail Phases - IIA, IIB, 
IIIA, IIIB 

11-7421W 19-May-16 30-Jun-17 $18,437,000 (1)  The project will award by the 
extended deadline. 

City of Galt C Street/Central Galt Complete Streets 03-6576 19-May-16 30-Jun-18 $2,000,000 (2)  The project will award by the 
extended deadline. 

City of Goleta Cathedral Oaks Landscaping 
Enhancement 

05-1840A 30-Jun-16 31-Dec-16 $325,000   The project will be awarded by 
the deadline. 

Grand Total          $20,762,000                         



State of California  California State Transportation Agency 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

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

M e m o r a n d u m 
To: CHAIR AND COMMISSIONERS 

CALIFORNIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION 
CTC Meeting: January 18-19, 2017 

Reference No.: 3.2c. 
Information Item 

From: NORMA ORTEGA 
Chief Financial Officer 

Prepared by: Rihui Zhang, Chief 
Division of Local Assistance 

Subject: MONTHLY STATUS OF CONSTRUCTION CONTRACT AWARD FOR LOCAL 
ASSISTANCE ACTIVE TRANSPORTATION PROGRAM PROJECTS, PER 
ATP GUIDELINES 

SUMMARY: 

The California Department of Transportation (Department) is presenting this item for information 
purposes only.  The item provides the status of Active Transportation Program (ATP) projects that 
received a construction allocation in Fiscal Year (FY) 2015-16 and FY 2016-17. 

In FY 2015-16, the California Transportation Commission (Commission) allocated $111,559,000 
to construct 121 ATP projects.  As of November 14, 2016, 58 projects totaling $48,897,000 have 
been awarded.  Five projects have approved time extensions.  Nine projects have time extension 
requests on the December 2016 Commission meeting agenda.  Four projects have concurrent time 
extension requests on the January 2017 Commission meeting agenda.  One project totaling 
$197,000 was removed from the program at the request of the Local Agency. 

In FY 2016-17, the Commission allocated $17,191,000 to construct 20 ATP projects.  As of 
November 14, 2016, one project totaling $110,000 has been awarded.   

BACKGROUND: 

Current ATP Guidelines require projects to be ready to proceed to construction within six months 
of allocation.  The policy also requires the Department to report to the Commission on those 
projects that have not been awarded within four months of allocation.
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FY 2015-16 Allocations  
 

 

 

 

Month 

Allocated 

 

 

No. 

Projects 

Voted 

 

 

Voted 

Projects 

$ X 1000 

 

 

No. 

Projects 

Awarded 

 

 

No. 

Projects 

Lapse 

 

No. 

Projects 

Pending 

Award 

No. 

Projects 

Awarded 

within 

4 months 

No. 

Projects 

Awarded 

within 

6 months 

August 2015 5 $4,635 5 0 0 2 4 

October 2015 6 $2,758 6 0 0 5 6 

December 2015 7 $2,314 7 0 0 4 7 

January 2016 11 $7,925 10 0 1 5 10 

March 2016 11 $13,036 8 0 3 8 8 

May 2016 35 $35,587 13 1 21 7 13 

June 2016 46 $45,304 9 0 36 9 9 

Total 121 $111,559 58 1     62           41 56 

 

FY 2016-17 Allocations  
 

 

 

 

Month 

Allocated 

 

 

No. 

Projects 

Voted 

 

 

Voted 

Projects 

$ X 1000 

 

 

No. 

Projects 

Awarded 

 

 

No. 

Projects 

Lapse 

 

No. 

Projects 

Pending 

Award 

No. 

Projects 

Awarded 

within 

4 months 

No. 

Projects 

Awarded 

within 

6 months 

August 2016 11 $6,233 1 0 10 1 1 

October 2916 9 $10,958 0 0 9 0 0 

Total 20 $17,191 1 0     19        1    1 

 
Note: Includes all ATP Infrastructure and Non-Infrastructure projects.  
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ATP Projects, Beyond Four Months of Construction Allocation, Not Yet Awarded 

 
Agency Name Project Title PPNO 

Allocation 
Date 

Award 
Deadline  

Allocation 
Amount  

Project 
Status 

City of Los Angeles North Atwater Non-Motorized Multimodal 
Bridge 

7-4917 17-Mar-16 30-Sept-17  $3,660,000 (1) The project will be awarded by 
the extended deadline. 

City of Roseville Downtown Roseville Class I Trials 3-1522 21-Jan-16 31-Jul-17  $1,236,000 (2) The project will be awarded by 
the extended deadline. 

City of Kerman Pedestrian Safety Improvements at 
Various Locations 

6-6766 19-May-16 31-May-17  $224,000 (1) The project will be awarded by 
the extended deadline. 

City of Goleta Hollister Class I Bike 5-2611 17-Mar-16 30-Apr-17  $1,644,000 (1) The project will be awarded by 
the extended deadline. 

Contra Costa County Rio Vista Elementary School Pedestrian 
Connection Project 

4-2124B 20-Oct-16 30-Apr-17  $40,000  The project will be awarded by 
the deadline. 

City of Seaside West Broadway Urban Village 
Infrastructure Improvements. 

5-2670 20-Oct-16 30-Apr-17  $3,692,000  The project will be awarded by 
the deadline. 

City of Los Angeles SRTS Hollywood HS and Selma Avenue 
ES 

7-4866 20-Oct-16 30-Apr-17  $2,751,000  The project will be awarded by 
the deadline. 

City of Los Angeles Hollywood Western Pedestrian 
Improvements. 

7-4871 20-Oct-16 30-Apr-17  $1,528,000  The project will be awarded by 
the deadline. 

Santa Clarita Santa Clarita Junior High & High School 
Safe Routes to School Plan (Non-
Infrastructure). 

7-5140 20-Oct-16 30-Apr-17  $160,000  The project will be awarded by 
the deadline. 

City of Bell Gardens Bell Gardens Citywide Safety 
Enhancement Project. 

7-5154 20-Oct-16 30-Apr-17  $802,000  The project will be awarded by 
the deadline. 

City of National City National City 18th Street Bicycle and 
Pedestrian Enhancements. 

11-1156 20-Oct-16 30-Apr-17  $975,000  The project will be awarded by 
the deadline. 

City of San Clemente Concordia Elementary School Safe Routes 
to School Pedestrian and Bicycle Lane 
Improvement Project 

12-2170N 20-Oct-16 30-Apr-17  $986,000  The project will be awarded by 
the deadline. 

City of Santa Ana Edinger Protected Bike Lanes Project 
(Non-Infrastructure). 

12-1013B 20-Oct-16 30-Apr-17  $24,000  The project will be awarded by 
the deadline. 

Alameda County Safe Routes to School (Non-Infrastructure) 4-2190K 19-May-16 31-May-17  $668,000 (3) The project will be awarded by 
the extended deadline. 

San Francisco Municipal 
Transportation Agency 

Vision Zero Safety Investment 4-2023E 17-Aug-16 28-Feb-17  $3,897,000  The project will be awarded by 
the deadline. 

Fresno County Dunlap Lighted Crosswalk 6-6763 17-Aug-16 28-Feb-17  $130,000  The project will be awarded by 
the deadline. 

Selma Selma Active Transportation Program Plan 6-6839 17-Aug-16 28-Feb-17  $88,000  The project will be awarded by 
the deadline. 

Los Angeles County East Los Angeles Community Safe Routes 
to School Program 

7-4914B 17-Aug-16 28-Feb-17  $160,000  The project will be awarded by 
the deadline. 

Los Angeles County Florence - Firestone Community Safe 
Routes to School Program 

7-4960 17-Aug-16 28-Feb-17  $105,000  The project will be awarded by 
the deadline. 

Riverside County Dept. of 
Public Health 

Riverside County Safe Routes to School, 
Eastside Riverside 

8-1178 17-Aug-16 28-Feb-17  $500,000  The project will be awarded by 
the deadline. 

El Centro Pedestrian and Bicyclist Improvements 11-0599A 17-Aug-16 28-Feb-17  $588,000  The project will be awarded by 
the deadline. 

El Centro Pedestrian and Bicyclist Improvements 
Plan 

11-0599B 17-Aug-16 28-Feb-17  $150,000  The project will be awarded by 
the deadline. 

Orange County 
Transportation Authority 

Orange County Active Transportation Plan 12-1006 17-Aug-16 28-Feb-17  $280,000  The project will be awarded by 
the deadline. 

Santa Cruz Santa Cruz Citywide Safe Routes to 
School Crossing Improvement Program 

5-2669B 17-Aug-16 28-Feb-17  $225,000  The project will be awarded by 
the deadline. 

City of Arcata Humboldt Bay Trail: Arcata Rail with 
Trail 

1-2404 30-Jun-16 31-Dec-16  $3,100,000  The project will be awarded by 
the deadline. 

City of Fortuna Fortuna Safe Routes to School Project 
2014 

1-2405 30-Jun-16 31-Dec-16  $712,000  The project will be awarded by 
the deadline. 

City of Eureka Eureka Waterfront Trail 1-2406 30-Jun-16 31-Dec-16  $2,298,000  The project will be awarded by 
the deadline. 

City of Fort Bragg Chestnut St. Multi Use Facility and Safe 
Routes to School Program 

1-4612 30-Jun-16 31-Dec-16  $26,000  The project will be awarded by 
the deadline. 

Town of Paradise Pearson Road Safe Routes to School 
Connectivity Project 

3-1018 30-Jun-16 31-Dec-16  $1,071,000  The project will be awarded by 
the deadline. 

(1) This extended deadline was approved in Aug 2016 (Waiver 16-34) 
(2) This extended deadline was approved in May 2016 (Waiver 16-18) 
(3) This extended deadline was approved in October 2016 (Waiver 16-37) 
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City of Auburn Nevada Street Pedestrian and Bicycle 
Facilities 

3-1521 30-Jun-16 31-Dec-16  $799,000  A Time Extension request was 
submitted for the December 
2016 Meeting. 

City of Colfax North Main Street Bike Route 3-1523 30-Jun-16 31-Dec-16  $220,000  A Time Extension request was 
submitted for the December 
2016 Meeting. 

City of Oakland City of Oakland Improvements for Safe 
Routes to School 

4-2190L 30-Jun-16 31-Dec-16  $1,236,000  The project will be awarded by 
the deadline. 

City of San Mateo City of San Mateo Safe Routes to School 
Program 

4-1040C 30-Jun-16 31-Dec-16  $1,720,000  A Time Extension request was 
submitted for the December 
2016 Meeting. 

Sonoma County 
Transportation and Public 
Works Department 

Sonoma County Safe Routes to School 
High School Pilot Program 

4-2172C 30-Jun-16 31-Dec-16  $872,000  The project will be awarded by 
the deadline. 

City of Fresno Butler Avenue Bicycle Lane from 
Hazelwood Avenue to Peach Avenue 

6-6757 30-Jun-16 31-Dec-16  $164,000  The project will be awarded by 
the deadline. 

City of Fresno Install Traffic Signals at Hamilton 
Elementary School (Clinton and Thorne) 

6-6760 30-Jun-16 31-Dec-16  $389,000  The project will be awarded by 
the deadline. 

City of Chowchilla Robertson Boulevard/State Route 233 and 
11 Street Pedestrian Safety Improvements 

6-6753 30-Jun-16 31-Dec-16  $470,000  The project will be awarded by 
the deadline. 

City of Porterville Garden Avenue Pedestrian Access 
Corridor 

6-6779 30-Jun-16 31-Dec-16  $232,000  The project will be awarded by 
the deadline. 

City of Duarte Duarte Gold Line Station Pedestrian and 
Bicycle Improvements 

7-4529 30-Jun-16 31-Dec-16  $1,157,000  The project will be awarded by 
the deadline. 

City of Los Angeles Safe Routes to School Education and 
Enforcement Programs and Pilots 

7-4876 30-Jun-16 31-Dec-16  $2,829,000  The project will be awarded by 
the deadline. 

El Monte City School District Durfee - Thompson Elementary Emerald 
Necklace Walking School Bus 

7-4918 30-Jun-16 31-Dec-16  $604,000  The project will be awarded by 
the deadline. 

City of Huntington Park State Street Complete Street Project 7-4937 30-Jun-16 31-Dec-16  $1,163,000  A concurrent four six Time 
Extension has been submitted. 

City of Los Angeles Top 50 SRTS Safety Assessment and 
Travel Plans 

7-5199 30-Jun-16 31-Dec-16  $1,900,000  The project will be awarded by 
the deadline. 

City of San Paula Santa Paula 10th Street (SR-150) Bicycle 
and Pedestrian Improvements 

7-3565J 30-Jun-16 31-Dec-16  $577,000  The project will be awarded by 
the deadline. 

City of Stockton San Joaquin Trail 10-3099 30-Jun-16 31-Dec-16  $1,145,000  The project will be awarded by 
the deadline. 

City of Stockton Calaveras River Bicycle and Pedestrian 
Path Rehabilitation  

10-3104 30-Jun-16 31-Dec-16  $591,000  A Time Extension request was 
submitted for the December 
2016 Meeting. 

City of Lathrop 5th Street Sidewalk Improvements 10-3105 30-Jun-16 31-Dec-16  $565,000  A concurrent four month Time 
Extension has been submitted. 

City of Stockton McKinley Elementary Safe Routes to 
School 

10-3187 30-Jun-16 31-Dec-16  $374,000  A Time Extension request was 
submitted for the December 
2016 Meeting. 

City of Stockton Fremont Square Sidewalk Reconstruction 10-5001 30-Jun-16 31-Dec-16  $649,000  A Time Extension request was 
submitted for the December 
2016 Meeting. 

City of Hughson Fox Road Pedestrian Improvements 10-3188 30-Jun-16 31-Dec-16  $408,000  The project will be awarded by 
the deadline. 

City of Westmorland Improve Center Street Pedestrian Facility 11-0598 30-Jun-16 31-Dec-16  $897,000  The project will be awarded by 
the deadline. 

City of Brea The Tracks at Brea Trail Segments 2 and 3 12-2170C 30-Jun-16 31-Dec-16  $2,557,000  The project will be awarded by 
the deadline. 

City of Cypress City of Cypress - Cerritos Avenue Bike 
Corridor Improvement 

12-2170E 30-Jun-16 31-Dec-16  $632,000  The project will be awarded by 
the deadline. 

City of Santa Ana Safe Routes to School Enhancements for 
Heninger Elementary  

12-2170Y 30-Jun-16 31-Dec-16  $445,000  The project will be awarded by 
the deadline. 

City of Santa Ana Safe Routes to School Enhancements for 
Washington Elementary 

12-2170Z 30-Jun-16 31-Dec-16  $723,000  The project will be awarded by 
the deadline. 

Marin County Transit District Pedestrian Access & Safety Improvements 
for the Downtown Novato Bus Transit 
Facility 

4-2128F 30-Jun-16 31-Dec-16  $989,000  The project will be awarded by 
the deadline. 

San Mateo County  Redwood City 2020 Sustainable 
Transportation Encouragement Project 
(STEP) 

4-2140X 30-Jun-16 31-Dec-16  $963,000  The project will be awarded by 
the deadline. 

(1) This extended deadline was approved in Aug 2016 (Waiver 16-34) 
(2) This extended deadline was approved in May 2016 (Waiver 16-18) 
(3) This extended deadline was approved in October 2016 (Waiver 16-37) 
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City of Santa Cruz Branciforte Creek Bicycle/Pedestrian 
Bridge 

5-2691 30-Jun-16 31-Dec-16  $1,800,000  A Time Extension request was 
submitted for the December 
2016 Meeting. 

City of Merced City of Merced Active Transportation/Safe 
Routes to School Plan 

10-3181 30-Jun-16 31-Dec-16  $135,000  The project will be awarded by 
the deadline. 

City of El Centro Establishment of Safe Routes to School 
Program & Bicycle Route to 
Improvements 

11-1226 30-Jun-16 31-Dec-16  $215,000  The project will be awarded by 
the deadline. 

City of Brea The Tracks at Brea  - Segment 6 12-2172B 30-Jun-16 31-Dec-16  $652,000  The project will be awarded by 
the deadline. 

City of Fort Bragg Chestnut St. Multi Use Facility and Safe 
Routes to School Program 

1-4612 19-May-16 30-Nov-16  $233,000  The project will be awarded by 
the deadline. 

Yuba City Franklin Road Improvements 3-1808 19-May-16 30-Nov-16  $368,000  The project will be awarded by 
the deadline. 

Yuba County Ell Elementary School Safe Routes to 
School Project 

3-2013 19-May-16 30-Nov-16  $1,135,000  The project will be awarded by 
the deadline. 

City of Alameda Cross Alameda Trail 4-2190E 19-May-16 30-Nov-16  $2,005,000  A Time Extension request was 
submitted for the December 
2016 Meeting. 

City of Berkeley Safe Routes to School Improvements for 
LeConte Elementary  

4-2190G 19-May-16 30-Nov-16  $473,000  A concurrent six month Time 
Extension has been submitted. 

City of Oakland Oakland: High Street, Courtland Avenue, 
Ygnacio Avenue Intersection 
Improvements for Safe Routes to School 

4-2190M 19-May-16 30-Nov-16  $1,128,000  A concurrent six month Time 
Extension has been submitted. 

Monterey County Castroville Bicycle/Pedestrian Path and 
Railroad Crossing Project 

5-2296 19-May-16 30-Nov-16  $913,000  The project will be awarded by 
the deadline. 

Monterey County Pathways to Health through Active 
Transportation via Salinas Valley 

5-2608 19-May-16 30-Nov-16  $4,143,000  The project will be awarded by 
the deadline. 

City of Lompoc  Sidewalk Infill and Curb Ramp 5-2609 19-May-16 30-Nov-16  $403,000  The project will be awarded by 
the deadline. 

City of Bakersfield SRTS - Frank West Elementary  6-6770 19-May-16 30-Nov-16  $312,000  The project will be awarded by 
the deadline. 

City of Farmersville Farmersville Comprehensive Active 
Transportation Initiative 

6-6778 19-May-16 30-Nov-16  $261,000  The project will be awarded by 
the deadline. 

City of Cudahy Cudahy Citywide Safe Routes to School 
Improvement 

7-4891 19-May-16 30-Nov-16  $1,173,000  The project will be awarded by 
the deadline. 

City of Compton Wilmington Avenue Safe Streets 
Pedestrian/Bicycle Improvements 

7-4933 19-May-16 30-Nov-16  $949,000  The project will be awarded by 
the deadline. 

City of Santa Monica  Santa Monica Safe Routes to School 
Program (Non-Infrastructure) 

7-5086 19-May-16 30-Nov-16  $450,000  The project will be awarded by 
the deadline. 

City of Perris Perris Valley Storm Drain Channel Trail 8-1162 19-May-16 30-Nov-16  $1,202,000  The project will be awarded by 
the deadline. 

City of Tehachapi  Tehachapi SRTS 9-2614 19-May-16 30-Nov-16  $780,000  The project will be awarded by 
the deadline. 

City of Ceres Safe Routes to School Improvements on 
Hackett Road and Kinser Road 

10-6001 19-May-16 30-Nov-16  $749,000  The project will be awarded by 
the deadline. 

City of Vista Maryland Elementary Pedestrian Mobility 
Improvements 

11-1160 19-May-16 30-Nov-16  $627,000  The project will be awarded by 
the deadline. 

City of Santa Ana Bishop Pacific  - Shelton Bicycle 
Boulevards 

12-2170U 19-May-16 30-Nov-16  $880,000  The project will be awarded by 
the deadline. 

City of Wasco Teresa Burke Elementary School Bike and 
Pedestrian Infrastructure Improvements 

06-6751 17-Mar-16 30-Sept-16  $1,570,000  A Time Extension request was 
submitted for the December 
2016 meeting. 

Grand Total                 $79,546,000   

(1) This extended deadline was approved in Aug 2016 (Waiver 16-34) 
(2) This extended deadline was approved in May 2016 (Waiver 16-18) 
(3) This extended deadline was approved in October 2016 (Waiver 16-37) 
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Subject:   TRAFFIC CONGESTION RELIEF PROGRAM - ANNUAL REPORT 

SUMMARY: 

The California Transportation Commission’s (Commission) Traffic Congestion Relief Program 
(TCRP) guidelines require lead agencies to periodically report on project status; Commission policy 
requires these reports annually.  The California Department of Transportation (Department) assists 
the Commission in reporting on TCRP activity and does so by administering the annual reporting 
process.   

The Department reported on TCRP activity for the Fiscal Year (FY) 2015-16 by compiling and 
summarizing data provided by lead agencies, which the Commission used in its annual report to the 
Legislature on the status of the TCRP. 

As of June 30, 2016, of the total programmed amount of $4.57 billion, $4.38 billion has been 
allocated.  The program legislated 141 specific projects some of which have been divided into 
separate projects totaling 207 undivided and subdivided projects.  Of these, 151 projects have been 
completed.  There are 3 projects on the Tier 1 project list with $30 million unallocated and 44 
projects with 52 programmed or unprogrammed components on the Tier 2 project list totaling 
approximately $483 million in TCRP funds. 

BACKGROUND: 

The Traffic Congestion Relief Act of 2000 (Assembly Bill [AB] 2928, Chapter 91, Statutes of 2000 
and Senate Bill [SB] 1662, Chapter 656, Statutes of 2000) created the Traffic Congestion Relief 
Program (TCRP) and the Traffic Congestion Relief Fund (TCRF), and committed $4.9 billion these 
specific projects.  The $4.9 billion in available funds for the TCRP were initially comprised of: 

 $1.6 billion to the TCRF in FY 2000-01 from a General Fund transfer and directly from
gasoline sales tax revenues.

Tab 32
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 $3.3 billion to the TCRF from Transportation Investment Fund (TIF) transfers over five years 
beginning in FY 2001-02  ($678 million per year for the first four years, and the remaining 
balance of $602 million in the fifth and final year). 

However, in 2001 AB 438 (Chapter 113, Statutes of 2001) delayed the five-year schedule for the TIF 
transfers by two years, originally FY 2001-02 through 2005-06, to FY 2003-04 through 2007-08.  
AB 438 also authorized a series of loans to the General Fund, beginning with a $482 million loan 
from the TCRF.  In FY 2004-05, the Governor proposed to repay the TCRF loan with tribal gaming 
bond revenues, but the legal challenges prevented the bonds from being issued.   

 
In 2002, Proposition 42, approved by California voters, further reduced TCRP funding by 
suspending TIF transfers into the TCRF including a partial suspension in FY 2003-04 ($389 million) 
and full suspension in FY 2004-05 ($678 million).  As a result, a total of $1.1 billion in Proposition 
42 transfers to the TCRF were suspended and loaned to the General Fund.  In FY 2006-07, a $323 
million repayment was made reducing the secondary loan balance to $744 million. 
 
In 2006, Proposition 1A, approved by voters, addressed the Proposition 42 suspensions and required 
the balance be repaid no later than June 30, 2016.  As of September 2015, all remaining Proposition 42 
TIF suspensions ($744M) have been repaid from nine equal installments of $82.7 million per year.  
However, the initial $482 million TCRF loan balance, per AB 438 remains.  
  
On March 1, 2016, the Legislature enacted AB 133 which authorized a number of things including 
the transfer of $148 million from the State General Fund by the Controller, to the Traffic Congestion 
Relief Fund, by the Director of Finance no later than January 1, 2017.  This leaves a total of $334 
million unfunded from the original $4.9 billion program.  
 
TCRP Allocation Plan 
 
In August 2008, the Commission directed Commission Staff to work with the Department and the 
Regions to develop allocation criteria recommendations for future fiscal years beyond 2008-09.  The 
TCRP Allocation Plan was adopted at the Commission’s September 2008 meeting. 

The Allocation Plan aligns the available annual allocation capacity with allocation priorities by fiscal 
year.  The Allocation Plan consists of two tiers of projects, Tier 1 and Tier 2.  Tier 1 includes 
projects that have higher priority for funding and fully funded by the annual Proposition 1A loan 
repayments.  As of June 2016, approximately $30 million remain unallocated for Tier 1 projects with 
funding available.  

Tier 2 projects are further categorized as programmed and un-programmed projects which are the 
remaining unfunded TCRP projects. 

In 2016, AB 133 authorized the transfer of $148 million from the general fund to the TCRF, no later 
than January 1, 2017.  And in June 2016, the Commission adopted additional guidance utilizing the 
existing TCRP Allocation Plan to direct that the use of the $148 million. Given the limited amount 
of approved funding available for TCRP projects, the policy directed the $148 million be used only 
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for existing programmed projects in Tier 2, to ensure the recommendations in the Allocation Plan are 
continuing to be met.   
 
PROGRAM STATUS 

The Commission has approved $4.57 billion in applications through June 30, 2016, including full or 
partial applications for each of the 141 designated projects. Application approval, equivalent to 
project programming, defines the scope, cost, and schedule of a project or project phase, and 
generally includes expenditures projected for future years. 
 
The Commission allocated approximately $39 million for TCRP projects in FY 2015-16. As 
of June 30, 2016, approximately $4.38 billion was allocated to TCRP projects, of which 
approximately $4.11 billion has been expended. 
 

 
Traffic Congestion Relief Fund 

($1000s) 

Total All 
Projects 

      
In Statute Programmed Allocated Expended Unprogrammed 
         

$4,909,000  $4,570,000 $4,380,000 $4,114,000 $330,000 
 
According to TCRP statutes (Government Code Section 14556-14556.52) and Commission 
guidelines, agencies may substitute alternate projects, subject to approval by the Commission.  Of 
the 141 projects identified in Statute, 37 have been subdivided into 103 sub-projects, and with 104 
undivided projects gives a total of 207 TCRP projects approved by the Commission.  During          
FY 2015-16, agencies reported four additional projects completed and as of June 30, 2016, a total of 
151 projects that have been completed.  Of the completed projects, about half  are subdivided and 
half are not.   
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Number of TCRP Projects 
Undivided Projects originally Identified in Statute 141

Total Projects that had been Subdivided  37
   Remaining Undivided Projects   104

Total # of Approved Projects, (Undivided and Subdivided) 207
Total individual Subdivided Projects 103

   Total Undivided Projects    104
Total Projects Completed by 06/30/2016 151
Ongoing Projects 56

Projects in TCRP Allocation Plan 
Total Projects in Allocation Plan 46

Tier 1 Projects remaining in Allocation Plan 3
Tier 2 Projects in Allocation Plan 44

Total Tier 2 components  programmed or un-programmed 52
Programmed projects components  25
Unprogrammed project components 27

            

Projects with programmed and un-programmed components in Tier 2 7 

     
 
 
 
Attachments 
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TCRP
# Dist Co Title  Type  Total

TCRP 

Previously
Allocated

TCRP

Future
TCRP

Amount
2009-10 2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 2019-20

1.2 04 SCL/
ALA

BART to San Jose; extend BART from Warm 
Springs to Downtown San Jose 

 Mass 
Transit  $  609,528  $  609,528 -$            -$              -$              -$              -$              -$                -$              -$              -$              -$              -$              -$              

4 04 ALA Route 680; add NB and SB HOV lanes over 
Sunol Grade

 Capital 
Outlay  $    58,500  $    58,500 -$            -$              -$              -$              -$              -$                -$              -$              -$              -$              -$              -$              

18 04 MRN/
SON

Route 101; widen to 6 lanes, Novato-Petaluma 
(Novato Narrows) - Marin-Sonoma Narrows

 Capital 
Outlay  $    16,500  $    16,500 -$            -$              -$              -$              -$              -$                -$              -$              -$              -$              -$              -$              

18.2 04 MRN/
SON

Route 101; widen to 6 lanes, Novato-Petaluma 
(Novato Narrows) - San Antonio Curve Corr.

 Capital 
Outlay  $      2,900  $      2,900 -$            -$              -$              -$              -$              -$                -$              -$              -$              -$              -$              -$              

28 04 CC BART Richmond Station Additional Parking  Mass 
Trans  $      1,180  $      1,180 -$            -$              -$              -$              -$              -$                -$              -$              -$              -$              -$              -$              

31 04 ALA Route 580; add EB and WB HOV lanes from 
Tassajara Road to Vasco Road

 Capital 
Outlay  $    18,000  $    18,000 -$            -$              -$              -$              -$              -$                -$              -$              -$              -$              -$              -$              

39 07 LA Route 405; add northbound HOV over Sepulveda 
Pass

 Capital 
Outlay  $    74,000  $    66,000 8,000$         -$              -$              -$              -$              -$                -$              -$              8,000$       -$              -$              -$              

40 07 LA Route 10; add HOV lanes on San Bernardino 
Freeway over Kellog Hill

 Capital 
Outlay  $    79,691  $    59,073 20,618$       -$              -$              -$              -$              -$                -$              10,309$     10,309$     -$              -$              -$              

41.2 07 LA HOV Lanes on Rte 5 from Rte 170 to Rte 118  Capital 
Outlay  $    34,142  $    34,142 -$            -$              -$              -$              -$              -$                -$              -$              -$              -$              -$              -$              

42 07 LA I-5 Widening; Orange County Line to Route 
605

 Capital 
Outlay  $    85,334  $    85,334 -$            -$              -$              -$              -$              -$                -$              -$              -$              -$              -$              -$              

52 07 LA HOV & aux lanes, Waterford-Rt 10  Capital 
Outlay  $      9,648  $      9,648 -$            -$              -$              -$              -$              -$                -$              -$              -$              -$              -$              -$              

98 06 FRE Peach Avenue; Widen to four-lane (R/W Only)  Local 
Asstce  $      2,050  $         650 1,400$         -$              -$              -$              -$              -$                -$              1,400$       -$              -$              -$              -$              

111 06 KIN Route 198 Expressway, Rte 43 to Rte 99  Capital 
Outlay  $    14,000 14,000$     -$            -$              -$              -$              -$              -$                -$              -$              -$              -$              -$              -$              

113 06 KER Route 46 Expressway, Segment 3  Capital 
Outlay  $      2,880 2,880$       -$            -$              -$              -$              -$              -$                -$              -$              -$              -$              -$              -$              

146 08 RIV Construction of Palm Avenue Interchange  Capital 
Outlay  $            -    $            -   -$            -$              -$              -$              -$              -$                -$              -$              -$              -$              -$              -$              

TIER 1 Allocations - 539,570$   99,145$   69,835$   88,139$   88,142$   78,142$     77,181$   38,986$   -$             -$             -$             -$             

TIER 1 Totals - 569,588$   99,145$     69,835$     88,139$     88,142$     78,142$      77,181$     50,695$     18,309$     -$          -$          -$          

PROPOSITION 1A Payments - 578,746$   82,678$     82,678$     82,678$     82,678$     82,678$      82,678$     82,678$     

Running Total - TCRP Available after Tier 1 Allocs - (16,467)$    (3,624)$      (9,085)$      (14,549)$    (10,013)$     (4,516)$      27,467$     9,158$       

FY
2009-10

FY
2010-11

FY
2011-12

FY
2012-13

FY
2013-14

FY
2014-15

FY
2015-16

FY
2016-17

FY
2017-18

FY
2018-19

2019-20
and after

Tribal Gaming Payments - -$          -$          -$          -$          -$            -$          -$          148,000$   -$          -$          -$          

Yearly Total Available (Prop 1A + Tribal Gaming)- 82,678$     82,678$     82,678$     82,678$     82,678$      82,678$     82,678$     148,000$   -$          -$          -$          

Running Total Available - 82,678$     165,356$   248,034$   330,712$   413,390$     496,068$   578,746$   726,746$   726,746$   726,746$     726,746$     

TCRP 

TCRP Allocation Plan - TIER 1 Projects

TIER 2  programmed Projects - Future TCRP Allocations
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TCRP
# Dist Co Title  Type  Total Previously

Allocated

Future 
Allocation 

Programmed
2009-10 2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14

+ older 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 2019-20

4 04 ALA Route 680; add NB and SB HOV lanes over 
Sunol Grade

 Capital 
Outlay  $            -    $            -   1,500$         -$              -$              -$              -$              1,500$        -$              -$              -$              -$              -$              -$              

12.2 04 CC Hercules Train Station Project  Rail  $      3,000  $      2,300 700$            -$              -$              -$              -$              700$           -$              -$              -$              -$              -$              -$              

12.3 04 ALA I-580 Livermore Corridor studies and 
improvements  Planning  $      7,000  $      5,300 1,700$         -$              -$              -$              -$              1,700$        -$              -$              -$              -$              -$              -$              

26 04 ALA Livermore Valley Siding  Mass 
Trans  $      1,000  $            -   1,000$         -$              -$              -$              -$              1,000$        -$              -$              -$              -$              -$              -$              

38.2 07 LA North-South Bus Transit Project  Mass 
Trans  $      9,000  $            -   9,000$         -$              -$              -$              -$              9,000$        -$              -$              -$              -$              -$              -$              

50 07 LA Rte 71 Expwy to Fwy Conversion (Rte 10 to Rte 
60)

 Capital 
Outlay  $         395  $            -   395$            -$              -$              -$              -$              395$           -$              -$              -$              -$              -$              -$              

52 07 LA HOV & aux lanes, Waterford-Rt 10  Capital 
Outlay  $    15,352  $            -   15,352$       -$              -$              -$              -$              15,352$      -$              -$              -$              -$              -$              -$              

55.3 08 SBD Alameda Corridor East; SANBAG  Local 
Asstce  $    34,410  $    30,610 3,800$         -$              -$              -$              -$              3,800$        -$              -$              -$              -$              -$              -$              

55.4 08 SBD Alameda Corridor East; SANBAG (Colton)  Local 
Asstce  $      7,690  $            -   7,690$         -$              -$              -$              7,690$        -$              -$              -$              -$              -$              -$              

56 07 LA Metrolink  Mass 
Trans $812 812$            -$              -$              -$              $812 -$              -$              -$              -$              -$              -$              

61 08 RIV Route 10; reconstruct Apache Trail Interchange  Capital 
Outlay  $      2,678  $            -   2,678$         -$              -$              -$              -$              2,678$        -$              -$              -$              -$              -$              -$              

74.10 11 SD Pacific Surfliner; Carlsbad Double Track  Rail  $      1,480  $      1,000 480$            -$              -$              -$              -$              480$           -$              -$              -$              -$              -$              -$              

74.11 11 SD Pacific Surfliner, Elvira-Moreno Doubletrack  Rail $2,752  $            -   2,752$         -$              -$              -$              -$              $2,752 -$              -$              -$              -$              -$              -$              

98 06 FRE Peach Avenue; Widen to four-lane (CON)  Local 
Asstce  $      3,650  $            -   3,650$         -$              -$              -$              -$              3,650$        -$              -$              -$              -$              -$              -$              

99.2 10 SJ Capacity Improvements  Rail  $    10,257  $            -   10,257$       -$              -$              -$              -$              10,257$      -$              -$              -$              -$              -$              -$              

102.3 05 SB Route 101 Access; Advanced Traffic Corridor 
System

 Local 
Asstce  $      1,032  $         110 922$            -$              -$              -$              -$              922$           -$              -$              -$              -$              -$              -$              

106 10 MER Campus Parkway  Local 
Asstce  $    23,000  $    17,526 5,474$         -$              -$              -$              -$              5,474$        -$              -$              -$              -$              -$              -$              

109 10 STA Route 132 Expressway  Capital 
Outlay  $    12,000  $         608 11,392$       -$              -$              -$              -$              11,392$      -$              -$              -$              -$              -$              -$              

112 06 KIN Jersey Avenue; widen from 17th Avenue to 18th 
Avenue in Kings County

 Local 
Asstce  $      1,500  $            -   1,500$         -$              -$              -$              -$              1,500$        -$              -$              -$              -$              -$              -$              

115 03 SAC South Sacramento Light Rail Extension-
Phase 2

 Mass 
Trans  $    70,000  $    12,100 57,900$       -$              -$              -$              -$              57,900$      -$              -$              -$              -$              -$              -$              

116 03 SAC Route 80 Light Rail  Mass 
Trans  $    25,000  $    19,900 5,100$         -$              -$              -$              -$              5,100$        -$              -$              -$              -$              -$              -$              

126 03 SAC Route 50/Watt Avenue Interchange  Capital 
Outlay  $      1,168  $            -   1,168$         -$              -$              -$              -$              1,168$        -$              -$              -$              -$              -$              -$              

129 08 SBD Route 62; Utility Undergrounding  Capital 
Outlay  $      1,768  $            -   1,768$         -$              -$              -$              -$              1,768$        -$              -$              -$              -$              -$              -$              

148.1 11 IMP Widen State Route 98  Capital 
Outlay  $      1,000  $            -   1,000$         -$              -$              -$              -$              1,000$        -$              -$              -$              -$              -$              -$              

158.2 07 LA Intersection of Olympic Blvd/Mateo Street/Porter 
Street

 Local 
Asstce  $      1,275 680$          595$            -$              -$              -$              -$              595$           -$              -$              -$              -$              -$              -$              

TIER 2 programmed TOTALS - 148,585$     -$          -$          -$          -$          148,585$     -$          -$          -$          -$          -$          -$          

TCRP 
TCRP

# Dist Co Title  Type  Total Previously
Allocated

Future 
Allocation 2009-10 2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14

+ older 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 2019-20

55.4 08 SBD Alameda Corridor East; SANBAG (Colton)  Local 
Asstce  $    19,432  $            -   19,432$       19,432$      

TIER 2  unprogrammed Projects - Future TCRP Allocations



As of June 30, 2016 Traffic Congestion Relief Program
 Future Allocations Plan

($ in 1,000s)

Reference No. 3.3
January 18-19, 2017

Attachment 1
Page 3 of 3

61 08 RIV Route 10; reconstruct Apache Trail Interchange  Capital 
Outlay  $    27,322  $      1,222 26,100$       -$              -$              -$              -$              26,100$      -$              -$              -$              -$              -$              -$              

77 11 SD Route 94; add capacity  Capital 
Outlay  $    20,000  $    10,000 10,000$       -$              -$              -$              -$              10,000$      -$              -$              -$              -$              -$              -$              

87.2 11 SD Routes 94/125; build freeway connector ramps  Capital 
Outlay  $    59,219  $      6,550 52,669$       -$              -$              -$              -$              52,669$      -$              -$              -$              -$              -$              -$              

88.1 11 SD Route 5; realign freeway  Capital 
Outlay  $      9,700  $         300 9,400$         -$              -$              -$              -$              9,400$        -$              -$              -$              -$              -$              -$              

89 06 FRE Route 99; Improve Shaw Avenue Interchange  Capital 
Outlay  $      5,000  $         833 4,167$         -$              -$              -$              -$              4,167$        -$              -$              -$              -$              -$              -$              

94 06 FRE Route 43; Widen Expressway  Capital 
Outlay  $      5,000  $         525 4,475$         -$              -$              -$              -$              4,475$        -$              -$              -$              -$              -$              -$              

97.2 06 FRE Operational Improvements on streets near CSU, 
Fresno

 Local 
Asstce  $      6,300  $      5,902 398$            -$              -$              -$              -$              398$           -$              -$              -$              -$              -$              -$              

38.2 07 LA North-South Bus Transit Project  Mass 
Trans  $    91,000  $    11,000 80,000$       -$              -$              -$              -$              80,000$      -$              -$              -$              -$              -$              -$              

19 04 SF Bay Area Water Transit System  Mass 
Trans  $      2,000 150$          1,850$         -$              -$              -$              1,850$        -$              -$              -$              -$              -$              -$              

23 04 SM Poplar, 25th, Linden Grade Separations  Mass 
Trans  $    15,000 4,000$       11,000$       -$              -$              -$              -$              11,000$      -$              -$              -$              -$              -$              -$              

50 07 LA Rte 71 Expwy to Fwy Conversion (Rte 10 to Rte 
60)

 Capital 
Outlay  $    29,605  $    20,805 8,800$         -$              -$              -$              -$              8,800$        -$              -$              -$              -$              -$              -$              

32.5 01 HUM NCRA; environmental remediation projects  Mass 
Trans  $      4,100  $      1,435 2,665$         -$              -$              -$              -$              2,665$        -$              -$              -$              -$              -$              -$              

32.7 01 HUM NCRA; local match funds  Mass 
Trans  $      1,800  $            -   1,800$         -$              -$              -$              -$              1,800$        -$              -$              -$              -$              -$              -$              

46 07 LA Rte 1; Reconstruct intersection at Rte 107  Mass 
Trans  $      2,000  $         817 1,183$         -$              -$              -$              -$              1,183$        -$              -$              -$              -$              -$              -$              

47 07 VEN Route 101; California Street off-ramp in Ventura 
County

 Capital 
Outlay  $    15,000  $         726 14,274$       -$              -$              -$              -$              14,274$      -$              -$              -$              -$              -$              -$              

49.2 07 LA Hollywood Intermodal Transportation Center; 
Facility

 Mass 
Trans  $      7,150  $            -   7,150$         -$              -$              -$              -$              7,150$        -$              -$              -$              -$              -$              -$              

51 07 LA Route 101/405; add auxiliary lane and widen 
ramp 

 Capital 
Outlay  $    21,000  $      9,990 11,010$       -$              -$              -$              -$              11,010$      -$              -$              -$              -$              -$              -$              

55.2 08 SBD Alameda Corridor East; Ontario  Local 
Asstce  $    21,432  $      8,207 13,225$       -$              -$              -$              -$              13,225$      -$              -$              -$              -$              -$              -$              

74 11 SD Pacific Surfliner; within San Diego County  Rail  $         230  $            -   230$            -$              -$              -$              -$              230$           -$              -$              -$              -$              -$              -$              

98 06 FRE Peach Avenue; Widen to four-lane (CON)  Local 
Asstce  $      4,300  $            -   4,300$         -$              -$              -$              -$              4,300$        -$              -$              -$              -$              -$              -$              

110 10 STA SR-132 West Widening  Capital 
Outlay  $      2,000  $         453 1,547$         -$              -$              -$              -$              1,547$        -$              -$              -$              -$              -$              -$              

113 06 KER Route 46 Expressway,
Segments 1 & 2 (non-CMIA)

 Capital 
Outlay  $    27,120  $      4,690 22,430$       -$              -$              -$              -$              22,430$      -$              -$              -$              -$              -$              -$              

114 06 KER Route 65; passing lanes & intersection 
improvement

 Capital 
Outlay  $    12,000  $         376 11,624$       -$              -$              -$              -$              2,125$        9,499$       -$              -$              -$              -$              -$              

126 03 SAC Route 50/Watt Avenue Interchange  Capital 
Outlay  $      5,832  $         720 5,112$         -$              -$              -$              -$              5,112$        -$              -$              -$              -$              -$              -$              

129 08 SBD Route 62; Utility Undergrounding  Capital 
Outlay  $      1,432  $         990 442$            -$              -$              -$              -$              442$           -$              -$              -$              -$              -$              -$              

148.1 11 IMP Widen State Route 98  Capital 
Outlay  $      7,900  $      2,500 5,400$         -$              -$              -$              -$              5,400$        -$              -$              -$              -$              -$              -$              

TIER 2 unprogrammed TOTALS - 330,683$     -$          -$          -$          -$          612,512$     9,499$       -$          -$          -$          -$          -$          
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3 T0003 4 SCL Route 101; widen freeway from four to eight lanes-Bernal Road to Burnett Avenue.
5 0468E 4 SCL Rte 101; add NB lane to fwy thru San Jose, Rte 87 to Trimble Rd
6 T0060 4 SCL Route 262; major investment study, Route 680 to Route 880 near Warm Springs.

7.1 T0071 4 SCL CalTrain; expand service to Gilroy.
7.2 T0072 4 SCL CalTrain; Caltrain Service Improvement Project
8 0409C 4 SCL Route 880; reconstruct Coleman Avenue Interchange near San Jose Airport.

9.1 T0091 4 ALA/SCL Capitol Corridor; improve intercity rail line between Oakland and San Jose. Harder Road Overcrossing Project.
9.2 2086 4 ALA Capitol Corridor; Emeryville Station track and platform improvements.
9.4 2064 4 ALA/SCL Capitol Corridor; Oakland to San Jose intercity track improvements.
10 T0100 4 Bay Area Regional Express Bus; acquire low-emission buses in nine counties.

11 T0110 4 Bay Area San Francisco Bay Southern Crossing; complete feasibility and financial studies for new San Francisco Bay crossing (new bridge, 
HOV/Transit bridge or second BART tube) in Alameda and San Francisco or San Mateo Counties.  Segment I - 2000 SF Bay Crossing. 

11.1 T0111 4 MTC San Francisco Bay Southern Crossing; Video Tolling
12.1 2011H 4 CC BART Extension Eastward From Pittsburg/Bay Point
13 T0130 4 Bay Area CalTrain Peninsula Corridor; acquire rolling stock, add passing tracks, and construct pedestrian access structure at stations.
15 29491 4 ALA Caldecott Tunnel; add 4th bore tunnel w/ additional lanes in Ala & CC Cos.

16.1 0190D 4 CC Route 4; widen freeway to eight lanes from Railroad through Loveridge Road.

18
0360F, 
0360J, 
0360H

4 MRN/SON Rte 101; widen 8 miles of fwy to 6 ln, Novato to Petaluma (Novato Narrows)

18.1 T0181 4 MRN/SON Rte 101; widen 8 miles of fwy to 6 lanes (East Washington Blvd. Interchange)

18.2 0360G 4 MRN/SON Rte 101; widen 8 miles of fwy to 6 lanes (San Antonio Creek Curve Correction)
20.1 2134 4 SF San Francisco Muni 3rd Street Light Rail Extension
20.2 T0202 4 SF San Francisco Muni Third Street Light Rail
21 T0210 4 SF San Francisco Muni Ocean Avenue Light Rail.
22 0619A 4 SF Doyle Drive Replacement
24 T0240 4 SOL Vallejo Baylink Ferry; expand Baylink Vallejo-San Francisco service.

25.1 T0251 4 SOL I-80/I-680/Route 12 Interchange in Fairfield Major Investment Study/Corridor Study.
25.2 5301K 4 SOL I-80/I-680/Route 12 Interchange Connector, Phase 2
25.3 5301K 4 SOL I-80/I-680/Route 12 Interchange 
27.1 2009L 4 ALA/CC Vasco Road Safety and Transit Enhancement Project-Parking Structure for VC Project. 
27.2 T0272 4 ALA/CC Vasco Road Safety and Transit Enhancement Project-Parking Structure for VC Project. 
27.3 T0273 4 ALA/CC Vasco Road Safety and Transit Enhancement Project-Parking Structure for VC Project. 
28 2011G 4 CC Parking Structure at Transit Village at Richmond BART Station
29 T0290 4 ALA/CC AC Transit; buy two fuel cell buses and fueling facility for demonstration project.

30 T0300 4 MRN Implementation of commuter rail passenger service from Cloverdale south to San Rafael & Larkspur in Marin and Sonoma Counties.

32.1 T0321 1 HUM North Coast Railroad; repair and upgrade track.  Subparagraph (a)(2) defray administrative costs.
32.2 T0322 1 HUM North Coast Railroad; repair and upgrade track.  Sub-paragraph (b) completion of rail line from Lombard to Willits.
32.3 T0323 1 Various North Coast Rail Authority; Complete Rail Line
32.6 T0326 1 HUM North Coast Railroad; repair and upgrade track.  Sub-paragraph (f) debt reduction.
32.8 T0328 1 HUM North Coast Railroad; Repayment of Q Fund
32.9 T0329 1 Various North Coast Railroad; long-term stabilization
33 T0330 7 LA Bus Transit-Acquire low-emision buses for LA County MTA bus service.  
34 T0340 7 LA Blue Line to Los Angeles; new rail line Pasadena to Los Angeles.

35.1 T0351 7 LA Pacific Surfliner; triple track intercity rail line add run-through-tracks thru LA Union Station.
35.3 T0353 7 LA Pacific Surfliner; triple track intercity railline
35.4 T0354 7 LA Pacific Surfliner; Valley View Grade Separation
35.5 T0355 7 LA Pacific Surfliner; Passons Blvd. Grade Separation
36 2890 7 LA Eastside Transit Corridor

37.1 4025 7 LA Los Angeles Mid-City Transit Improvements.
37.2 3447 7 LA Exposition Light Rail Transit Corridor, Phase 1
38.1 2891 7 LA Los Angeles - San Fernando Valley Transit Extension.
38.2 T0382 7 LA North-South Bus Transit Project
41.2 0158K 7 LA Route 5; HOV lanes in San Fernando Valley (Segment 1, from Route 118 to Route 14)
44 T0440 7 LA Route 47 (Terminal Island Freeway)
45 T0450 7 LA Route 710; complete Gateway Corridor Study, Los Angeles/Long Beach ports to Route 5.
46 T0460 7 LA Route 1; reconstruct intersection at Route 107 in Torrance in Los Angeles County.
48 T0480 7 LA/VEN Route 101; corridor analysis and PSR to improve corridor from Route 170 to Route 23 in Thousand Oaks.
51 T0510 7 LA NB Route 405/101 Connector Gap Closure
52 2333 7 LA GARVEE Debt Service (Rte 405-Waterford Ave-Rte 10)
53 T0530 7 LA Automated Signal Corridors (ATSAC).

54.1 2318 7 LA Alameda Corridor East; build grade seps on BNSF & UP RR ines, downtown LA to co line  ACE
54.3 T0543 7 LA Alameda Corridor East; build grade seps on BNSF line at Passons Blvd in Pico Rivera

Total Completed Projects:
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55.1 T0551 8 SBD Alameda Corridor East; build grade seps on BNSF and UP rail lines.  LA County line to Colton in San Bernradino County (Montclair)

55.2 T0552 8 SBD Alameda Corridor East; build grade seps on BNSF and UP rail lines. San Bernardino County (Ontario)
55.3 T0553 8 SBD Alameda Corridor East; SANBAG - Hunts Lane
55.4 1141 8 SBD Alameda Corridor East; SANBAG (Colton) - Laurel Street
56 3071 8 SBD Metrolink; track and signal improvements on Metrolink; San Bernardino line.

57
T0057 

and 
0247P

8 SBD Route 215; HOV lanes through downtown San Bernradino, Route 10 to Route 30

58 0247P 8 SBD Route 10; widen freeway through Redlands, Route 30 to Ford Street
59 T0590 8 SB I-10/Live Oak Canyon Interchange Improvement

60.1 T0601 8 SB Route 15; Southbound Truck Climbing Lane
60.2 0176A 8 SB Route 15 ; Southbound Truck Climbing Lane
62 0092A 8 RIV Route 91; Add HOV Lanes; Adams Street to Route 60/215 Junction 

62.1 0121L 8 RIV Route 215 Corridor; Rte 60/91/215 Connectors 
64.2 4678 12 ORA Rte 91; E,B aux lane & E/B 91 to N/B 71 connector ramp
70.1 T0701 12 ORA Route 22; add HOV lanes on Garden Grove Freeway, Route I-405 to Route 55 in Orange Co. – Construction of soundwalls .
70.2 T0702 12 ORA Route 22; Add HOV lanes on Garden Grove Freeway
73 9656 12 ORA Alameda Corridor East; (Orangethorpe Corridor) build grade seps on BNSF line.

74.1 2071 11 SD Pacific Surfliner; double track intercity rail line w/n San Diego Co, add maintenance yard (Oceanside Double Tracking).
74.2 11 SD Pacific Surfliner; double track intercity rail line within San Diego County - improvements to the LOSSAN Corridor. 
74.4 T0744 11 SD Pacific Surfliner; double track intercity rail line within San Diego County - Track and signal improvements at Fallbrook.
74.5 T0745 11 SD Pacific Surfliner; double track intercity rail line within San Diego County - Encinitas Passing Track.
74.6 T0746 11 SD Pacific Surfliner; double track intercity rail line within San Diego County - Leucadia Blvd Grade Separation.

74.7 T0747 75 SD In Encinitas, between La Costa Boulevard and Chesterfield Drive.  Construct a grade separated pedestrian crossing in the vicinity of Santa 
Fe Drive. (TCRP #74.7)

74.8 T0748 11 SD Pacific Surfliner; double track intercity rail line within San Diego County - CP O’Neil to CP Flores Double Track.
74.9 T0749 11 SD Pacific Surfliner; Santa Margarita River Bridge and Doubletrack

74.10 T7410 11 SD Pacific Surfliner; within San Diego Co. (Carlsbad Doubletrack)
75.1 T0751 11 SD San Diego Transit Buses – Acquire CNG buses, purchase three fueling facilities, and expand one fueling facility.
75.2 T0752 11 SD San Diego Transit Buses; acquire 85 low-emission buses.
76 T0760 11 SD Coaster Commuter Rail; acquire one new train set to expand commuter rail.

76.1 T0761 11 SD Coaster Commuter Rail; acquire one new train set to expand commuter rail.
78 7413 11 SD East Village access; improve access to light rail from new in-town East Village development.
79 8192A 11 SD North County Light Rail; build new 20-mile light rail line from Oceanside to Escondido.
80 7307 11 SD Mid-Coast University City Extension, PS&E
81 T0810 11 SD San Diego Ferry; acquire low-emission high-speed ferryboat for new off-coast service.

82.1 0129X 11 SD Route 5/805 Widening & Interchange (Stage 3)
82.2 0701 11 SD Route 5/805 North Coast Corridor Project (Stage 1A)
83.1 0683 11 SD Route 15; managed lanes north of San Diego (State 1-Transit elements)
83.2 0223B 11 SD I-15 Managed Lanes
85 0271E 11 SD Route 56; new freeway between I-5 and I-15 in the city of San Diego

87.1 T0871 11 SD Routes 94/125; build two new freeway connector ramps at Route 94/125 in Lemon Grove.
89 T0890 6 FRE Route 99; improve Shaw Avenue interchange in northern Fresno
90 1530 6 FRE Route 99; widen freeway to 6 lanes, Kingsburg to Selma in Fresno County
91 0090F 6 FRE Route 180 - Clovis Ave to Temperance Ave
92 2092 75 KIN San Joaquin Corridor; improve track & signals near Hanford in Kings Co
93 T0930 6 FRE Rte 180; complete envl studies to extend Rte 180 w. fr. Mendota to I-5 
94 1490 6 FRE Highland Avenue 4 Lane
96 T0096 6 FRE Friant Rd; widen to 4 ln from Copper Ave to Rd 206.
97 T0970 6 FRE Operational improvements on Shaw, Chestnut, Willow, and Barstow Avenues near CSU, Fresno.    

97.1 T0971 6 FRE Operational improvements on Shaw, Chestnut, Willow, and Barstow Avenues in the City of Clovis 
97.2 T0972 6 FRE Operational improvements on Shaw, Chestnut, Willow, and Barstow Avenues in the City of Fresno.
99.1 T0991 6 SJ San Joaquin Corridor; improve track and signals along San Joaquin intercity rail line in seven counties.  CALWA to BOWLES.
99.2 2079 75 SJ Capacity Improvements - Oakley to Port Chicago Stockton to Escelation
99.3 2025 75 MAD Madera Amtrak Station Relocation

100 T1000 10 SJ SJ Valley Emergency Clean Air Attainment Program; incentives for the reduction of emissions from heavy-duty diesel engines operating 
within the eight-county San Joaquin Valley region.

101 T1010 5 SC Santa Cruz Metropolitan Transit District bus fleet; acquisition of low-emission buses.

102.1 916 5 SB Route 101 access; State Street smart corridor Advanced Traffic Corridor System (ATSC) technology – Outer State Street Signal System.

103 E013 6 KER 7th Standard Road Widening
107 7965B 10 SJ Widen freeway to 6 lanes, Tracy to I-5
108 7213 10 SJ Rte 5; add NB lane to fwy thru Mossdale "Y", Rte 205 to Rte 120
111 A4360B 6 KIN Rte 198; build 10 miles of new 4-lane expway from Rte 99 to Hanford
117 0R01 3 SAC Folsom Light Rail; extend light rail tracks from 7th Street and K Street to the Amtrak Depot in Sacramento, and extend Folsom light rail.  
118 T1180 3 SAC Sacramento Emergency Clean Air/Transportation Plan (SECAT).

119.1 T1191 3 SAC Convert Sacramento Regional Transit bus fleet to low emission and provide Yolobus service by the Yolo County Transportation District.  
Project Deleted

119.2 T1192 3 SAC Convert Sacramento Regional Transit bus fleet to low emission and provide Yolobus service by the Yolo County Transportation District.  
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121 T1210 6 KER Metropolitan Bakersfield System Study; to reduce congestion in the city of Bakersfield.
123 2029 11 SD Oceanside Transit Center; parking structure.
126 0127A 3 SAC Route 50/Watt Avenue Widen/Modify Interchange
127 T1270 4 SCL Route 85/Route 87; interchange completion; addition of two direct connectors.
128 2308F 2 SHA Airport Road; Reconstruction and Intersection Improvement Project
129 T1290 8 SBD Route 62; traffic & pedestrian safety and utility
133 T1330 3 SAC Feasibility studies for grade separation projects for Union Pacific Railroad at Elk Grove Boulevard and Bond Road.
134 0223A 3 SAC Route 50/Sunrise Boulevard; interchange modifications.
135 0247J 3 SAC Route 99/Sheldon Road; interchange project.
138 T1380 6 KIN/TUL Cross Valley Rail; upgrade track from Visalia to Huron.

139.1 T1391 4 SF Balboa Park BART Station; phase I expansion - BART Project Improvements.
139.2 T1392 4 SF Balboa Park BART Station; phase I expansion - Historic Geneva Office Building.
140 T1400 6 TUL City of Goshen; overpass for Route 99.
141 2110 4 ALA Union City; pedestrian bridge over Union Pacific rail lines.
142 T1420 7 LA West Hollywood; repair, maintenance, and mitigation of Santa Monica Boulevard.
144 T1440 4 SF/MRN Seismic retrofit of the national landmark Golden Gate Bridge.
145 T0145 7 LA Construction of a new siding in Sun Valley between Sheldon Street and Sunland Boulevard.

148.2 T1482 11 IMP Route 98; widening of 8 miles between Route 111 and Route 7 from 2 lanes to 4 lanes. 
149 T1490 5 SCr Purchase of low-emission buses for express service on Route 17.
150 T1500 5 SCr Santa Cruz Metro Center
151 T0151 7 LA Purchase of 5 alternative fuel buses for the Pasadena Area Rapid Transit System.
152 T1520 7 LA Pasadena Blue Line transit-oriented mixed-use development.
153 T0153 7 LA Pasadena Blue Line utility relocation.
154 T0154 7 LA Route 134/I-5 interchange study.
156 1014 4 ALA BART Trans Bay Tube Seismic Retrofit

157
0367D, 
0367H, 
0367I

4 NAP/SOL Route 12; Congestion Relief Improvements, Route 29 to I-80

158.1 T1581 7 LA Remodel the intersection of Olympic Boulevard, Mateo Street, and Porter Street.
159 0789A 4 SON Route 101 HOV Lanes; Route 12 to Steele Lane
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ACQUISITION AND DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM 
 
 
BACKGROUND 

 
The California Department of Transportation’s (Department) Acquisition and Development (A&D) 
Grants Program is a biennial three-year program providing State grants to airports for planning, 
construction, and land acquisition. 
 
The A&D Program is funded by the Aeronautics Account in the State Transportation Fund.  It is 
prepared in accordance with California Public Utilities Code Sections 21683 and 21706.  The A&D 
projects are State funded at 90 percent of the total project cost with a 10 percent local match required.  

 
PROGRAM SUMMARY 

 
This report is for the Department’s A&D Program for the first quarter of the 2016–17 Fiscal Year.  This 
report includes the status of the unallocated, allocated, and completed projects. 
 
There are a total of 78 projects, valued at $15.3 million, currently in the A&D Program.  Fifty of these 
projects are still unallocated (valued at $8.4 million).  Of the remaining projects, twenty-five are 
allocated (valued at $6 million), and three completed projects are valued at $1.34 million. 
 
The table below shows the summary of the actions that were taken during this quarter. 
 

Meeting 
Date 

Actions Taken 

8/17/2016 Quarterly Report A&D – Airport Improvement Program 
Adoption 2016 A&D Program of Projects 

Request to extend contract award for Cameron Park 
Airport District for six months 

Reduction to California Aid to Airports (CAAP) A&D 
Herlong, Ravendale 

Supplemental 88,000 for CAAP Ruth Airport A&D 
Project 

 
 
 
The following spreadsheets include the status of the Projects Unallocated, Projects Allocated, and 
Projects Completed. 
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Acquisition and Development Projects Status and Detail 

 
A&D Unallocated Projects 

FY 2016–17 
       

District Airport 
Program 

Fiscal 
Year 

County Project Description Project Status Allocation 
Date 

Notice to 
Proceed Date 

 Total  
Allocation  

 Total 
Expenditure 

 to Date  

Estimated  
Date of 

Completion 
Schedule 

2 Southard Field 16-17 Lassen Crack Seal and Restripe Runway and 
Taxiway Unallocated   $73,000    

2 Spaulding 16-17 Lassen Pavement Maintenance and Remarking, 
Runway, Taxiway, and Tie-down Unallocated   $76,000    

9 Shoshone 16-17 Inyo Runway 15/33 Crack Repairs, Slurry 
Seal, Marking Unallocated   $180,000    

8 Baker 16-17 San 
Bernardino 

2018-Runway Rehabilitation and 
Striping Unallocated   $499,000    

4 Nut Tree 16-17 Solano Tree Obstruction Removal Unallocated   $149,000    

1 Shelter Cove 16-17 Humboldt Slurry Seal Taxiway/Miscellaneous 
Pavement Unallocated   $192,000    

9 Shoshone 16-17 Inyo Replace Runway Lighting Control 
System Unallocated   $32,000    

2 Hyampom 16-17 Trinity Runway Light Rehabilitation Unallocated   $90,000    

2 Montague, Yreka 
Rohrer Field 16-17 Siskiyou Automated Weather Observing System 

(AWOS) new Unallocated   $72,000    

1 Shelter Cove 16-17 Humboldt Improve Drainage – Southeast  
Tie-down Area Unallocated   $127,000    

3 Sierraville 
Dearwater 16-17 Sierra Reconstruct Tie-down Area Unallocated   $489,000    

6 Taft 16-17 Kern Rehabilitate 2 Aircraft Parking Aprons Unallocated   $504,000    

7 Whiteman 16-17 Los Angeles Airport Compatibility Land Use Plan 
(ALUCP) Update Unallocated   $83,000    

9 Mammoth 
Yosemite 16-17 Mono ALUCP Update Unallocated   $90,000    

5 Salinas Municipal 16-17 Monterey ALUCP Update Unallocated   $159,000    

1 Arcata  16-17 Humboldt ALUCP Update Unallocated   $251,000    

2 Susanville 
Municipal 16-17 Lassen ALUCP Update Unallocated  

 
$251,000   

 

                     Total                $3,317,000 
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A&D Unallocated Projects        
FY 2017–18 

 

District Airport Program 
Fiscal Year County Project Description Project Status Allocation 

Date 

 
Notice to 

Proceed date 
Total 

Allocation 

Total 
Expenditure 

to Date 

Estimated 
Date of 

Completion 
Schedule 

8 Fort Bidwell 17-18 Modoc Engineering, Design, and Add New 
Gravel for Runway Unallocated   $41,000    

7 Brackett Field 17-18 Los 
Angeles 

Pavement Repair and Maintenance – 
Crack Sealing/Patching 

Unallocated   $45,000    

7 Compton/ 
Woodley 

17-18 Los 
Angeles 

Pavement Repair and Maintenance – 
Crack Sealing/Patching 

Unallocated   $45,000    

7 El Monte 17-18 Los 
Angeles 

Pavement Repair and Maintenance – 
Crack Sealing/Patching 

Unallocated   $45,000    

7 General William J. 
Fox  

17-18 Los 
Angeles 

Pavement Repair and Maintenance – 
Crack Sealing/Patching 

Unallocated   $45,000    

7 Whiteman 17-18 Los 
Angeles 

Pavement Repair and Maintenance – 
Crack Sealing/Patching 

Unallocated   $45,000    

4 Byron 17-18 Contra 
Costa 

Land Purchase Runway Safety Area 
Runway 05/23 

Unallocated   $558,000    

2 Montague, Yreka 
Rohrer Field 

17-18 Siskiyou Resurface Runway, Taxiways, and 
Ramps 

Unallocated   $540,000    

2 Adin 17-18 Modoc Engineering Design and Repave 
Taxiway Tie-down Apron areas 

Unallocated   $270,000    

9 Shoshone 17-18 Inyo Segmented Circle Unallocated   $21,000    

10 Westover Field 
Amador County  

17-18 Amador Water System/Fire Hydrant Extension 
(Construction) 

Unallocated   $270,000    

7 El Monte 17-18 Los 
Angeles 

ALUCP update Unallocated   $83,000    

7 Compton/ 
Woodley 

17-18 Los 
Angeles 

ALUCP update Unallocated   $83,000    

11 Imperial County 17-18 Imperial ALUCP update Unallocated   $149,000    

2 Siskiyou 17-18 Siskiyou ALUCP update Unallocated   $251,000    

8 Chino 17-18 San 
Bernardino ALUCP update Unallocated   $54,000    

                       Total             $ 2,545,000 
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A&D Unallocated Projects 
FY 2018–19 
       

District Airport Program 
Fiscal Year County Project Description Project Status Allocation 

Date 

 
Notice to 

Proceed date 
 Total  

Allocation  

 Total 
Expenditure 

 to Date  

Estimated  
Date of 

Completion 
Schedule 

1 Ward Field 18-19 Del Norte Runway Slurry Seal and Restripe 
Runway and Apron Unallocated   $225,000    

10 Alpine County 18-19 Alpine Chip Seal and Restripe Runway Unallocated   $126,000    

1 Andy McBeth 18-19 Del Norte Overlay and Restripe Runway and 
Restripe Apron Pavement Unallocated   $428,000    

6 Poso-Kern 18-19 Kern Crack Fill and Slurry Seal Partial 
Runway Unallocated   $135,000    

2 Southard Field 18-19 Lassen Segmented Circle Repair Unallocated   $27,000    

2 Spaulding 18-19 Lassen Design and Relocate Beacon and 
Reconstruct Segmented Circle Unallocated   $77,000    

8 Yucca Valley 18-19 San 
Bernardino Hazard Relocate Tetrahedran Unallocated   $18,000    

11 Cliff Hatfield 
Memorial 18-19 Imperial Airplane Tie-down Pavement Project Unallocated   $293,000    

3 Cameron Park 
Airpark 18-19 El Dorado Drainage Improvement – East Unallocated   $180,000    

3 Cameron Park 
Airpark 18-19 El Dorado Drainage improvement – North Unallocated   $167,000    

3 Cameron Park 
Airpark 18-19 El Dorado Drainage Improvement – South Unallocated   $126,000    

4 Napa County 18-19 Napa ALUCP Update Unallocated   $225,000    

8 Apple Valley 18-19 San 
Bernardino 

ALUCP Update Unallocated   $54,000    

8 Baker 18-19 San 
Bernardino 

ALUCP Update Unallocated   $54,000    

8 Barstow-Daggett 18-19 San 
Bernardino 

ALUCP Update Unallocated   $54,000    

8 Needles 18-19 San 
Bernardino ALUCP Update Unallocated   $54,000    

8 Redlands 
Municipal 18-19 

San 
Bernardino ALUCP Update Unallocated  

 
$251,000   

 

                      Total                 $2,494,000     
       Total Projects In                                   
                                                                                                             3-Year Program = 50                                                                                      Total Unallocated       $8,356,000 
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               A&D Allocated Projects                                                                              X Behind Schedule             
 
   

District Airport 

 
Program 

Fiscal 
Year 

County Project Description Project Status Allocation 
Date 

 
Notice to 

Proceed date 
 Total  

Allocation  

 Total 
Expenditure 

 to Date  

Estimated  
Date of 

Completion 
Schedule 

8 Hemet Ryan 11-12 Riverside Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan 
(ALUCP) Progress Pay 9/15/2011 1/24/2013 $117,000 $42,556   10/31/2016 X 

2 Trinity Center 
14-15 

Trinity Slurry Seal Apron, Taxiway area, and 
Restripe Pavement 

Grant 
Agreement 
signed 

5/28/2015 
 

11/15/16 $90,000 0   5/28/2019 
 

X 

2 Herlong 14-15 Lassen Overlay Runway, Taxiway, and 
Apron Construction 5/28/2015 6/9/16  $354,500 0     6/19/2017  

2 Ravendale 10-11 Lassen Widen Runway, Taxiway, 
Rehabilitate and Restripe Pavement Construction 3/23/2011 9/14/15 $426,000 0     9/09/2016 X 

2 Ravendale 14-15 Lassen Overlay Runway and Tie-down Area  Construction 5/28/2015 9/17/15 $244,000 0    9/09/2016 X 

1 Ward Field 11-12 Del Norte Obstruction Removal (Trees) Construction 4/25/2012 4/7/14 $113,000 $32,880     2/11/2017 X 

1 Ward Field 14-15 Del Norte ALUCP Progress Pay 3/26/15 9/29/2015 
 $135,000 $14,913   3/26/2019  

3 Chico Municipal 14-15 Butte ALUCP Progress Pay 3/26/15 2/23/2016 $99,000 0   3/26/2019  

4 Rio Vista  14-15 Solano ALUCP Progress Pay 3/26/15 2/9/2016 $144,000 0   3/26/2019  

2 Ruth 14-15 Trinity Runway Overlay and Restripe 
Pavement Withdrawn 3/26/15  $432,000 0   3/26/2019  

3 Cameron Airpark 14-15 El Dorado Runway Crack Repair and Slurry Seal PS&E approved 6/25/2015  $89,000 0   6/25/2019 X 

8 Jacqueline 
Cochran  

14-15 Riverside ALUCP (County-wide) Progress Pay 6/25/2015 6/21/2016 
 $135,000 0   6/25/2019  

1 Andy McBeth 
14-15 

Del Norte Obstruction Removal (Trees) 
Grant 
Agreement 
Signed 

6/25/2015 
 

8/18/16 $135,000 0 
  
 6/25/2019 

 
X 

8 Chiriaco Summit 14-15 Riverside Runway Paving and Grading Construction 6/25/2015 6/29/16 $479,000 0   6/25/2019  

4 Hayward 
Executive 

14-15 Alameda Runway 10R/28L and Taxiway 
Paving and Restriping Construction 5/28/2015 7/6/16 $499,000 $330,910   6/16/2017  

5 Marina 15-16 Monterey ALUCP Allocated 8/27/2015 6/14/16 $162,000 0 8/1/2019  

5 Santa Barbara 15-16 Santa Barbara ALUCP Study and Environmental 
Review County-wide Progress Pay 12/9/2015 9/15/2016 $140,000 0 12/9/2019  

3 Lake Tahoe  15-16 El Dorado ALUCP Allocated 6/29/2016  $108,000 0 6/29/2020  

6 Fresno County 15-16 Fresno ALUCP Allocated 6/29/2016  $270,000 0 6/29/2020  

11 Cliff Hatfield 
Memorial 

16-17 Imperial Airport Runway Maintenance PS&E 6/29/2016  $176,000 0 6/29/2020  

3 Blue Canyon 15-16 Placer Obstruction Removal Allocated 6/29/2016  $27,000 0 6/29/2020  

3 Sierraville 
Dearwater 

15-16 Sierra Slurry Seal and Re-Stripe Runway PS&E 6/29/2016  $194,000 0 6/29/2020  

2 Montague-Yreka, 
Rohrer Field 

15-16 Siskiyou Resurface Runway, Taxiway, and 
Ramps 

PS&E 6/29/2016  $499,000 0 6/29/2020  

2 Hayfork  15-16 Trinity Repave Runway Allocated 6/29/2016  $495,000 0 6/29/2020  

2 Hyampom 15-16 Trinity Runway Pavement Rehabilitation Allocated 6/29/2016  $414,000 0 6/29/2020  

                                                     Total Projects 25                                              Total                  $5,976,500            $421,259 
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A&D Completed Projects        
   

District Airport 

 
Program 

Year County Project Description Project Status Allocation 
Date 

 
Notice to 

Proceed date 
 Total  

Allocation  

 Total 
Expenditure 

 to Date  

Estimated  
Date of 

Completion 
Schedule 

11 Jacumba 14-15 San Diego Rehabilitate Runway 07/25 Completed 5/28/2015 5/25/16 $383,000 383,000   10/4/2016  

11 Agua Caliente 
Springs  

14-15 San Diego Rehabilitate Runway 11/29 Completed 1/22/15 1/10/16 $499,000 $499,000   5/23/2016  

2 Montague-Yreka, 
Rohrer Field 

14-15 Siskiyou Install Precision Approach Path 
Indicator on Runway 14 Completed 6/25/2015 3/14/16 $68,000 $37,790   3/14/2016  

        Total Projects 3                                                                   Total                 $950,000            $919,790 



California Department of Transportation  FY 2016‒17 First Quarter Report 
Division of Aeronautics  

8 
 

 
A&D PROJECTS BEHIND SCHEDULE 

 
The following allocated projects are behind schedule: 

Airport 
County 

Project Description 
Status Estimated  

End of Construction 

Hemet Ryan 
Riverside County 
 
Airport Land Use 
Compatibility Plan  
 

The planning project was delayed due to an 
Airport Master Plan not being completed as 
planned.   The Grant was extended to 
10/31/2017. 10/31/2017 

Trinity Center Airport  
Trinity County 
 
Slurry Seal Apron, 
Taxiway Area, and 
Restripe Pavement 
 

The project needed extension due to 
county staffing shortage to complete the 
Plans, Specifications and Estimates 
(PS&E) phase after wildfires in 2015. 
The project has been awarded.  The 
project is in winter suspension. 
 

5/28/2019 

Ravendale Airport  
Lassen County 
 
Widen Runway, 
Taxiway, Rehabilitate 
and Restripe Pavement 
 

This project was allocated in 2011.  The 
project did not come in for award due to 
insufficient funds.  This project has been 
combined with the 2015 Ravendale Airport 
Overlay Runway and Tiedown Area.  
Construction has been completed.  We are 
waiting for Notice of Completion and invoices 
to make the final payment.  

March 2017 
 

Ward Field 
Del Norte County 
 
Obstruction Removal 
(Trees) 

The original grant agreement was signed on 
February 2014.  There was a Right of Way 
delay in accessing private property to 
remove/trim trees impacted the schedule.  Tree 
removal has been completed.  We are waiting 
for Notice of Completion and invoices to make 
the final payment.  

2/11/2017 

Cameron Airpark 
El Dorado County 
 
Runway Crack Repair 
and Slurry Seal  

Cameron Park Airport experienced a delay in 
PS&E completion, thereby delaying the award 
of the project.  Cameron Park was granted a 
six-month extension to award.  The project is 
expected to be awarded by extension time.  
 

6/25/2019 

Andy McBeth 
Del Norte County 
 
Obstruction Removal 
(Trees) 
 

This project received an extension due to 
delays in completing the environmental 
process.  The project has been awarded.  6/25/2019 

 
 
 



California Department of Transportation  FY 2016‒17 First Quarter Report 
Division of Aeronautics  

9 
 

 
 

AIRPORT IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM MATCHING GRANTS 
 
 
BACKGROUND: 
 
The Department’s Airport Improvement Program (AIP) Matching Grants Program is funded by the Aeronautics 
Account in the State Transportation Fund.  It is prepared in accordance with the California Public Utilities Code 
(PUC), Sections 21683 and 21706. 
 
Section 21683.1 of the PUC provides that the Department, upon allocation by the California Transportation 
Commission (Commission), may provide a matching grant to a public entity for five percent of the amount of a 
federal Airport Improvement Program (AIP) grant. 
 
Each year the Commission approves a set-aside to match AIP grants.  This allocation provides the authority for 
the Department to subvent matching funds to individual projects as requested by airport sponsors. 
 
The Department provides the Commission with quarterly reports on the status of all sub-allocations made for 
State AIP Matching grant funds.  It should be noted that the Aeronautics Account is a continuously appropriated 
account, and any unused funds revert to the Aeronautics account for use in future fiscal years. 
 
 
STATUS: 
 
At its June 2016 meeting, the Commission allocated $2,000,000 for the AIP Matching Grants Program for Fiscal 
Year 2016–17.  To date, the Department has sub-allocated a total of $834,169 toward 31 projects. 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 



California Department of Transportation  FY 2016‒17 First Quarter Report 
Division of Aeronautics  

10 
 

 

Allocated AIP Matching Grants Projects 

Airport Sponsor Project Description Date 
Executed 

 Total 
Project 
Costs  

 AIP Grant 
Amount  

 State Match 
Amount  

Alturas 
Municipal City of Alturas Construct Helicopter Parking Apron 07/28/2016 $1,386,600  $1,247,940.00 $62,397 
Benton 
Airpark City of Redding Design Automated Weather Observing System 09/14/2016 $117,873  $106,086.00 $5,304 
Bryant 
Field County of Mono Modify Service Road  07/19/2016 $506,650  $455,985.00 $22,799 
Buchanan 
Field 

County of Contra 
Costa 

Rehabilitate Taxiways Echo and Kilo [Including Lighting 
and Signage - Design] 09/07/2016 $1,770,228  $1,593,205.00 $79,660 

Calaveras 
County 

County of 
Calaveras Update Airport Layout Plan  10/25/2016 $185,000  $150,000.00 $7,500 

California 
City 

City of California 
City Rehabilitation of Taxiway  - Design 10/10/2016 $147,500  $132,750.00 $6,638 

Columbia County of 
Tuolumne Rehabilitate Taxiway “C” 08/17/2016 $1,972,223  $1,775,001.00 $88,750 

Colusa 
County County of Colusa Rehabilitate Taxiway/Airport Development 09/27/2016 $88,071  $79,264.00 $3,963 
Fullerton 
Municipal City of Fullerton Improve Airport Erosion Control 09/21/2016 $800,000  $720,000.00 $36,000 

Georgetown County of El 
Dorado 

Design Phase 1 - Rehabilitate Runway, Taxiway “A,” 
Connector Taxiway and Apron 09/14/2016 $36,006  $63,000.00 $3,150 

Inyokern Indian Wells Valley 
Airport District Airfield Access Control Including Security Upgrades 08/17/2016 $316,605  $284,944.00 $14,247 

Lampson 
Field County of Lake Rehabilitate Runway - Design 10/11/2016 $99,798  $89,818.00 $4,491 
Lampson 
Field County of Lake Conduct Miscellaneous Study - PMMP 10/11/2016 $36,945  $33,250.00 $1,663 

Little River County of 
Mendocino Rehabilitate Taxiway “A” (Design) 09/07/2016 $155,022  $135,020.00 $6,751 

Lompoc City of Lompoc Rehabilitation of North Apron 10/05/2016 $1,171,119  $1,054,007.00 $52,700 
Lone Pine County of Inyo Lighting for Taxiway and Runway 10/17/2016 $333,333  $300,000.00 $15,000 
Madera 
Municipal City of Madera Rehabilitate Apron 07/21/2016 $1,522,874  $1,370,587.00 $68,529 
Marina 
Municipal City of Marina Conduct Pavement Management Program, Replace Airport 

Beacon and Support  10/25/2016 $166,500  $150,000.00 $7,500 

Mather Sacramento Mather 
Airport Rehabilitate Taxiway “B” 09/27/2016 $1,107,693  $996,924.00 $49,846 

Napa 
County County of Napa Pavement Management Study 07/18/2016 $27,789  $25,008.00 $1,250 

Paso Robles  City of Paso Robles Taxiway Rehabilitation 09/22/2016 $1,784,619  $1,784,619.00 $89,231 

Placerville County of El 
Dorado Update Airport Layout Plan 09/14/2016 $185,000  $166,500.00 $8,325 

Placerville County of El 
Dorado Design Phase 1 Rehabilitate Taxiway “A” Lighting 09/14/2016 $65,000  $58,500.00 $2,925 

Red Bluff 
Municipal City of Red Bluff Rehabilitate Runway 10/20/2016 $609,783  $548,805.00 $27,440 
Redlands 
Municipal City of Redlands Rehabilitate Taxiway Lighting, Runway Lighting, Install 

Guidance Signs 10/05/2016 $919,375  $827,437.00 $41,372 
Rio Vista 
Municipal City of Rio Vista Pavement Maintenance Management Plan and Drainage 

Improvement Design. 10/05/2016 $182,760  $164,484.00 $8,224 
Riverside 
Municipal City of Riverside Rehabilitate Runway 9/27 and Rehabilitation of Apron 09/21/2016 $117,613  $105,852.00 $5,293 

Santa Ynez County of Santa 
Barbara 

Rehabilitate Taxiway Lighting, Install Primary Wind Cone 
and Precision Approach Path Indicator 10/10/2016 $1,091,467  $982,320.00 $49,116 

Weed County of Siskiyou Rehabilitate Runway  07/11/2016 $1,257,856  $1,132,070.00 $56,604 
Woodlake City of Woodlake Airport Layout Plan Update 09/01/2016 $136,929  $124,481.00 $6,224 
Woodlake County of Tulare Pavement Management and Maintenance Program 08/23/2016 $28,072  $25,520.00 $1,276 
      $834,168.00 
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(1) CMIA Bond Program Summary 
First Quarter FY 2016-17 

 
 (1a) CMIA Bond Program Funding 

 

                     #Contracts  Project Allocated Funds  % Allocated 

CMIA bond funds initially allocated to projects:                       11291    1$4,410 million1     1100%1 
CMIA bond funds revised allocation due to administration savings: 11291    1$4,477 million1     1100%1 
 

In the CMIA bond program, $4,410 
million was allocated for projects 
that commenced construction prior 
to December 31, 2012, and $90 
million was set aside for program 
administration costs. Subsequently, 
administration costs have been 
reduced.  Administration savings 
were re-applied to allocated 
projects.  A revised total of $4,477 million of CMIA program funds have been allocated to projects, 
and $23 million is set aside for program administration costs, utilizing all of the available program 
funds. 

(1b) CMIA Bond Program Funding and Contributor Funds 
                                     Program Expenditures     Percent Expended 

CMIA bond program funds expended to date:     $4,208 million      94%r  
CMIA bond program funds expended reported last quarter:     $4,135 million      92%r   
 
In the CMIA bond program's $4,500 million dollar budget, $4,477 million has been allocated to 
projects from the CMIA bond program funds. In addition, $7,866 million has been committed from 
other contributor funds to increase the total value of projects in the CMIA bond program to $12,343 
million.  The table below shows how CMIA bond program funds and contributor funds were distributed 
by project components as well as expenditures to date for CMIA bond program funds. 
 

     CMIA Bond Program Funding and Contributor Funds by Component (millions)
Total Funds Other Funds

Allocated Expended Percent
 Construction
     Support 1,121.9$         680.0$           441.9$           393.5$           89%
     Capital 7,916.4$         3,888.6$         4,027.8$         3,793.2$         94%
 Right of Way
     Support 142.4$           142.4$           
     Capital 1,913.1$         1,912.6$         0.5$               -$               0%
 Preliminary Engineering
     Support 1,249.2$         1,242.8$         6.4$               6.3$               98%
 Committed Subtotal 12,343.0$       7,866.4$         4,476.6$         4,193.0$         94%
 Uncommitted -$               
 Percent Uncommitted 0%
 Administration 23.4$             15.0$             64%
 Program Total 4,500.0$        4,208.0$         94%

CMIA Bond Program Funds
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(1c)  CMIA Bond Program Project Completions  
 
 
                                                # Projects Completed         Percent Completed 

CMIA bond program construction contracts completed to date:        103   80%r            
CMIA bond program construction contracts completed reported last quarter:  103   80%r      
 
 
 
A total of 90 corridor 
projects received CMIA 
bond program funds.  
Some corridor projects 
were constructed in 
stages, resulting in a total 
of 129 construction 
contracts being 
administered. 
 
 
 
 
 
PE - Plant Establishment 

 
 
 
 

CMIA Bond Program Completions - Projects and Dollars (millions) 

# Total 
Funds

CMIA 
Funds 

#
FDR's # Total 

Funds
CMIA 
Funds # Total 

Funds
CMIA 
Funds # Total 

Funds
CMIA 
Funds

FY 09-10 4 208$      63$        4 4 208$        63$          
FY 10-11 8 375$      183$      8 8 375$        183$        
FY 11-12 8 443$      280$      8 8 443$        280$        
FY 12-13 19 925$      412$      17 19 925$        412$        
FY 13-14 19 977$      377$      17 19 977$        377$        
FY 14-15 19 1,576$   583$      14 19 1,576$    583$        
FY 15-16 26 1,645$   663$      5 1 72$      36$      27 1,717$    699$        
FY 16-17 16 2,698$   1,318$   16 2,698$    1,318$    
FY 17-18 1 119$       41$         1 119$        41$          
FY 18-19 4 772$       302$       4 772$        302$        
FY 19-20 4 2,532$   218$       4 2,532$    218$        

Total Value 103 6,149$   2,562$   73 1 72$      36$      25 6,122$   1,879$   129 12,343$  4,477$    

Contracts Accepted
Contracts In Plant 

Establishment
Contracts Under 

Construction
All CMIA Bond Program 

Contracts

 
The status of Final Delivery Reports (FDR), to be completed within six months after construction contracts are accepted, is outlined in 
the table above. 
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LEGEND

(2)  CMIA Bond Program Project Delivery and Expenditure Report
First Quarter FY 2016-17

Estimated cost within budget
Baseline budget exceeded, non-bond funds added.  No CTC action required.
All bond funds expended.  Project teams are making expenditure adjustments (adding non-bond funds if necessary) and reviewing project charges.  
The quarter in which the bond funds were fully expended has been added to the table below so that the timeliness of corrective actions can be monitored.
CCA 100% Complete
Milestone Behind Schedule  - Complete      - Past Due      PE - Plant Establishment 
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($1,000's) 

 EXPENDED 
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     I-580 Eastbound HOV Lane - Greenville to Hacienda - Corridor Project

59,280$          29,037$         Corridor Project #1 (EA 29084) 3/13/08 07/28/08 100 12/01/11 02/04/10 100  Caltrans 5,700$            5,555$            47,410$          42,392$          

46,491$          5,765$          Corridor Project #2 (EA 29083) 10/30/08 07/22/09 100 12/01/11 09/30/11 100  Caltrans 4,458$            4,561$            35,203$          43,242$          

42,839$          20,400$         Corridor Project #3 (EA 2908V) 5/23/12 08/23/12 100 11/01/14 05/20/16 100 4,132$            5,347$            35,162$          34,710$          

148,610$        55,202$         Corridor Summary 11/01/14 05/20/16 11/01/15 04/02/18 14,290$          15,462$          117,775$        120,344$        

     I-580 Westbound HOV Lane - Greenville to Foothill - Corridor Project

91,677$          41,860$         Corridor Project #1 (EA 2908C) 5/23/12 11/20/12 100 11/01/14 06/30/16 100  Caltrans 9,795$            10,325$          73,769$          73,269$          

68,700$          40,481$         Corridor Project #2 (EA 2908E) 4/26/12 10/29/12 100 11/01/14 04/18/16 100  Caltrans 7,820$            10,070$          53,010$          50,754$          

160,377$        82,341$         Corridor Summary 11/01/14 06/30/16 11/01/15 06/01/18 17,615$          20,395$          126,779$        124,023$        

     I-580 / Isabel Interchange - Corridor Project

43,495$          18,375$         Corridor Project #1  (EA 17131) 12/11/8 06/22/09 100 03/01/12 04/09/12 100  Livermore -$                   535$               26,495$          17,666$          

6,810$            1,770$          Corridor Project #2  (EA 17132) 12/11/08 06/22/09 100 01/01/12 10/31/11 100  Livermore -$                   -$                   3,210$            1,770$            

73,182$          24,982$         Corridor Project #3  (EA 17133) 10/30/08 07/23/09 100 01/01/12 11/23/11 100  Caltrans 8,000$            7,006$            37,682$          28,032$          

123,487$        45,127$         Corridor Summary 03/01/12 04/09/12 03/01/13 12/29/17 8,000$            7,541$            67,387$          47,468$          

     I-880 SB HOV Ln Extension - Hegenberger to Marina Blvd - Corridor Project

67,934$          52,846$         Corridor Project #1 (EA 3A921) 4/26/12 09/14/12 100 01/01/16 04/04/16 100 Caltrans 7,415$            7,915$            50,607$          49,783$          

35,052$          29,765$         Corridor Project #2 (EA 3A922) 5/23/12 11/08/12 100 02/01/16 11/19/15 100  Caltrans 4,000$            3,991$            25,765$          24,605$          

102,986$        82,611$         Corridor Summary 02/01/16 04/04/16 02/01/17 11/19/18 11,415$          11,907$          76,372$          74,388$          

     State Route 24 Caldecott Tunnel - Fourth Bore - Corridor Project

399,211$        84,482$         Corridor Project #1 (EA 29491) 5/14/09 11/10/09 100 05/01/14 03/12/15 100  Caltrans 51,218$          29,260$          293,775$        286,737$        

4,730$            -$                  Corridor Project #2 (EA 29492) Local 12/22/09 100 03/01/11 04/20/11 100  Caltrans 400$               492$               4,300$            2,809$            

642$               -$                  Corridor Project #3 (EA 29493) Local 12/23/09 100 07/01/10 07/19/10 100  Caltrans 100$               130$               500$               408$               

404,583$        84,482$         Corridor Summary 05/01/14 03/12/15 03/01/15 03/01/17 51,718$          29,883$          298,575$        289,954$        

6 10 Cal 4 60,688$          3,574$          Angels Camp Bypass (EA 36250) 9/20/07 08/11/07 100 09/01/10 09/24/09 100  03/01/12 07/05/17 Caltrans 3,600$            4,345$            31,101$          25,939$          

5 04 Ala
CC 24

4 04 Ala 880

3 04 Ala 580

2 04 Ala 580

1 04 Ala 580
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State Route 4 East Widening from Somersville to Route 160

78,472$          12,428$         Corridor Project #1  (EA 2285C) 5/20/10 01/05/11 100 02/01/13 12/16/13 100  Caltrans 10,608$          5,642$            45,183$          45,155$          

83,967$          16,671$         Corridor Project #2  (EA 2285E) 8/10/11 10/20/11 100 02/01/15 02/02/16 100  Caltrans 14,395$          7,932$            48,717$          47,337$          

92,407$          39,200$         Corridor Project #3  (EA 1G940) 1/25/12 05/25/12 100 12/01/14 11/30/16 98 L Caltrans 13,389$          10,189$          59,775$          55,411$          

79,307$          -$                  Corridor Project #4  (EA 1G941) 8/22/12 11/14/12 100 08/01/15 12/21/16 98 L CCTA -$                   -$                   67,886$          57,134$          

44,949$          31,787$         Corridor Project #5  (EA 24657) 1/25/12 04/19/12 100 09/30/13 10/30/15 100  CCTA -$                   -$                   36,787$          36,491$          

379,102$        100,086$       Corridor Summary 08/01/15 12/21/16 12/01/18 09/01/18 38,392$          23,763$          258,348$        241,527$        

  I-80 Integrated Corridor  Mobility Project

8,384$            7,584$          Corridor Project #1  (EA 3A774) 10/27/11 03/15/12 100 04/01/15 05/22/17 80 L ACCMA -$                   113$               7,584$            4,298$            

6,163$            5,363$          Corridor Project #2  (EA 3A775) 3/29/12 07/26/12 100 04/01/14 10/31/16 90 L ACCMA -$                   48$                 5,363$            4,653$            

2,296$            1,896$          Corridor Project #3  (EA 3A771) 1/20/11 04/28/11 100 04/01/12 12/01/12 100  ACCMA -$                   -$                   1,896$            1,457$            

11,259$          9,379$          Corridor Project #4  (EA 3A776) 5/23/12 09/30/12 100 01/01/14 12/26/14 100  Caltrans 1,492$            1,331$            7,887$            7,056$            

28,136$          22,256$         Corridor Project #5  (EA 3A777) 5/23/12 10/01/12 100 06/01/14 05/04/16 100 Caltrans 3,675$            3,496$            18,581$          17,042$          

56,238$          46,478$         Corridor Summary 04/01/15 05/22/17 10/01/15 12/29/17 5,167$            4,988$            41,311$          34,505$          

     US 50 HOV Lanes - Corridor Project

44,441$          19,873$         Corridor Project #1 ( EA 3A711 ) 9/25/08 11/18/08 100 06/01/10 11/07/12 100  ED Co DOT 3,560$            7,039$            37,681$          33,381$          

10,454$          6,294$          Corridor Project #2 ( EA 3A712 ) 12/15/11 04/01/12 100 10/01/13 06/17/13 100  ED Co DOT -$                   1,393$            8,794$            10,195$          

54,895$          26,167$         Corridor Summary 10/01/13 06/17/13 10/01/14 07/01/17 3,560$            8,432$            46,475$          43,576$          

10 06 Ker 46 73,024$          30,375$         Route 46 Expressway - 
Segment 3 (EA 44252) 5/20/10 01/26/11 100 07/01/14 01/16/13 100  01/01/16 10/30/14 100  Caltrans 9,900$            4,178$            47,449$          45,510$          

11 06 Kin
Tul 198 94,516$          44,514$         Route 198 Expressway (EA 3568U) 5/14/09 09/01/09 100 02/01/12 03/11/13 100  08/01/13 03/17/16 100 Caltrans 9,514$            8,579$            51,758$          52,213$          

12 07 LA 405 1,137,700$     730,000$       I-405 Carpool Lane I-10 To US 101 
(NB) (Design Build) (EA 12030) 9/25/08 04/23/09 100 12/31/13 03/01/17 97 L 12/01/15 06/10/21 Metro -$                   0 979,700$        902,501$        

     Interstate 5 Carpool Lane from Route 134 to Route 170 - Corridor Project

137,366$        -$                  Corridor Project #1 (EA 12184) Local 12/06/10 100 12/31/13 08/30/18 71 Caltrans 30,110$          25,940$          76,646$          45,455$          

110,516$        -$                  Corridor Project #2 (EA 1218V) Local 10/14/10 100 12/31/12 12/15/15 100  Caltrans 19,593$          19,060$          71,000$          62,388$          

401,498$        64,713$         Corridor Project #3 (EA 1218W) 5/23/12 11/29/12 100 05/30/16 12/31/19 52 Caltrans 43,211$          18,247$          231,619$        106,055$        

649,380$        64,713$         Corridor Summary 05/30/16 12/31/19 05/30/17 02/28/22 92,914$          63,246$          379,265$        213,897$        

     I-5 Carpool Lane from Orange County Line to I-605 - Corridor Project

114,072$        51,983$         Corridor Project #1 (EA 21591) 8/10/11 11/28/11 100 04/29/15 05/27/16 100 Caltrans 17,110$          16,306$          45,247$          43,662$          

631,125$        -$                  Corridor Project #2 (EA 21592) 6/23/15 03/14/16 03/31/17 02/07/20 0 Caltrans 34,534$          -$                   170,000$        -$                   

188,216$        104,708$       Corridor Project #3 (EA 21593) 4/26/12 08/14/12 100 04/22/16 07/10/18 80  Caltrans 28,481$          22,476$          96,447$          66,855$          

323,285$        158,320$       Corridor Project #4 (EA 21594) 4/26/12 08/23/12 100 04/01/16 04/03/19 67  Caltrans 33,777$          24,220$          144,627$        85,500$          

211,747$        -$                  Corridor Project #5 (EA 21595) 8/6/13 04/24/14 100 12/01/16 09/13/19 34 Caltrans 25,768$          10,445$          116,632$        28,188$          

1,468,445$     315,011$       Corridor Summary 03/31/17 02/07/20 05/31/20 10/30/23 139,670$        73,447$          572,953$        224,205$        

14 07 LA 5

13 07 LA 5

9 03 ED 50

8 04
Ala

CC
80

7 04 CC 4
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     Highway 101 Marin-Sonoma Narrows - Corridor Project

85,029$          26,523$         Corridor Project #1 (EA 26407) 5/23/12 09/14/12 100 06/01/15 05/24/16 100 Caltrans 4,873$            6,205$            26,950$          25,230$          

136,148$        72,717$         Corridor Project #2 (EA 2640U) 5/23/12 11/01/12 100 06/01/15 10/31/16 99 Caltrans 17,716$          16,110$          79,500$          76,476$          

49,842$          29,773$         Corridor Project #3 (EA 26406) 1/20/11 06/02/11 100 12/02/13 12/17/12 100  Caltrans 7,000$            6,733$            28,473$          26,608$          

3,905$            3,530$          Corridor Project #4 (EA 2640G) 6/27/12 11/08/12 100 12/01/13 12/24/13 100  Caltrans (FY 14-15 Q1) 700$               742$               2,830$            2,829$            

18,202$          17,244$         Corridor Project #5 (EA 2640L) 6/27/12 11/01/12 100 06/30/14 12/23/14 100  Caltrans 2,500$            2,458$            14,744$          14,512$          

31,679$          30,729$         Corridor Project #6 (EA 2640K) 6/27/12 11/02/12 100 10/01/14 10/31/16 99 Caltrans 4,800$            4,738$            25,929$          25,245$          

324,805$        180,516$       Corridor Summary 06/01/15 10/31/16 12/30/16 12/31/18 37,589$          36,984$          178,426$        170,900$        

16 04 Mrn 580 17,852$          17,852$         
Westbound I-580 to Northbound US 
101 Connector Improvements (EA 
4A140)

5/14/09 11/04/09 100 03/01/11 01/27/11 100  03/01/12 12/01/12 100  Caltrans 2,100$            1,858$            11,052$          10,763$          

17 05 Mon 1 31,691$          18,568$         Salinas Road Interchange (EA 31592) 5/14/09 10/07/09 100 07/01/11 03/20/14 100  12/01/12 06/29/18 Caltrans 4,598$            4,838$            15,638$          15,186$          

     SR 12 Jameson Canyon Widening - Phase 1 - Corridor Project

2,190$            -$                  PAED Costs Phase 2 ( EA 26412 ) -$                   -$                   -$                   -$                   

45,886$          18,518$         Corridor Project #1 ( EA 26413 ) 8/10/11 01/26/12 100 08/01/12 05/05/15 100  Caltrans 4,850$            8,558$            30,528$          30,469$          

72,004$          36,349$         Corridor Project #2 ( EA 26414 ) 8/10/11 01/11/12 100 08/01/13 05/10/16 PE Caltrans 9,250$            11,302$          43,293$          42,056$          

120,080$        54,867$         Corridor Summary 08/01/13 05/10/16 12/29/17 03/30/18 14,100$          19,860$          73,821$          72,525$          

19 03 Nev 49 30,019$          8,225$          Route 49 La Barr Meadows Widening 
(EA 2A690) 1/13/10 05/28/10 100 12/01/14 04/08/14 100  12/01/16 12/01/18 Caltrans 3,500$            3,408$            10,447$          10,031$          

20 12 Ora 91 60,759$          -$                  Add one lane on EB SR-91 from SR-
241/SR-91 to SR-71/SR-91 (EA 0G040) Local 08/29/09 100 09/01/11 05/13/11 100  09/01/15 03/28/12 100  Caltrans 7,801$            5,902$            40,086$          39,044$          

     SR-22 / I-405 / I-605 HOV Connector with ITS Elements - Corridor Project

169,446$        135,430$       Corridor Project #1 ( EA 07163 ) 4/8/10 10/12/10 100 05/01/14 03/23/15 100  Caltrans 25,475$          25,469$          128,871$        158,890$        

119,657$        -$                  Corridor Project #2 ( EA 07162 ) Local 06/11/10 100 02/01/14 03/18/15 100  Caltrans 18,374$          19,142$          78,637$          78,803$          

289,103$        135,430$       Corridor Summary 05/01/14 03/23/15 05/01/15 07/30/17 43,849$          44,611$          207,508$        237,693$        

22 12 Ora 91 77,510$          54,253$         
Widen EB&WB SR-91 fr E of SR-55 
Conn to E of Weir Canyon Road (EA 
0G330)

1/20/11 05/03/11 100 12/01/14 11/01/13 100  12/01/15 07/01/14 100  Caltrans 8,633$            9,921$            54,253$          54,044$          

23 12 Ora 57 34,428$          24,127$         Widen NB fr 0.3M S of Katella Ave to 
0.3M N of Lincoln Ave (EA 0F040) 8/10/11 10/26/11 100 03/01/15 04/21/15 100  03/01/16 06/29/16 100  Caltrans 6,256$            5,285$            21,621$          21,501$          

     Widen NB from 0.4 m N of SR-91 to 0.1 m N of Lambert Road - Corridor Project

51,809$          40,925$         Corridor Project #1 ( EA 0F031 ) 4/8/10 10/12/10 100 07/01/14 11/06/14 100  Caltrans 9,180$            9,142$            31,745$          30,648$          

51,609$          41,250$         Corridor Project #2 ( EA 0F032 ) 4/8/10 10/13/10 100 07/01/14 05/02/14 100  Caltrans 9,180$            9,114$            32,670$          32,473$          

103,418$        82,175$         Corridor Summary 07/01/14 11/06/14 07/01/15 12/31/15 100  18,360$          18,256$          64,415$          63,122$          

    Lincoln Bypass - Corridor Project

292,203$        48,934$         Corridor Project #1 ( EA 3338U ) 2/14/08 06/09/08 100 06/15/13 07/09/13 100  Caltrans 22,000$          24,386$          164,453$        161,281$        

23,099$          20,000$         Corridor Project #2 ( EA 33382 ) 10/26/11 05/21/12 100 12/15/14 10/01/14 100  Caltrans 2,751$            2,636$            19,499$          18,083$          

315,302$        68,934$         Corridor Summary 12/15/14 10/01/14 12/15/16 04/05/18 24,751$          27,023$          183,952$        179,364$        

26 03 Pla 80 47,577$          8,484$          Pla-80 HOV Phase 2 (EA 36782) 1/10/08 05/01/08 100 10/01/10 10/18/12 100  10/01/12 07/03/17 Caltrans 7,143$            5,455$            31,200$          29,955$          

25 03 Pla 65

24 12 Ora 57

21 12 Ora 22

18 04 Nap 
Sol 12

15 04 Mrn 
Son 101
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27 03 Pla 80 49,374$          22,985$         Pla-80 HOV Phase 3 (EA 36783) 12/11/08 08/10/09 100 01/01/11 06/17/13 100  01/01/13 06/30/17 Caltrans 5,300$            5,255$            39,974$          25,377$          

28 08 Riv 215 29,228$          10,297$         Widening, Add One Mixed Flow Lane in 
Each Direction (EA 0F161) 1/20/11 09/28/10 100 12/01/13 11/21/13 100  12/01/14 02/29/16 100  RCTC -$                   0 22,057$          12,014$          

29 08 Riv 91 253,625$        120,191$       HOV Lane Gap Closure (EA 44840) 8/10/11 02/10/12 100 08/01/15 11/30/16 96 08/01/17 07/13/18 Caltrans 30,728$          30,487$          129,924$        153,415$        

30 03 Sac 50 96,581$          47,611$         Hwy 50 Bus/Carpool & Aux Lns & 
Community Enhancements (EA 44161) 7/9/09 10/26/09 100 01/01/13 05/10/13 100  01/01/15 08/15/16 100 Caltrans (FY 16-17 Q1) 11,500$          12,226$          70,698$          71,886$          

31 03 Sac Loc 17,575$          14,075$         White Rock Road from Grant Line to 
Prairie City (EA 92880) 2/23/12 04/30/12 100 12/31/13 12/01/13 100  06/01/14 06/01/14 100  Sac Co -$                   -$                   11,875$          10,422$          

32 08 SBd 10 30,760$          14,074$         Westbound Mixed Flow Lane Addition 
(EA 0F150) 1/13/10 12/10/10 100 05/01/12 08/10/15 100  06/01/13 07/30/17 100  SANBAG -$                   -$                   25,449$          20,282$          

33 08 SBd 215 347,777$        49,120$         I-215 North Segments 1 & 2 - HOV & 
Mixed Flow Ln Addition (EA 0071V) 4/16/09 08/27/09 100 09/05/13 09/17/14 100  09/15/15 12/31/17 SANBAG -$                   -$                   213,174$        208,387$        

     Interstate 215 HOV Lanes and Connectors - Corridor Project

34 77,658$          29,000$         SR - 210/215 Connectors (EA 44407) 
combined to 4440U 4/16/09 09/17/09 100 02/01/13 03/01/13 100  Caltrans 12,883$          see 47,672$          see

35 44,740$          36,540$         I-215 North Segment 5 (EA 00719) 
combined to 4440U 4/16/09 09/17/09 100 02/01/13 03/01/13 100  Caltrans 7,333$            below 29,207$          below

122,398$        65,540$         Corridor Summary 02/01/13 03/01/13 03/01/15 10/30/15 100  20,216$          12,942$          76,879$          71,430$          

36 08 SBd 10 18,300$          10,910$         
Widen Exit Ramps&Add Aux Ln 
@Cherry, Citrus&Cedar Ave IC's (EA 
49750)

1/13/10 10/12/10 100 12/01/10 12/20/12 100  06/01/11 06/03/14 100  Caltrans 3,280$            3,422$            12,130$          11,215$          

     I-15 Managed Lanes - Corridor Project

110,103$        93,765$         Corridor Project #1 (EA 2T093) 9/20/07 02/08/08 100 01/17/11 12/28/11 100  Caltrans 14,739$          14,603$          79,026$          77,319$          

87,365$          71,236$         Corridor Project #2 (EA 2T091) 2/14/08 05/12/08 100 02/21/12 05/31/11 100  Caltrans 14,025$          11,162$          57,211$          57,438$          

138,686$        115,668$       Corridor Project #3 (EA 2T092) 4/10/08 07/25/08 100 04/15/12 06/14/12 100  Caltrans 21,236$          15,020$          94,432$          91,853$          

336,154$        280,669$       Corridor Summary 04/15/12 06/14/12 10/03/13 01/28/15 100  50,000$          40,785$          230,669$        226,609$        

     I-5 North Coast Corridor  - Stage 1A - Corridor Project

52,664$          24,500$         Corridor Project #1 (EA 2358U) 9/20/07 08/15/07 100 10/30/09 07/14/10 100  Caltrans 6,000$            7,743$            43,038$          37,046$          

80,446$          -$                  Corridor Project #2 (EA 2T040) Local 01/28/11 100 06/30/12 02/13/15 100  Caltrans 11,183$          15,223$          54,610$          57,722$          

133,110$        24,500$         Corridor Summary 06/30/12 02/13/15 06/30/17 03/31/19 17,183$          22,965$          97,648$          95,099$          

39 10 SJ 205 22,009$          9,070$          I-205 Auxiliary Lanes (EA 0Q270) 4/8/10 10/12/10 100 04/01/13 03/04/13 100  11/01/14 02/13/15 100  Caltrans 2,900$            2,302$            11,860$          11,480$          

     Route 46 Corridor Improvements (Whitley 1) - Corridor Project

77,214$          49,778$         Corridor Project #1 (EA 33072) 4/8/10 10/25/10 100 08/01/13 10/13/14 100  Caltrans 7,000$            7,872$            54,054$          52,312$          

1,840$            -$                  STIP TEA Enhancements (EA 33072)

79,054$          49,778$         Corridor Summary 08/01/13 10/13/14 10/01/14 09/01/17

     Widen US 101 & add Aux Lns fr Marsh Rd to Embarcadero Rd. - Corridor Project

40,638$          23,445$         Corridor Project #1 (EA 23563) 1/20/11 06/01/11 100 03/01/12 06/25/13 100  Caltrans 8,259$            3,020$            22,304$          16,123$          

22,514$          3,802$          Corridor Project #2 (EA 23564) 10/26/11 05/24/12 100 11/01/13 11/15/13 100  Caltrans 3,802$            1,256$            12,648$          6,514$            

63,152$          27,247$         Corridor Summary 11/01/13 11/15/13 11/01/14 11/30/16 12,061$          4,276$            34,952$          22,638$          

42 04 SCl 880 67,889$          45,929$         I-880 Widening (SR 237 to 
US 101) (EA29830) 8/10/11 12/14/11 100 07/01/13 04/04/14 100  08/01/14 02/28/17 Caltrans 9,810$            6,377$            38,279$          31,787$          

43 04 SCl 101 73,199$          55,871$         US 101 Aux Lanes - State Route 85 to 
Embarcadero Rd (EA 4A330) 8/10/11 11/17/11 100 08/01/13 11/16/15 100  09/01/14 10/31/17 Caltrans 11,080$          10,806$          44,791$          42,424$          

41 04 SM 101

40 05 SLO 46

37 11 SD 15

38 11 SD 5

08 SBd 215
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44 04 SCl 101 49,611$          16,636$         US 101 Improvements (I-280 to Yerba 
Buena Rd) (EA 1A980) 1/13/10 10/01/10 100 06/01/13 10/31/12 100  06/01/14 10/03/14 100  Caltrans 6,690$            6,619$            31,201$          26,047$          

45 05 SCr 1 20,085$          13,783$         Highway 1 Soquel to Morrissey 
Auxiliary Lanes (EA 0F650) 8/10/11 01/05/12 100 11/01/13 02/11/15 100  12/01/14 06/01/17 SCCRTC -$                   -$                   15,933$          15,933$          

46 02 Sha 5 16,315$          13,496$         Cottonwood Hills Truck Climbing Lane 
(EA 37100) 1/13/10 04/21/10 100 12/01/11 11/17/11 100  12/01/12 10/23/14 100  Caltrans 2,100$            1,247$            11,396$          11,396$          

     I-80 HOV Lanes, Fairfield (Rt 80/680/12 to Putah Creek) - Corridor Project

42,748$          20,171$         Corridor Project #1 (EA 0A531) 2/14/08 06/04/08 100 12/01/09 12/01/09 100  Caltrans 6,351$            4,284$            29,197$          28,260$          

7,885$            6,085$          Corridor Project #2 (EA 0A532) 4/8/10 10/12/10 100 09/01/11 02/29/12 100  Caltrans 1,319$            -$                   4,766$            4,765$            

30,296$          -$                  Corridor Project #3 (EA 4C15U) 3/12/09 04/21/09 100 11/01/10 11/01/10 100  3,900$            1,597$            22,200$          15,837$          

80,929$          26,256$         Corridor Summary 09/01/11 02/29/12 10/01/12 03/01/14 100  11,570$          5,881$            56,163$          48,862$          

48 04 Son 101 92,761$          17,359$         
Central Phase A - US 101 HOV Lns 
from Railroad Ave to Rohnert Park 
Expressway (EA 0A18U)

5/14/09 10/12/09 100 12/01/11 12/26/12 100  02/01/13 12/30/16 Caltrans 10,500$          10,752$          58,311$          55,195$          

49 04 Son 101 120,260$        69,860$         
US 101 HOV lanes - North Phase A 
(from Steele Lane to Windsor River 
Road) (EA 0A10U)

5/29/08 10/29/08 100 01/01/11 12/30/10 100  02/01/12 12/30/16 Caltrans 12,000$          9,805$            91,200$          88,486$          

50 04 Son 101 79,367$          29,280$         US 101 HOV Lanes - Wilfred Ave to 
Santa Rosa Ave (EA 12965) 9/25/08 03/03/09 100 12/01/13 06/28/13 100  01/01/15 12/31/15 100  Caltrans 6,600$            7,541$            51,065$          45,975$          

51 10 Sta 219 45,580$          9,844$          SR-219 Expressway, Phase 1 (SR-99 
to Morrow Road) (EA 0A870) 1/10/08 06/19/08 100 08/01/09 06/30/10 100  11/01/09 07/28/16 100  Caltrans 2,000$            1,947$            7,844$            6,617$            

52 10 Sta 219 42,662$          13,241$         SR-219 Expressway, Phase 2 (Morrow 
Road to Route 108) (EA 0A872) 12/15/11 08/30/12 100 05/30/14 10/30/15 100  01/13/18 12/18/17 Caltrans 4,300$            4,161$            17,612$          16,425$          

53 10 Tuo 108 53,392$          14,530$         E. Sonora Bypass Stage II (EA 34042) 1/20/11 12/16/11 100 03/01/14 01/10/14 100  05/03/21 12/31/19 Caltrans 5,500$            6,536$            26,974$          28,742$          

54 07 Ven
SB 101 101,163$        81,293$         HOV Lanes, Mussel Shoals to Casitas 

Pass Road (EA 26070) 8/10/11 01/04/12 100 08/01/16 03/30/17 98 07/31/19 04/25/19 Caltrans 15,300$          13,422$          65,993$          60,087$          

     CMIA projects amended into program using project cost/award savings

55 04 Son 101 17,321$          15,000$         Central Project - Phase B (EA 0A184) 1/20/11 05/19/11 100 12/31/12 07/17/13 100  01/01/14 12/30/16 Caltrans 3,000$            2,844$            12,000$          12,000$          

56 03 Sac 80 136,035$        53,537$         I-80 HOV Ln Across the Top (EA 
3797U) 1/20/11 07/29/11 100 11/01/14 12/30/16 97 11/01/16 11/01/18 Caltrans 19,000$          18,836$          104,588$        96,794$          

57 10 SJ 5 124,978$        42,470$         I-5 HOV Ln and CRCP (EA 0G470) 1/20/11 06/02/11 100 12/30/14 10/31/16 97 01/30/16 01/18/19 11,990$          16,947$          97,708$          92,771$          

58 05 SLO 101 47,857$          31,174$         Santa Maria Bridge (EA 44590) 1/20/11 06/21/11 100 04/01/14 03/12/15 100  07/15/15 07/15/18 Caltrans 6,600$            5,518$            34,832$          34,810$          

59 11 SD 15 68,159$          25,802$         Mira Mesa Direct Access Ramp (EA 
2T095) 12/15/11 04/04/12 100 01/14/15 01/04/16 100  07/11/17 12/11/16 Caltrans (FY 15-16 Q3) 8,500$            8,005$            36,102$          27,052$          

60 02 Sha 5 23,468$          21,713$         South Redding 6;Lane (EA 4C401) 1/20/11 05/09/11 100 11/15/12 02/01/13 100  11/15/13 09/12/18 Caltrans 2,250$            1,950$            19,463$          18,643$          

61 03 But 32 9,925$            3,425$          But 32 Highway Widening (EA 1E490) 8/10/11 06/30/12 100 11/30/13 12/11/15 100  07/01/18 07/01/18 Chico -$                   -$                   6,425$            6,324$            

     Widen Ala 84 Expressway - Corridor Project

41,065$          16,057$         Corridor Project #1 (EA 29761) 8/10/11 03/21/12 100 07/31/13 09/24/15 100  Caltrans 3,780$            3,804$            25,085$          24,302$          

97,402$          -$                  Corridor Project #2 (EA 29762) 3/26/15 09/30/15 100 10/01/15 12/01/17 14 Caltrans 8,005$            2,880$            48,000$          8,973$            

138,467$        16,057$         Corridor Summary 10/01/15 12/01/17 07/01/18 12/29/17 11,785$          6,684$            73,085$          33,275$          

63 06 Tul 198 27,266$          21,187$         Plaza Drive IC / Aux Lns (EA 42370) 8/10/11 11/30/11 100 06/30/13 08/19/14 100  12/31/13 12/01/16 Visalia 0 0 21,187$          22,726$          

64 04 Var Var 74,984$          36,057$         
Freeway Performance Initiative (EA 
0G890, 15113, 15300, 15320, 15350, 
15420)

4/26/12 08/28/12 100 10/01/14 10/13/15 100  04/01/16 06/30/18 Caltrans 8,271$            8,574$            51,346$          47,613$          

62 04 Ala 84

47 04 Sol 80

California Department of Transportation FY 2016-17 First Quarter Report

Corridor Mobility Improvement Program 
Page 7 of 11



CONSTRUCTION SUPPORT CONSTRUCTION CAPITAL
PR

OJE
CT

 N
UM

BE
R

DI
ST

RI
CT

CO
UN

TY
RO

UT
E

 T
OTA

L 
PR

OJE
CT

 C
OST

 

($
1,0

00
's)

 
 C

MIA
 P

RO
JE

CT
 C

OST

($
1,0

00
's)

 

PR
OJE

CT
 D

ES
CR

IP
TI

ON

AL
LO

CAT
IO

N
AW

AR
D

AW
AR

D 
%

 C
om

pl
et

e
AP

PR
OVE

D 
CC

A
CU

RR
EN

T 
CC

A
CC

A 
%

 C
OMPL

ET
E

FI
NA

L 
DE

LI
VE

RY
 R

EP
ORT

AP
PR

OVE
D 

CL
OSE

OUT
CU

RR
EN

T 
CL

OSE
OUT

CL
OSE

OUT
 %

 C
OMPL

ET
E

SU
PP

LE
MEN

TA
L 

FD
R

IMPLEMENTING
AGENCY (QUARTER

BOND FUNDS FULLY 
EXPENDED)

 APPROVED 
BUDGET 
($1,000's) 

 EXPENDED 
($1,000's) 

 APPROVED 
BUDGET 
($1,000's) 

 EXPENDED 
($1,000's) 

     Bi-County I-215 Gap Closure - Corridor Project

65 182,802$        15,350$         I-215 Gap Closure (EA 0M940) 
combined to 0M94U 6/27/12 12/03/12 100 05/01/16 08/25/15 100  Caltrans 16,270$          see 137,171$        see

17,066$          -$                  SHOPP contribution to #1 800$               15,392$          

66 5,193$            3,007$          Newport Ave OC(EA 0M94U) 6/27/12 12/03/12 100 05/01/16 08/25/15 100  Caltrans 361$               below 3,007$            below

205,061$        18,357$         Corridor Summary 05/01/16 08/25/15 04/20/18 08/02/18 17,431$          16,125$          155,570$        144,109$        

67 04 Son 101 52,360$          22,242$         North Project Phase B 
Airport IC (EA 3A23U) 4/26/12 12/03/12 100 12/31/13 08/03/15 100  11/01/15 09/01/17 Caltrans 4,500$            4,356$            33,813$          31,603$          

68 04 SCl 880 62,097$          39,231$         I-880/I-280 Stevens Creek IC Impvmts 
(EA 44560) 5/23/12 09/06/12 100 12/01/14 12/30/15 100  12/01/15 10/30/17 SCVTA -$                   -$                   47,197$          43,718$          

69 04 SCl 101 33,962$          22,367$         Capitol Exp Yerba Buena IC (EA 
1G360) 5/23/12 08/02/12 100 06/30/14 04/14/15 100  02/28/17 12/01/16 SCVTA -$                   -$                   26,286$          25,502$          

70 08 SBd 15 82,912$          16,206$         La Mesa Nisqualli Rd IC (EA 0A450) 8/10/11 12/08/11 100 12/01/13 03/05/14 100  12/01/15 05/06/16 100  SANBAG -$                   0 53,082$          40,680$          

71 11 SD 805 36,501$          18,785$         HOV Lns - SR54 to SR94 (EA 2T180) 1/25/12 06/22/12 100 12/31/13 12/20/13 100  07/11/13 05/31/18 Caltrans 5,392$            4,928$            19,355$          18,406$          

72 11 SD 805 55,432$          37,978$         HOV Lns - Palomar to SR54 (EA 
2T181) 1/25/12 09/09/12 100 07/30/14 04/03/14 100  11/05/13 05/31/18 Caltrans 7,400$            7,462$            34,278$          33,373$          

73 05 SLO 46 55,559$          45,088$         Whitley 2A (EA 33077) 2/23/12 05/18/12 100 09/08/15 10/03/16 97 10/01/16 01/02/18 Caltrans 7,000$            6,996$            38,088$          35,162$          

74 12 Ora 74 77,211$          24,109$         SR74 / I-5 IC (EA 0E310) 4/25/12 10/19/12 100 02/02/15 11/01/16 96 12/31/18 11/01/17 Caltrans 6,364$            8,001$            30,231$          25,824$          

75 11 SD 805 119,000$        40,638$         805 Managed Lns North
(Design Build) (EA 2T200) 10/26/11 7/30/12

2/26/13* 100 03/15/15 09/22/17 98 06/30/17 06/04/20 Caltrans 26,428$          17,101$          86,419$          79,339$          

76 2 Sha 5 7,275$            6,000$          I5/Deschutes Rd IC (EA 34760) 5/3/12 7/26/12 100 12/15/12 01/24/14 100  05/01/13 02/26/16 100 Anderson -$                   -$                   6,000$            6,000$            

77 3 Sac 50 37,151$          12,109$         SR50 - Watt IC (EA 37120) 4/26/12 9/15/12 100 11/30/14 01/16/16 100  11/01/18 02/01/19 Sac Co -$                   -$                   30,449$          33,868$          

78 5 Mon 101 91,150$          28,325$         San Juan IC (EA 31580) 4/26/12 09/27/12 100 03/18/15 04/28/16 100 07/02/18 07/09/19 Caltrans 8,000$            8,068$            48,700$          42,593$          

79 5 SB 101 17,968$          4,792$          Union Valley Pkwy IC (EA 46380) 4/26/12 07/26/12 100 12/31/13 12/27/13 100  02/03/15 02/24/15 100  Caltrans 1,900$            1,688$            9,584$            8,883$            

80 8 SBd 10 18,620$          10,000$         I-10 Tippecanoe Ave IC (EA 44811) 4/26/12 07/11/12 100 07/11/13 06/24/15 100  08/01/15 06/16/16 100  SANBAG 2,000$            2,821$            13,787$          13,872$          

81 11 SD 76 36,889$          29,387$         I-5 / SR 76 IC (EA 25714) 4/26/12 08/01/12 100 01/01/15 10/20/14 100  07/25/16 100  Caltrans 5,056$            4,977$            24,561$          23,739$          

82 3 ED 50 19,200$          15,500$         US Route 50 HOV Ln (EA 2E510) 5/23/12 07/17/12 100 12/31/13 03/31/16 100  10/31/14 12/01/17 ED Co DOT -$                   -$                   17,240$          14,719$          

83 3 ED 50 9,145$            6,000$          Western Placerville IC Ph 1A (EA 
37280) 5/23/12 11/05/12 100 06/01/15 11/30/14 100  01/15/14 02/01/17 Caltrans -$                   -$                   6,000$            7,683$            

84 8 Riv 215 123,502$        38,779$         215 Widening Scortt to Nuevo (EA 
0F162) 5/23/12 11/14/12 100 12/31/15 11/15/18 98 L 07/01/19 11/19/20 RCTC -$                   0 98,500$          87,061$          

85 8 SBd 15 63,923$          28,264$         I15 Ranchero Rd IC (EA 34160) 5/23/12 08/01/12 100 08/01/14 12/18/15 100  09/01/16 12/01/17 SANBAG 3,650$            -$                   40,148$          40,532$          

86 4 Ala 680 8,793$            6,673$          FPI (EA 4G100) 6/27/12 09/29/12 100 11/01/14 06/27/13 100  12/01/15 04/21/14 100  Caltrans 1,000$            998$               5,673$            4,740$            

87 8 SBd 15 35,274$          12,000$         Duncan Canyon Rd IC (EA 0H130) 6/27/12 08/14/12 100 06/01/14 11/30/16 99 L 11/30/18 05/31/18 Fontana 2,900$            -$                   26,054$          5,069$            

88 12 Ora 405 3,230$            2,410$          Widen Ramp for Deceleration Lane (EA 
0M130) 6/27/12 10/11/12 100 07/01/14 05/30/14 100  12/01/14 12/01/14 100  Caltrans 500$               498$               1,910$            1,738$            

89 7 LA 710 1,288,101$     153,657$       Gerald Desmond Bridge
(Design Build) (EA 22830) 10/24/12 10/1/12

6/11/13* 100 03/22/19 08/12/19 60 L 05/21/21 09/26/17 Port of Long Beach 82,000$          80,824$          831,300$        412,728$        

90 8 SBd 15 325,365$        53,743$         I-15 Devore Widening, IC (EA 0K710) 12/6/12 11/13/12 100 03/25/16 06/12/17 98 10/25/19 06/11/19 SANBAG 26,951$          23,219$          239,662$        186,532$        

Totals 12,343,026$   4,476,619$    

* Design Build contract: two award dates. 1st, notice to proceed for design, 2nd, construction start
** Section 4a of CMIA report details CMIA Bond Program funding loans.

08 SBd 
Riv 215
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(3)  CMIA Bond Program Action Plans 
First Quarter FY 2016-17 

 
(3a)  Major Project Issues 

 
The following project(s) have major issues that may impact the project schedule or budget. 
 
Project #89 - Gerald Desmond Bridge - Additional funds will be necessary due to project delays and 
corresponding design and construction changes needed to address differing site conditions and 
Department seismic standards. 
 
 

 (3b)  Project Budgets Supplemented with Local Funds 
 
The following projects had cost adjustments for which project sponsors supplemented the project 
budget or identified savings.  Bond program amendments are not processed for projects that have 
been allocated and are under construction.  The following project budgets were revised through 
revisions to cooperative agreements. 
  
Project CMIA Project Cost Previous Total  Change Revised Total 
 Project Cost  Project Cost  Funds Project Cost 
 ($1,000's)  ($1,000's)    ($1,000's) 
 
No project budgets supplemented with Local funds since last quarterly report. 
 

(3c)  Project Action Plans 
(Projects with gray shading are completed and will be removed in the next quarterly report) 

 
 
Project #14 – Project overrun was addressed with TCRP funds and Expenditure adjustments are 
complete for the following projects: 

 I-5 Carpool and Mixed Flow Lane from Orange County Line to I-605 (Segment 1)   
 Widening Shoemaker, Rosecrans, Bloomfield (Segment 3)   
 Widening at San Antonio, Imperial Hwy and Pioneer (Segment 4)   

 
Project #15 – Marin-Sonoma Narrows, Segment 4 – Project overrun will be addressed with non-bond 
funds.  Expenditures will be adjusted.  Target completion date is November 2016.   
 
Project #30 – Highway 50 Bus/Carpool Lanes & Community Enhancements – Project overrun was 
addressed with non-bond funds. Expenditure adjustments are completed. 
 
 
Project #52 – SR 219 Expressway, Phase 2 - Right of way costs are forecasted to exceed 120 
percent of the programmed amount due to litigation and pending final judgments for eminent domain 
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actions and would be subject to STIP county share adjustment.  Final settlement of the condemnation 
parcel is pending trial, which has been postponed to February 2017. 
 
Project #56 – I-80 HOV Lanes Across the Top - Potential for additional funds arising from the need to 
replace cracked pavement in newly constructed lanes. Issues claimed include mix design changes, 
cost escalation, time related overhead, interest, material and labor costs.  Caltrans is evaluating 
claims and is negotiating with contractor to minimize potential supplemental amount.  Potential for 
additional support funds due to delays in completing construction. Caltrans is closely monitoring and 
managing remaining budget.  The project is scheduled to open to traffic in December 2016.   
 
Project #59 – I-15 Mira Mesa / Scripps Ranch Direct Access Ramp - The $32,519.86 shown in AMS 
as over expended in CMIA funds is an accrual issue (posting code 9001). These are not true 
expenditures, hence there is no expenditure adjustment to be made. 
 
Project #72 – I-805 HOV/Managed Lanes-South (Palomar to SR54) – Project overrun was addressed 
with non-bond funds. Expenditure adjustments are completed.  
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(4) CMIA Bond Program Funding Adjustments 
First Quarter FY 2016-17 

 
 

 (4a) CMIA Bond Program Funding Loans 
 

American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA) of 2009 funding loans were made in 2009 to 
replace CMIA funding on CMIA program projects.  The CMIA program project budgets, as reported in 
this report include $214,459,000 of ARRA funding in accordance with Government Code, Section 
8879.77.  In 2009, limitations on bond sales and the enactment of the ARRA program led to 
legislation allowing loans in order to allocate projects ready for construction.  The table below outlines 
the loans made and repayment of loans for the CMIA program. 
 

Project ARRA Funding (Loan) 
($1,000;s) 

Repayment (CMIA Funding) 
($1,000;s) 

Caldecott Tunnel Fourth Bore (segment 1) $   73,439  
I-215 North Segments 1 & 2 HOV Lanes $   49,120  
La Barr Meadows $     2,000  
Route 405 Northbound HOV Lanes $   89,900  
State Highway Account Reimbursement   $ 214,459 
Totals $ 214,459 $ 214,459 

 
 

 (4b) CMIA Bond Program Funding Transfers 
 
 
In January 2014, the Commission established a Proposition 1B savings policy with the intention that 
savings accrued in the CMIA program will be used for CMIA-eligible STIP projects that commenced 
construction prior to December 31, 2012.  To date, Caltrans has identified a total of $72.3 million in 
savings ($5.3 in project closeouts and $67 in projected administration savings) in the CMIA program. 
 

Funding Transfers Project Allocated 
CMIA Funds 

Administration  
Budget 

Program Budget, Allocations through Dec. 31, 2012 $ 4,410.0 million $ 90 million 
Project Closeout Savings – de-allocated -$        5.3 million  
Project Closeout Savings – re-allocated to projects $        5.3 million  
Administration Savings – re-allocated to projects $      67.0 million -$ 67 million 
Revised Allocated Budget Totals $    4,477 million $ 23 million 
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SR99 Program Allocations by FY (millions)

(1) SR99 Bond Program Summary 
First Quarter FY 2016-17 

 
 

(1a) SR99 Bond Program Funding 
 
                     #Projects   Project Allocated Funds     % Allocated 

SR99 bond program funds allocated to projects:                             1271       1$957 million1        196%1 
 
In the SR99 bond program budget, $763 million was allocated for construction.  In addition, $194 
million has been allocated for right of way and engineering support costs.  There is also $20 million 
set aside for bond administrative costs and an uncommitted balance of $23 million.  Additional 
projects are planned for the 
uncommitted balance, and will 
be programmed and added to 
the program as they are 
delivered.                                                                   

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
     (1b) SR99 Bond Program Funding Loans  
 
American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA) of 2009 funding loans were made in 2009 to 
replace SR99 funding on a SR99 program project. The SR99 program project budget, as reported in 
this report includes $19,061,000 of ARRA funding in accordance with Government Code, Section 
8879.77. In 2009, limitations on bond sales and the enactment of the ARRA program led to legislation 
to allow for loans in order to allocate projects ready for construction.  
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(1c) SR99 Bond Program Funding and Contributor Funds 
 

                               Project Expenditures      Percent Expended 

SR99 bond program project funds expended to date:                     1$849 million1              85%1   
 
 
In the SR99 bond program's $1 billion dollar budget, $957 million has been allocated to projects from 
SR99 bond program funds.  In addition, $387 million has been committed from other contributor funds 
to increase the total value of projects in the SR99 bond program to $1,344 million.  The table below 
shows how SR99 bond program funds and contributor funds were distributed, as well as expenditures 
to date for SR99 bond program funds. 
 
 
 

SR99 Bond Program Funding and Contributor Funds by Component (millions) 
 Total Funds Other Funds SR99 Bond Program Funds 

Allocated Expended Percent 
Construction 

$    127.1 $      12.2 $    114.9 $     111.1 97 %      Support 
     Capital $    878.5 $    115.4 $    763.1 $   677.2 89 % 
Right of Way 

$      19.2 $        8.2 $      11.0 $       8.2 75 %      Support 
     Capital $    187.1         $    133.2      $      53.9      $     35.0 65 % 
Preliminary Engineering 

$    134.7 $    121.0 $      13.7 $     13.7 100%      Support 
Committed Subtotal $ 1,344.0 $    387.4 $    956.6 $   845.1 88% 
Uncommitted $      23.4

 Percent uncommitted 2.3%
Bond Administration $      20.0 $       3.9 20 % 
Program Total $ 1,000.0 $   849.0 85 % 
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(1d) SR99 Bond Program Project Completions 
 
 

# Projects        Percent Projects      
Completed            Completed 

SR99 bond program construction contracts completed to date:                          22                      81%1 
SR99 bond program construction contracts completed reported last quarter:     22                      81%1 
 
 
 
To date, a total of 23 projects 
have received SR99 bond 
program funds.  Some projects 
were constructed in stages, 
resulting in a total of 27 
construction contracts being 
administered.    
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

SR99 Bond Program Completions – Projects and Dollars (millions) 
 

 Contracts Accepted In Plant 
Establishment 

Contracts Under 
Construction 

All SR99 Bond 
Program Contracts 

 # Total 
Funds 

SR99 
Funds 

# 
FDR's

# Total 
Funds

SR99 
Funds

# Total  
Funds 

SR99 
Funds 

# Total  
Funds 

SR99 
Funds 

FY 11-12 1 $  22 $  22 1  1 $     22 $    22
FY 12-13 2 $  15 $  11 2  2 $     15 $    11
FY 13-14 1 $  32 $  19 1   1 $     32 $    19
FY 14-15 8 $343 $259 6  8 $   341 $  259
FY 15-16 10  $545 $388 3  10 $   545 $  388
FY 16-17    1 3 $  340 $ 220 3 $   340 $  220
FY 17-18    1  $    43    $  33   1 $     43   $    33
FY 18-19    1 $ 5 $ 5   0 $      0  $     0  1 $       5 $      5
Total Value 22 $957 $699 14 1 $ 5 $ 5 4   $ 383 $ 253 27 $1,345 $  957
 
The status of final delivery reports (FDR,) to be completed within six months after construction contracts are accepted, is outlined  
in the table above. 
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LEGEND
Estimated cost within budget
Baseline budget exceeded, non-bond funds added.  No CTC action required.
All bond funds expended.  Project teams are making expenditure adjustments (adding non-bond funds if necessary) and reviewing project charges.  
The quarter in which the bond funds were fully expended has been added to the table below so that the timeliness of corrective actions can be monitored.
CCA 100% Complete
Milestone Behind Schedule  - Complete      - Past Due      PE - Plant Establishment

First Quarter FY 2016-17
(3) State Route 99 Bond Program Current Status and Project Expenditure Report
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1 03 But 99 38,349$            20,969$         Butte SR 99 Chico Auxilliary 
Lanes - Phase II

1/20/11 7/8/11 100 2/18/15 2/18/15 100  10/15/15 2/18/18 Caltrans 4,394$       5,496$         27,290$     23,302$        

     Island Park 6-Lane - Corridor Project

22,313$            22,313$         Corridor Project #1 (EA 44261) 1/13/10 8/10/10 100 9/1/12 2/3/12 100  Caltrans 3,313$       3,313$         16,915$     16,914$        

65,481$            65,481$         Corridor Project #2(EA 44262) 4/26/12 10/10/12 100 7/1/16 5/20/16 100 Caltrans  8,500$       8,541$         44,000$     43,532$        

87,794$            87,794$         Corridor Summary 7/1/16 5/20/16 100 7/1/18 7/1/18 11,813$     11,854$       60,915$     60,446$        

3 06 Mad 99 93,802$            59,402$         
Reconstruct Interchange at Avenue 
12 6/27/12 12/7/12 100 6/13/16 6/13/16 100 7/1/18 7/1/18 Caltrans 8,000$       7,888$         48,802$     43,292$        

4 10 Mer 99 115,758$          79,425$         
Arboleda Road Freeway

12/15/11 4/6/12 100 5/1/15 5/18/15 100  5/1/16 12/29/17 Caltrans 9,906$       9,116$         68,560$     68,000$        

5 10 Mer 99 76,611$            65,869$         
Freeway Upgrade & Plainsburg Road 
I/C 2/23/12 7/12/12 100 5/10/16 5/10/16 100 7/10/18 12/29/17 Caltrans  10,000$     8,990$         51,398$     44,663$        

6 03 Sac 99 7,446$              5,806$           Add Aux Lane Calvine to North 
of Mack Rd on 99

2/25/10 6/23/10 100 2/1/13 2/1/13 100  2/1/17 2/1/17 Caltrans 750$          747$            5,506$       5,299$          

7 03 Sac 99 32,470$            18,529$         SR 99/Elverta Rd. Interchange 2/23/12 5/28/12 100 4/1/14 3/7/14 100  7/1/14 10/1/18 Sac Co -$               -$                 25,270$     24,661$        

8 10 SJ 99 214,458$          132,256$       SR 99 (South Stockton) 
Widening

6/27/12 10/16/12 100 12/30/10 12/30/16 90 12/5/18 12/5/18 Caltrans 20,000$     18,730$       113,958$   93,521$        

     SR 99 Widening in Manteca and San Joaquin - Corridor Project

3,600$              -$                   Corridor PAED (EA 0E610)

41,350$            35,894$         Corridor Project #1 (EA 0E611) 12/15/11 3/27/12 100 1/7/15 1/7/15 100  Caltrans  5,250$       5,128$         30,644$     29,415$        

43,880$            38,183$         Corridor Project #2 (EA 0E612) 1/25/12 6/27/12 100 10/12/15 10/12/15 100  Caltrans 6,750$       6,485$         29,543$     27,352$        

63,730$            12,143$         Corridor Project #3 (EA 0E613) 6/27/12 10/11/12 100 12/15/15 12/15/15 100  Caltrans 7,500$       6,817$         29,481$     27,137$        

152,560$          86,220$         Corridor Summary 10/1/15 12/15/15 100 12/4/17 7/1/16 19,500$     18,430$       89,668$     83,904$        

10 03 Sut 99 31,082$            19,264$         SR 99 / Riego Road Interchange 3/29/12 10/1/12 100 1/1/15 6/30/15 100  1/1/17 7/1/19 Caltrans 3,500$       3,501$         20,062$     19,737$        

2 06 99Fre 
Mad

9 10 SJ 99
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11 03 Sut 99 56,725$            53,211$         Sutter 99 Segment 2 1/13/10 7/14/10 100 12/1/15 5/15/15 100  12/1/17 12/1/17 Caltrans 8,500$       8,493$         43,731$     41,261$        

     Los Molinos - Staged Construction Project
Stage #1 1/13/10 5/5/10 100 12/31/12 4/20/11 100 

Stage #2 1/25/12 5/31/12 100 5/15/13 5/15/13 100  Caltrans 748$          811$            4,235$       4,577$          

588$                 -$                   Enhancements

7,574$              4,705$           Corridor Summary 12/31/12 5/15/13 100  1/25/16 11/14/14 

     Goshen to Kingsburg 6-Lane - Corridor Project

101,445$          86,675$         Goshen to Kingsburg 6-Lane 5/20/10 1/4/11 100 11/2/15 11/2/15 100  Caltrans  (FY 14-15 Q4) 13,450$     13,682$       75,863$     73,529$        

4,944$              4,944$           Landscape Mitigation 6/27/12 10/1/12 100 8/1/18 8/1/18 PE Caltrans 700$          712$            3,752$       2,394$          

106,389$          91,619$         Corridor Summary 8/1/18 8/1/18 10/1/20 10/1/20 14,150$     14,394$       79,615$     75,923$        

     SR 99 projects amended into program using project cost/award savings

14 03 Sut 99 18,233$            16,333$         SR 99/113 Interchange 6/27/12 10/16/12 100 12/1/14 8/13/14 100  12/1/16 12/1/16 Caltrans 2,500$       2,453$         13,833$     12,844$        

15 06 Tul 99 52,707$            46,927$         Tulare to Goshen 6 Ln 6/27/12 12/7/12 100 6/24/16 6/24/16 100 10/6/18 12/31/17 Caltrans   (FY 15-16 Q1) 8,200$       8,288$         38,727$     35,600$        

16 06 Ker 99 27,350$            24,600$         South Bakersfield Widening 6/27/12 10/24/12 100 11/15/14 9/18/14 100  11/15/16 3/1/17 Caltrans 3,600$       3,557$         21,000$     20,822$        

17 10 Sta 99 42,849$            33,401$         Kiernan IC 6/27/12 11/27/12 100 7/22/16 7/26/17 98 L 1/22/18 11/30/17 Sta Cty -$               -$                 33,401$     31,976$        

18 06 Ker 99 10,203$            9,003$           North Bakersfield Widening 10/24/12 2/21/12 100 12/1/13 7/10/14 100  12/1/15 7/1/17 Caltrans 1,500$       1,498$         7,500$       7,356$          

19 10 Mer 99 65,880$            46,521$         Merced Atwater Expwy Ph 1A 3/5/13 6/12/13 100 12/30/16 11/25/16 98 L 2/28/19 7/1/18 MCAG -$               -$                 46,521$     39,821$        

20 03 Sac 99 8,981$              5,000$           Elk Grove Blvd SR99 IC 3/5/13 5/1/13 100 8/1/14 10/16/15 100  12/1/14 9/30/17 Elk Grove -$               850$            6,896$       6,307$          

21 03 Sac 99 1,930$              1,108$           Elkhorn Blvd IC 5/7/13 7/1/13 100 7/30/15 7/30/15 100  5/1/17 7/30/16 Sacramento -$               360$            1,330$       1,298$          

22 10 Sta 99 59,551$            41,630$         Pelandale Ave IC 10/8/13 2/25/14 100 12/15/16 12/15/16 85 L 12/1/18 12/1/18 Modesto 50$            -$                 42,130$     29,072$        

23 06 Tul 99 36,050$            7,000$           Cartmill Interchange 1/29/14 6/3/14 100 6/7/16 6/7/16 100 L 7/1/18 7/1/15 Tulare Cty -$               3,781$         28,181$     24,709$        

1,344,752$       956,592$       

4,705$           6,986$              

99

12 02 Teh 99

13 06 Tul 

                    *Section 1B of SR99 report details SR99 Bond Program funding loansTotal Cost
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(2)  SR99 Action Plans 
First Quarter FY 2016-17 

 
 

(2a)  Major Project Issues 
 
 
The following projects have major issues that may result in action plans at a later date 
to adjust the project schedule or budget. 
 
Project #2 Island Park 6-lane 

 Funds are needed for Construction Support over-
expenditures resulting from Contractor disputes and claims 
resolution. The current plan is to use Construction Capital 
savings for the Construction Support over-expenditures. 

 
Project #10 SR 99 / Riego Road Interchange 
 A small over Expenditure in Construction Support has 

resulted from incorrect charges. Incorrect Construction 
Support charges are being corrected that will result in 
eliminating the over-expenditure(s)  

 
Project #13 Goshen to Kingsburg 6 Ln Landscape Mitigation 
 Construction Support over-expenditures are suspected to be 

as a result of mischarges to a parent project. It is anticipated 
that these charges will be corrected and will result in 
eliminating the over-expenditures. 

 
Project #16 South Bakersfield Widening 
 Funds are needed for Construction Support over-

expenditures resulting from Contractor disputes and claims 
resolution. The current plan is to use Construction Capital 
savings for the Construction Support over-expenditures. 
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Local Bridge Seismic Retrofit Program Status 
First Quarter Fiscal Year 2016-17 

 
The purpose of this report is to provide 
information on program delivery status of the 
Local Bridge Seismic Retrofit Program 
(LBSRP) for the 479 bridges adopted by the 
California Transportation Commission 
(Commission) on May 28, 2007.  
 
In previous quarterly reports, we have 
reported changes that had reduced the 
number of bond funded bridges to 378.  
  
The Highway Safety, Traffic Reduction, Air 
Quality and Port Security Bond Act of 2006 
(Prop 1B) provides $125 million of state 
matching funds to complete LBSRP.  These 
funds are to be allocated to provide the 11.47 
percent required local match for right of way and 
construction phases of the remaining seismic 
retrofit work on local bridges, ramps, and 
overpasses, and includes $2.5 million set aside 
for bond administrative costs.  An additional 
$32.9 million of state funds has been identified 
to cover the non-federal match.  These funds 
are available through an exchange of a portion 
of local funds received from the federal Highway 
Bridge Program (HBP).  These funds are 
available to accommodate the current $9 million 
shortfall in required local match.  Consistent with 
the Local Bridge Seismic Retrofit Account 
(LBSRA) Guidelines adopted by the 
Commission, the Department sub-allocates 

bond funds on a first come, first serve basis for 
new phases of right of way and construction. 
 
The Commission has allocated $13.3 million, 
$4.4 million, $12.2 million, 5.2 million, $4.1 
million, $11.2 million, 7.2 million, and 10.2 
million bond funds for Fiscal Years (FYs) 2007-
08, 2008-09, 2009-10, 2011-12, 2012-13, 2013-
14, 2014-15, and 2015-16 respectively.  The 
Department did not request a bond allocation 
from the Commission for FY 2010-11. The bond 
funds allocated by the Commission are available 
for sub-allocation in one fiscal year.  Therefore, 
bond funds that were not sub-allocated from any 
of the previous FYs will be available for future 
years.  Consistent with the LBSRA Guidelines, 
the Department has exchanged $24.3 million of 
the local share of funds received through the 
federal HBP for state funds to accommodate 
local non-federal match needs for Bay Area 
Rapid Transit (BART) and other bridges.  To 
date, $21.65 million of State match funds and 
$55.03 million of seismic bond funds have been 
sub-allocated to local agency bridges for a total 
of $76.68 million. 

The match needs for FY 2010/11 used state 
funds remaining from the exchange mentioned 
above.  

 
This report satisfies the Commission’s quarterly 
reporting requirement for Proposition 1B 
Quarterly Report on the LBSRP.
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Local Bridge Seismic Retrofit Program Progress Report

Overall Bond Program Status 
 
To date, pre-strategy work has been 
completed on all 378 bridges in the program, 
the design phase has been completed on 
323 bridges, construction is underway on 22 
bridges, and retrofit is complete on 301 
bridges. 
 
Progress of LBSRP is tracked based on 
the Federal Fiscal Year (FFY).  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
FFY 2016 Bond Program Accomplishments 
 
Progress continues to be made to deliver 
and implement the LBSRP. 
 
Local agencies have identified 11 bridges to be 
delivered in FFY 2016.  
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 Ten Longest Delivery Schedules Reported by Local Agencies 
District Local Agency Bridge 

Number 

Project 

Description 

Estimated 

Bond 

Value 

Estimated 

Construction 

Begin  Date 

Design phase 

(% Complete) 

as of 6/30/15 

Design Phase 

(% Complete) 

as of 6/30/16 

07 Los Angeles 53C1403 The Old Road $402,429 1/30/20 50 79 

08 San Bernardino 54C0066 Mount Vernon Ave $3,452,670 6/5/20 30 30 

04 Orinda 28C0331 Bear Creek $11,929 6/15/20 50 50 

08 Riverside County 56C0071 Mission Boulevard $3,670,400 6/15/20 0 0 

08 Barstow 54C0089 North 1st Avenue $82,010 9/1/20 0 0 

01 Humboldt County 04c0055 Mattole Road $688,200 10/2/20 50 50 

08 Lake Elsinore 56C0309 Auto Center Drive $379,794 2/1/21 0 0 

11 Oceanside 57C0010 Douglas Boulevard $1,139,050 7/21/21 0 60 

11 Imperial County 58C0014 Forrester Road $725,569 8/21/21 0 0 

04 Sonoma County 20C0018 Bohemian Highway $2,992,454 5/2/22 0 5 

 
 
 
 

Local 
Agency 

Br. No. Project Milestone 

San Joaquin 
County 38C0032 McHenry Avenue, over 

Stanislaus River Construction 

Colton 54C0599 Rancho Avenue Complete 
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Program Management
 
The following table shows the list of LBSRP bridges that are programmed for delivery in  

FFY 2016.  Each project in the LBSRP is monitored at the component level for potential scope, 
cost, and schedule changes to ensure timely delivery of the full scope as approved and adopted.  
The following projects are locked in for delivery in FFY 2016 and local agencies will not be 
allowed to change their schedules.  Projects programmed in the current FFY, for which federal 
funds are not obligated by end of the FFY, may be removed from fundable element of the Federal 
Transportation Improvement Program at the discretion of the Department. 

Bridges Programmed in FFY 2016 

District Agency Bridge 
Number Description Phase Bond Amount 

Programmed 
Bond Funds  

Sub-Allocated 
as of 9/30/16 

State 
Fund  

01 Mendocino 
County 

10C0048 Moore Street, over West 
Branch Russian River 

Construction $221,428 $165,856  

04 Pittsburg 28C0165 North Parkside Drive, 
over Willow Pass Road 

Construction $32,690   

04 San Francisco 
County 
Transportation 
Authority 

YBI 1 On east side of Yerba 
Buena Island, 
Reconstruct ramps on 
and off of I-80 

Construction 
(AC Con.) 

$2,591,212 $2,591,212  

04 Sonoma 
County 

20C0155 Wohler Road, over 
Russian River 

Construction 
(AC Con.) 

$481,740   

05 Monterey 
County 

44C0009 Nacimento Lake Drive, 
over San Antonio River  

Construction $805,194   

05 Monterey 
County 

44C0151 Peach Tree Road, over 
Pancho Rico Creek 

Construction $215,063 $166,072  

05 Santa Barbara 
County 

51C0039 Rincon Hill Road, over 
Rincon Creek 

Construction $607,910 $71,840  

05 Santa Cruz 36C0108 Murray Avenue, over 
Woods Lagoon 

Right of 
Way 

$354,308   

05 Solvang 51C0008 Alisal Road, over Santa 
Ynez River 

Construction $183,930 $183,930  

07 Los Angeles 
County 

53C0084 Slauson Avenue, over 
San Gabbriel River  

Construction $140,049   

07 Los Angeles 53C1880 Sixth Street, over Los 
Angeles River, East Of 
Santa Ana Freeway 

Construction $3,200,000 $4,441,768  

08 Indio 56C0292 North Bond Indio 
Boulevard, over 
Whitewater River 

Right of 
Way 

$5,735   

10 San Joaquin 
County 

38C0032 McHenry Avenue, over 
Stanislaus River 

Construction $238,576 $238,576  

10 City of Tracy 29C0126 Eleventh Street, over 
United Pacific Railroad 

Construction 
(AC Con.) 

$1,161,370 $1,161,370  

      Total   $10,239,205 $9,020,624  
 
Projects on the CTC allocation request that were programmed in the FTIP for fiscal year 2016 that failed to 

deliver 
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Allocation Summary 

 
 Funds allocated for 

FY 2015-16 
Sub-allocation as of 9/30/2016 Remaining 

Allocation for 
FFY 2016  

Projects programmed in FFY 2016 Projects advanced to FFY 2016 
Number of Projects Amount Number of 

projects 
Amount 

Bond $10,239,205 8 $9,020,624 0 $0 $1,218,581 
State $2,645,341* 0 $0 0 $0 $2,645,341 
Total $12,884,546  8 $9,020,624 0 $0 $3,863,922 

*Remaining state allocation carried over from FY 2008-09 
 
 
 
 
 

LBSRP Bond and State Capital Allocations (millions) 
 

Funds are tracked based on a Federal Fiscal Year.  Sub-Allocation is based on the approved program supplement. 
The projected bond fund is lowered due to use of toll credit instead of bond match for R/W phase of 6th street in City of Los 
Angeles. 
* Projection is based on LA-ODIS information for first quarter of FFY 2015-16. These Projections are not financially constraint 
and should not be used for budgeting purposes. High cost projects programmed after FY 2011-12 will be cash managed since 
there is not sufficient federal fund to fully fund these projects. Therefore the need for bond funds matching federal funds for 
these cash managed projects will be well beyond 2019 federal fiscal year. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Prior 10-11 11-12 12-13 13-14 14-15 15-16 16-17 17-18 18-19 Total
Baseline (State, Bond) $47.00 $4.60 $4.20 $5.10 $12.50 $7.80 $14.80 $9.80 $18.50 $10.40 $134.70
Projection (State, Bond)* $43.00 $4.40 $4.10 $4.20 $11.00 $7.90 $10.03 $16.09 $10.20 $20.60 $131.52
Allocated (Bond) $29.90 $0.00 $5.20 $4.10 $11.20 $7.02 $10.24 $67.66
Sub-Allocated (Bond) $29.90 $0.00 $3.70 $4.00 $7.10 $1.31 $9.02 $55.03
Allocated (State) $24.30 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $24.30
Sub-Allocated (State) $15.80 $4.37 $0.41 $0.75 $0.17 $0.14 $0.00 $21.64

$0

$30

$60

$90

$120

$150



California Department of Transportation FY 2016-17 1st Quarter Report 
 

  
Proposition 1B Local Bridge Seismic Retrofit Program                                                                                  
 Page 5 of 7 

Number of Bond Funded Bridges by Phase 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

Bond Funds Committed and Expended (millions) 

Component Available CTC Allocated Expended 
LBSRP Bond RW & Const. $122.5 $67.7 $55.03 

State RW & Const. $32.9 $24.3 $21.65 
Total $155.4 $92.0 $76.68 

Bond Administrative Cost $2.5   
 
 
Status of Local Bridges Identified to Receive Bond Match by Phase of Work 

Some agencies have requested to Re-Strategy five bridges that completed their Pre-Strategy phase. 
They have not send in their formal request. 
Status of phases provided in this table is confirmed by the Department and may be different from the 
attached report, which contains unconfirmed data submitted by local agencies.  

 
 

Agency Group Number of 
Agencies 

Bridges in 
Pre-

Strategy 

Bridges in 
Post-Strategy 

Bridges in 
Construction Completed Total No. 

Los Angeles Region 
(CITY and County) 2 0 7 4 58 69 

Department of Water 
Resources 1 0 0 0 23 23 

BART 1 0 0 0 152 152 
San Francisco 

(YBI)  0 7 1 0 8 

All Other Agencies 59 0 41 17 68 126 
       

Total 63 0 55 22 301 378 
       

Status per  
June 31 , 2016 

Report 
63 0 56 22 300 378 

Status per Year-End 
Report for 

September 30, 2015 
63 0 64 25 291 380 

15%
4%81%

Post-Strategy

Under Construction

Completed
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Adjustment to the Number of Local Bridges Identified to Receive Bond Match 

 
Total 

Bridges in 
the Program 

Number of 
Bridges 

Removed 

Number of 
Bridges 
Added 

Responsible Agency 
 

Justification 
 

Remaining 
Bridges in the 
Bond Program 

479 45  Bay Area Rapid Transit 
(BART) 

Funded by other 
sources 

434 

434  8 YBI Project Split 442 
442 2  San Jose Bridges Demolished 440 
440 1  Monterey County Private Ownership 439 
439 3  Santa Barbara Private Ownership 436 

436 1  
Department of Water 

Resources 
Private Ownership 435 

435 2  Los Angeles County Previously Completed 433 
433 1  Los Angeles County Private Ownership 432 

432 1  Merced County 
Being replaced under a 

different program 
431 

431 1  Peninsula Joint Powers 
Board 

Funded by other 
sources 

430 

430 2  Lassen County 
Funded by other 

sources 
428 

428 1  Santa Barbra County 
Funded by other 

sources 427 

427 1  Santa Clara County 
Funded by other 

sources 426 

426 2  City of Oakland 
Funded by other 

sources 
 

424 

424 2  BART 
BART 4 contracts was 

not award on time 422 

422 1  City of Larkspur 
Funded by other 

sources 
421 

421 2  Nevada County 
Funded by other 

sources 
419 

419 5  Sonoma County 
Funded by other 

sources 
414 

414 1  Tehama County 
Funded by other 

sources 
413 

413 27  BART 
Funded by others 

sources 
386 

386 1  City of Los Angeles 
Did not meet award 

deadline 
385 

385 1  Monterey County Will not proceed 384 

384 1  City of Oceanside 
Funded by other 

sources 
383 

383 1  City of Indio 
Did not meet award 

deadline 
382 
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Total 
Bridges in 

the Program 

Number of 
Bridges 

Removed 

Number of 
Bridges 
Added 

Responsible Agency 
 

Justification 
 

Remaining 
Bridges in the 
Bond Program 

382 1  City of Newport Beach 
Funded by other 

sources 
381 

381 1  City of San Diego 
Funded by other 

sources 
380 

380 1  City of San Benito 
Funded by other 

sources 
379 

379 1  
San Francisco County 

Transportation Authority 
(YBI) 

Combining two bridges 
into one 378 

 
378 Bridges Remaining in the Program – 301 Bridges Completed = 77 Bridges in Progress 
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LBSRP   Page 1 of  14                   

DI
ST

RI
CT

AG
EN

C
Y

BR
ID

G
E 

NO
.

PR
O

JE
C

T 
DE

SC
RI

PT
IO

N

ES
TI

M
A

TE
D

 B
O

N
D 

RI
G

HT
 O

F 
W

AY
 V

AL
UE

ES
TI

M
A

TE
D

 B
O

N
D 

CO
NS

TR
U

CT
IO

N 
VA

LU
E

EN
D

 S
TR

A
TE

G
Y

EN
D

 D
ES

IG
N

EN
D

 R
IG

HT
 O

F 
W

A
Y

EN
D

 C
O

N
ST

R
UC

TI
O

N

CU
RR

EN
T 

PH
A

SE
(%

 C
O

M
PL

ET
E)

SC
O

PE

BU
DG

ET

SC
H

ED
UL

E
FI

NA
L 

DE
LI

VE
RY

 R
EP

O
R

T 

AP
PR

O
VE

D

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

01 Humboldt County 04C0055 Mattole Road (Honeydew) $3,441 $688,200 3/25/19 9/27/20 10/2/22  50% Design    
01 Humboldt County 04C0104 Waddington Road $1,147 $150,000 9/30/98 40816 42062 1/31/17    99% Construction   
01 Mendocino County 10C0034 Eureka Hill Road $0 $464,535 40273 4/16/17 4/16/17 12/15/18  64% Design 6% ROW   
01 Mendocino County 10C0048 Moore Street $5,621 $191,527 39827 42433 42433 12/16/16    90% Construction   
01 Mendocino County 10C0084 School Way $0 $482,007 40141 41800 41800 1/31/17    99% Construction   
02 Tehama County 08C0043 Jellys Ferry Road $11,000 $4,574,950 1/1/17 1/1/17 1/30/19  75% Design    
04 Concord 28C0442 Marsh Drive $0 $506,928 12/31/16 1/7/19 3/4/19 4/5/21 95% Strategy     
04 Fairfax 27C0144 Creek Road $0 $173,851 41760 10/31/17 No R/W 3/30/19  80% Design    
04 Fremont 33C0128 Niles Boulevard $0 $458,800 6/9/99 41732 41697 6/30/17    51% Construction   
04 Oakland 33C0030 Embarcadero Street $0 $1,742,450 6/30/97 41729 41455 6/30/18    10% Construction   
04 Oakland 33C0148 23rd Avenue $108,965 $1,003,625 6/30/97 12/31/16 12/31/16 6/30/18  70% Design 20% ROW   
04 Oakland 33C0215 Leimert Boulevard $28,675 $557,968 1/20/17 3/26/19 11/26/18 10/19/20 70% Strategy   
04 Orinda 28C0330 Miner Road $3,854 $141,091 3/15/06 7/27/18 5/25/18 10/31/19  80% Design 10% ROW   
04 Orinda 28C0331 Bear Creek Road $0 $11,929 6/10/97 12/28/18 9/28/18 10/30/20  50% Design    
04 Peninsula Joint Powers Board 34C0051 Quint Street $0 $341,473 8/31/01 42124 12/31/16    97% Construction   
04 Pittsburg 28C0165 North Parkside Drive $0 $52,006 41110 12/9/16 42093 6/30/17  ROW Complete         99% 

Design   
04 San Francisco County 

Transportation Authority 01CA0001 West Bound SFOBB on ramp West of 
Yerba Buena Island $0 $47,890 40816 3/31/17 3/31/17 12/30/19  70% Design 70% ROW   

04 San Francisco County Transporation 
Authority 01CA0002 West Bound I-80 on ramp West of Yerba 

Buena Island $63,085 $2,471,629 40816 3/31/17 3/31/17 12/30/19  70% Design 70% ROW   
04 San Francisco County Transporation 

Authority 01CA0003 East Bound I-80 off ramp connecting to 
Treasure Island Road  (2 Bridges) $34,410 $1,096,115 40816 3/31/17 3/31/17 12/30/19  70% Design 70% ROW   

04 San Francisco County Transporation 
Authority 01CA0004 Treasure Island Road West of SFOBB $0 $223,487 40816 3/31/17 3/31/17 12/30/19  70% Design 70% ROW   

04 San Francisco County Transporation 
Authority 01CA0006 Hillcrest Road West of Yerba Buena Island $0 $264,672 40816 3/31/17 3/31/17 12/30/19  70% Design 70% ROW   

s120310
Typewritten Text

s120310
Typewritten Text
(Active Projects)
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04 San Francisco County Transporation 
Authority 01CA0008 Treasure Island road West of SFOBB $0 $65,450 40816 3/31/17 3/31/17 12/30/19  70% Design 70% ROW   

04 San Francisco County Transporation 
Authority 01CA007A Treasure Island Road West of SFOBB $0 $35,119 40816 3/31/17 3/31/17 12/30/19  70% Design 70% ROW   

04 San Francisco County Transporation 
Authority 01CA007B Treasure Isand Road west of SFOBB $0 $46,294 3/31/17 3/31/17 12/30/19  70% Design 70% ROW   

04 San Francisco County Transporation 
Authority 34U0003 Ramps on East side of Yerba Buena Island 

Tunnel at SFOBB on/off of I-80 $530,040 $8,892,959 41362 41362 12/30/16    95% Construction   
04 Sonoma County 20C0017 Watmaugh Road $22,740 $562,639 39600 12/1/17 3/30/17 10/13/18  75% Design    
04 Sonoma County 20C0018 Bohemian Highway $57,028 $2,992,454 41275 2/1/20 12/1/21 10/15/23  5% Design    
04 Sonoma County 20C0155 Wohler Road $4,548 $465,115 39448 12/30/16 42248 10/13/18  ROW Complete         90% 

Design   
04 Sonoma County 20C0262 Boyes Boulevard $56,850 $581,394 9/30/99 2/1/18 12/5/17 10/15/19  85% Design 55% ROW   
04 Vallejo 23C0152 Sacramento Street $0 $219,000 41122 6/1/17 No R/W 2/1/18 Design Phase Started   
05 Monterey County 44C0009 Nacimiento Lake Drive $14,510 $402,597 2/2/98 10/31/16 11/30/16 12/31/17  95% Design 75% ROW   
05 Monterey County 44C0151 Peach Tree Road $5,735 $215,063 1/16/98 42551 42551 12/31/16 Waiting Award   
05 Santa Barbara County 51C0001 Cathedral Oaks Road $0 $229,400 39659 41713 41713 4/30/17    99% Construction   
05 Santa Barbara County 51C0006 Floradale Avenue $29,822 $1,243,578 3/30/97 9/30/17 6/30/18 9/1/20  98% Design    
05 Santa Barbara County 51C0017 Jalama Road $9,176 $244,175 39659 42086 42155 8/31/18    93% Construction   
05 Santa Barbara County 51C0039 Rincon Hill Road $5,735 $71,841 39659 42185 42185 12/1/16    96% Construction   
05 Santa Cruz 36C0108 Murray Avenue $38,540 $1,065,678 2/1/99 6/30/17 6/30/17 7/31/19  97% Design 91% ROW   
05 Solvang 51C0008 Alisal Road $179 $120,040 3/31/97 42398 1/20/17    15% Construction   
06 Bakersfield 50C0021L Manor Street North Bound $0 $298,220 42312 2/24/17 No R/W 6/8/18  65% Design    
06 Bakersfield 50C0021R Manor Street South Bound $0 $298,220 42312 2/24/17 No R/W 6/8/18  65% Design    
07 Los Angeles 53C0045 Beverly-First Street $0 $848,780 4/3/03 12/31/16 No R/W 2/28/19  98% Design    
07 Los Angeles 53C0859 North Spring Street $0 $229,400 1/5/04 41121 41090 7/30/17    70% Construction   
07 Los Angeles 53C1880 Sixth Street $0 $30,108,153 6/30/04 12/31/16 12/31/18 12/31/19  95% Design 90% ROW 

10% Construction   
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07 Los Angeles 53C1881 Hyperion Avenue $0 $1,220,371 6/30/04 6/30/17 3/31/17 9/30/21  80% Design    
07 Los Angeles 53C1882 Hyperion Avenue $0 $290,191 6/30/04 6/30/17 No R/W 9/30/21  80% Design    
07 Los Angeles 53C1883 Glendale Boulevard $0 $114,700 6/30/04 6/30/17 3/31/17 9/30/21  80% Design    
07 Los Angeles 53C1884 Glendale Boulevard $0 $114,700 6/30/04 6/30/17 3/30/17 9/30/21  80% Design    
07 Los Angeles County 53C0070 East Fork Road $0 $329,229 7/9/01 40115 39919 10/4/16    99% Construction   
07 Los Angeles County 53C0084 Slauson Avenue $0 $128,805 6/30/96 39650 42060 6/30/19 Waiting Award   
07 Los Angeles County 53C0459 Wilmington Avenue 223 $0 $231,045 5/29/01 ▲ 39896 1/31/17    60% Construction   
07 Los Angeles County 53C1403 The Old Road $0 $402,429 ▲ 8/31/19 10/31/19 1/31/22  79% Design    
08 Barstow 54C0088 North 1st Avenue $0 $350,000 12/1/16 12/1/18 12/1/18 12/1/20 98% Strategy   
08 Barstow 54C0089 North 1st Avenue $0 $82,010 1/2/18 7/5/20 7/5/20 3/5/22 1% Strategy   
08 Barstow 54C0583 Yucca Street $0 $50,000 1/1/19 7/2/19 7/2/19 3/4/20 Request Re-strategy   
08 Colton 54C0077 La Cadena Drive $0 $134,199 2/20/97 12/31/16 No R/W 12/31/18  90% Design    
08 Colton 54C0100 Mount Vernon Avenue $0 $71,285 1/29/93 12/30/17 No R/W 12/31/18  90% Design    
08 Colton 54C0101 Mount Vernon Avenue $0 $19,384 1/29/93 3/31/17 No R/W 6/30/19  95% Design    
08 Colton 54C0375 West C Street $0 $7,527 3/25/97 41729 4/30/17 Waiting Award   
08 Grand Terrace 54C0379 Barton Road $0 $52,188 6/1/97 40968 40968 12/30/17 Waiting Award   
08 Indio 56C0084 Jackson Street $0 $277,777 3/18/97 40693 2/1/17 2/28/18   95% ROW   
08 Indio 56C0292 North Bound Indio Boulevard $5,735 $241,868 3/18/97 4/3/17 6/30/17 9/28/18  95% Design 90% ROW   
08 Lake Elsinore 56C0309 Auto Center Drive $0 $379,794 2/28/17 12/31/17 No R/W 4/29/22 27% Strategy     
08 Riverside County 56C0071 Mission Boulevard//Buena Vista $57,350 $3,670,400 7/15/18 4/15/20 4/15/20 11/25/22 27% Strategy     
08 San Bernardino 54C0066 Mount Vernon Avenue $0 $3,452,670 40723 10/4/19 10/4/19 2/24/23  30% Design    
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10 San Joaquin County 38C0032 Mchenry Avenue $0 $238,576 42594 1/31/20 Waiting Award   
10 Stanislaus County 38C0003 Santa Fe Avenue $0 $536,796 7/30/02 12/1/16 42185 3/31/17 90% Design              ROW 

Complete   
10 Stanislaus County 38C0004 Hickman Road $0 $820,105 10/1/02 9/30/17 9/30/17 12/31/19  35% Design    
10 Stanislaus County 38C0010 Crows Landing $0 $745,550 5/30/04 12/31/16 No R/W 11/30/17 70% Design   
10 Stanislaus County 39C0001 River Road $0 $670,995 11/5/16 3/30/19 6/8/19 5/11/23 95% Strategy     
10 Tracy 29C0126 Eleventh Street $0 $2,278,743 39611 42033 41940 12/30/17 18% Construction   
11 Imperial County 58C0014 Forrester Road $28,675 $725,569 12/21/18 7/21/20 1/21/21 2/21/22 Request Re-strategy   
11 Imperial County 58C0094 Winterhaven Drive $0 $152,780 41629 12/21/16 No R/W 6/21/17 60% Design   
11 Oceanside 57C0010 Douglas Drive $0 $1,319,050 41629 12/21/16 No R/W 6/21/17  60% Design    
11 Santee 57C0398 Carlton Oaks Drive $0 $46,000 40988 2/2/17 No R/W 5/31/17 10% Design   
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01 Humboldt County 04C0007 Bald Hills Road $0 $649,334 Project Complete   
01 Humboldt County 04C0207 Williams Creek Road $0 $140,080 Project Complete    YES

02 Redding 06C0108L Cypress Avenue West Bound $0 $114,700 Project Complete    YES

02 Redding 06C0108R Cypress Avenue East Bound $0 $114,700 Project Complete    YES

02 Tehama County 08C0009 Bowman Road $9,000 $1,123,900 Project Complete   
03 Butte County 12C0120 Ord Ferry Road $3,000 $1,525,510 Project Complete    YES

03 Placer County 19C0060 Auburn-Foresthill Road $0 $5,558,133 Project Complete    YES

03 Yolo County 22C0074 County Road 57 $2,556 $225,697 Project Complete    YES

04 Alameda 33C0230 Ballena Boulevard $0 $62,309 Project Complete    YES

04 Alameda County 33C0026 High Street $0 $121,194 Project Complete    YES

04 Alameda County 33C0027 Park Street $0 $91,211 Project Complete    YES

04 Alameda County 33C0147 Fruitvale Avenue $0 $100,000 Project Complete   
04 Alameda County 33C0237 Elgin Street $0 $8,819 Project Complete    YES

04 Antioch 28C0054 Wilbur Avenue $0 $917,600 Project Complete   
04 Healdsburg 20C0065 Healdsburg Avenue $0 $244,311 Project Complete   
04 Oakland 33C0178 Park Boulevard $0 $77,756 Project Complete    YES

04 Oakland 33C0179 Park Boulevard $0 $77,756 Project Complete    YES

04 Oakland 33C0180 Park Boulevard $0 $77,756 Project Complete    YES

04 Oakland 33C0202 Hegenberger Road $0 $659,686 Project Complete   
04 Oakland 33C0238 Campus Drive $0 $113,072 Project Complete    YES

04 Oakland 33C0253 Coliseum Way $0 $497,029 Project Complete    YES

s120310
Typewritten Text
(Completed Projects)
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04 Peninsula Joint Powers Board 35C0087 Tilton Avenue $0 $69,837 Project Complete    YES

04 Peninsula Joint Powers Board 35C0090 Santa Inez Avenue $0 $104,756 Project Complete    YES

04 Peninsula Joint Powers Board 35C0091 East Poplar Avenue $0 $120,275 Project Complete    YES

04 Peninsula Joint Powers Board 35C0161 Southern Pacific Transportation Company $0 $93,116 Project Complete    YES

04 San Francisco Bay Area Rapid 
Transit District

BART 
Various

BART 1: Projects authorized in FFY 
2008/09 and prior (83 Bridges) $636,279 $6,968,709 Project Complete    YES

04 San Francisco Bay Area Rapid 
Transit District

BART 
Various

BART 2: R-Line North Aerials over Public 
Road (28 Bridges) $0 $501,754 Project Complete    YES

04 San Francisco Bay Area Rapid 
Transit District

BART 
Various

BART 3:  A-Line South Aerials over Public 
Roads (21 Bridges) $0 $344,329 Project Complete    YES

04 San Francisco Bay Area Rapid 
Transit District

BART 
Various

BART 5: A-Line North Aerials over public 
Roads (19 Bridges) $0 $367,876 Project Complete    YES

04 San Francisco Bay Area Rapid 
Transit District 33C0321 West Oakland Pier 110 to Transbay Tube 

Portal $0 $124,083 Project Complete    YES

04 San Francisco International Airport 35C0133 Departing Flight Traffic $0 $1,467,021 Project Complete    YES

04 San Jose 37C0052L Southwest Expressway $0 $35,678 Project Complete    YES

04 San Jose 37C0701 East Julian Street $0 $83,164 Project Complete    YES

04 San Jose 37C0732 East William Street $0 $15,762 Project Complete    YES

04 Santa Clara County 37C0121 Shoreline Boulevard $0 $54,107 Project Complete    YES

04 Santa Clara County 37C0173 Aldercroft Heights Road $0 $93,460 Project Complete    YES

04 Santa Clara County 37C0183 Central & Lawrence Expressway $0 $82,549 Project Complete    YES

04 Sonoma County 20C0141 Annapolis Road $0 $154,327 Project Complete    YES

04 Union City 33C0111 Decoto Road $0 $522,223 Project Complete   
04 Union City 33C0223 Whipple Road $0 $94,607 Project Complete    YES

05 King City 44C0059 First Street $0 $39,342 Project Complete    YES

05 Monterey County 44C0115 Schulte Road $0 $441,900 Project Complete   
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05 Monterey County 44C0158 Lonoak Road $0 $233,250 Project Complete   
05 San Benito County 43C0043 Lone Tree Road $0 $194,891 Project Complete    YES

05 San Luis Obispo County 49C0338 Moonstone Beach $0 $68,034 Project Complete    YES

05 Santa Barbara County 51C0002 San Marcos Road $0 $109,874 Project Complete    YES

05 Santa Barbara County 51C0014 Jalama Road $0 $73,497 Project Complete    YES

05 Santa Barbara County 51C0016 Jalama Road $0 $55,842 Project Complete    YES

05 Santa Barbara County 51C0018 Union Pacific Railroad & Amtrak $3,885 $170,308 Project Complete    YES

05 Santa Barbara County 51C0173 Santa Rosa Road $4,553 $166,734 Project Complete    YES

05 Santa Cruz 36C0103 Soquel Drive $0 $24,380 Project Complete    YES

06 Department of Water Resources 42C0140 West Shields Avenue $0 $34,241 Project Complete   
06 Department of Water Resources 42C0141 North Russell Avenue $0 $58,936 Project Complete   
06 Department of Water Resources 42C0143 West Nees Avenue $0 $56,543 Project Complete   
06 Department of Water Resources 42C0156 West Jayne Avenue $0 $27,137 Project Complete   
06 Department of Water Resources 42C0159 West Mount Whitney Avenue $0 $23,983 Project Complete   
06 Department of Water Resources 42C0173 West Manning Avenue $0 $21,228 Project Complete   
06 Department of Water Resources 42C0245 West Panoche Road $0 $19,160 Project Complete   
06 Department of Water Resources 42C0370 West Clarkson Avenue $0 $27,773 Project Complete   
06 Department of Water Resources 42C0371 South El Dorado Avenue $0 $26,933 Project Complete   
06 Department of Water Resources 42C0425 West Gale Avenue $0 $28,692 Project Complete   
06 Department of Water Resources 45C0071 Avenal Cutoff $0 $26,397 Project Complete   
06 Department of Water Resources 45C0123 Plymouth Avenue $0 $30,448 Project Complete   

s120926
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06 Department of Water Resources 45C0124 30th Avenue $0 $33,128 Project Complete   
06 Department of Water Resources 45C0125 Quail Avenue $0 $32,441 Project Complete   
06 Department of Water Resources 50C0123 Old River Road $0 $36,762 Project Complete   
06 Fresno County 42C0098 South Calaveras Avenue $0 $30,923 Project Complete    YES

06 Fresno County 42C0280 West Althea Avenue $0 $0 Project Complete   
06 Fresno County 42C0281 West Sierra Avenue $0 $40,681 Project Complete    YES

06 Tulare County 46C0027 Avenue 416 $0 $498,711 Project Complete    YES

07 Los Angeles 53C0096 Fletcher Drive $0 $848,780 Project Complete    YES

07 Los Angeles 53C1010 North Main Street $0 $965,295 Project Complete   
07 Los Angeles 53C1184 4th Street $0 $148,178 Project Complete    YES

07 Los Angeles 53C1335 Tampa Avenue $0 $59,644 Project Complete    YES

07 Los Angeles 53C1388 Winnetka Ave $0 $45,306 Project Complete    YES

07 Los Angeles 53C1875 Avenue 26 $0 $409,953 Project Complete   
07 Los Angeles County 53C0031 Alondra Boulevard $0 $36,476 Project Complete    YES

07 Los Angeles County 53C0036 Beverly Boulevard $0 $156,935 Project Complete    YES

07 Los Angeles County 53C0082 Washington Boulevard $0 $12,815 Project Complete    YES

07 Los Angeles County 53C0085 Florence Avenue $0 $33,325 Project Complete    YES

07 Los Angeles County 53C0106 Imperial Highway $0 $117,037 Project Complete    YES

07 Los Angeles County 53C0138 Union Pacific Railroad $0 $3,766 Project Complete    YES

07 Los Angeles County 53C0139 College Park Drive $0 $12,606 Project Complete    YES

07 Los Angeles County 53C0178 Valley Boulevard $0 $236,783 Project Complete    YES

07 Los Angeles County 53C0261 Avalon Boulevard $0 $30,718 Project Complete    YES
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07 Los Angeles County 53C0266 Willow Street $0 $34,103 Project Complete    YES

07 Los Angeles County 53C0289 Azusa Avenue $0 $405,399 Project Complete    YES

07 Los Angeles County 53C0329 Garey Avenue $0 $30,869 Project Complete    YES

07 Los Angeles County 53C0375 Foothill Boulevard $0 $287,750 Project Complete    YES

07 Los Angeles County 53C0377 Foothill Boulevard $0 $60,835 Project Complete    YES

07 Los Angeles County 53C0445 Slauson Avenue $0 $209,093 Project Complete    YES

07 Los Angeles County 53C0458 Union Pacific Railroad $0 $32,388 Project Complete    YES

07 Los Angeles County 53C0471 Washington Boulavard $0 $62,400 Project Complete    YES

07 Los Angeles County 53C0495 Irwindale Avenue $0 $12,150 Project Complete    YES

07 Los Angeles County 53C0531 Atchinson, Topeka, & Sante Fe Railroad $0 $89,294 Project Complete    YES

07 Los Angeles County 53C0575 Artesia Boulevard $0 $60,486 Project Complete    YES

07 Los Angeles County 53C0590 Union Pacific Railroad $0 $8,592 Project Complete    YES

07 Los Angeles County 53C0592 Cherry Avenue $0 $7,833 Project Complete    YES

07 Los Angeles County 53C0594 Long Beach Boulevard $0 $18,015 Project Complete    YES

07 Los Angeles County 53C0596 Atchinson, Topeka, & Santa Fe Railroad $0 $16,151 Project Complete    YES

07 Los Angeles County 53C0599 Alameda Street $0 $131,923 Project Complete    YES

07 Los Angeles County 53C0671 Azusa Canyon Road $0 $12,540 Project Complete    YES

07 Los Angeles County 53C0807 Avenue T $0 $126,437 Project Complete    YES

07 Los Angeles County 53C0810 Southern Pacific Transportation Company 
Railroad $0 $15,088 Project Complete    YES

07 Los Angeles County 53C0864 Martin Luther King Junior Avenue $0 $51,404 Project Complete    YES

07 Los Angeles County 53C0867 Soto Street $0 $357,666 Project Complete    YES

07 Los Angeles County 53C0885 Long Beach Freeway $0 $29,393 Project Complete    YES

07 Los Angeles County 53C0890L Queens Way-South Bound $0 $268,943 Project Complete    YES
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07 Los Angeles County 53C0890R Queens Way-South Bound $0 $268,943 Project Complete    YES

07 Los Angeles County 53C0892L Queens Way South Bound $0 $273,821 Project Complete    YES

07 Los Angeles County 53C0892R Queens Way North Bound $0 $273,821 Project Complete    YES

07 Los Angeles County 53C0897 S.P.T.C. R R $0 $15,990 Project Complete    YES

07 Los Angeles County 53C0916 First Street $0 $19,658 Project Complete    YES

07 Los Angeles County 53C0918 First Street $0 $19,658 Project Complete    YES

07 Los Angeles County 53C0930 9th Street $0 $259,726 Project Complete    YES

07 Los Angeles County 53C0931 10th Street Off Ramp $0 $722,148 Project Complete    YES

07 Los Angeles County 53C0933 7th Street On Ramp $0 $79,055 Project Complete    YES

07 Los Angeles County 53C0934 6th Street Off Ramp $0 $380,774 Project Complete    YES

07 Los Angeles County 53C0951 Garey Avenue $0 $27,418 Project Complete    YES

07 Los Angeles County 53C1577 Oleander Avenue $0 $17,584 Project Complete    YES

07 Los Angeles County 53C1829 Oak Grove Drive $0 $242,594 Project Complete    YES

07 Los Angeles County 53C1851 Oak Grove Drive $0 $243,263 Project Complete    YES

07 Los Angeles County 53C1909 AT & SF Railroad $0 $29,067 Project Complete    YES

07 Los Angeles County 53C1915 4th Street $0 $37,502 Project Complete    YES

08 Colton 54C0078 La Cadena Drive $0 $13,092 Project Complete   
08 Colton 54C0079 La Cadena Drive $0 $23,820 Project Complete   
08 Colton 54C0384 C Street $0 $13,639 Project Complete   
08 Colton 54C0599 Rancho Avenue $0 $35,367 Project Complete   
08 Department of Water Resources 54C0449 Ranchero Street $0 $152,736 Project Complete   
08 Department of Water Resources 54C0451 Mesquite Street $0 $41,487 Project Complete   
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08 Department of Water Resources 54C0452 Maple Avenue $0 $121,173 Project Complete   
08 Department of Water Resources 54C0495 Goodwin Drive $0 $26,610 Project Complete   
08 Department of Water Resources 54C0496 Duncan Road $0 $28,211 Project Complete   
08 Indio 56C0291 Jackson Street $0 $237,795 Project Complete    YES

08 Loma Linda 54C0130 Anderson Street $0 $25,052 Project Complete    YES

08 Riverside County 56C0001L South Bound Van Buren Boulevard $0 $1,316,701 Project Complete    YES

08 Riverside County 56C0001R North Bound Van Buren Boulevard $0 $1,316,701 Project Complete    YES

08 Riverside County 56C0017 River Road $0 $21,678 Project Complete    YES

10 Department of Water Resources 39C0250 Mccabe Road $0 $18,810 Project Complete   
10 Department of Water Resources 39C0252 Butts Road $0 $26,402 Project Complete   
10 Department of Water Resources 39C0314 Mervel Avenue $0 $43,031 Project Complete   
10 Modesto 38C0050 Carpenter Road $0 $1,126,801 Project Complete   
10 San Joaquin County 29C0187 Airport Way $0 $420,730 Project Complete    YES

10 Stanislaus County 38C0048 Geer Road $0 $141,655 Project Complete   
10 Stanislaus County 38C0202 Pete Miller Road $0 $44,733 Project Complete   
11 Del Mar 57C0207 North Torrey Pines Road $0 $2,679,446 Project Complete   
11 San Diego 57C0015 North Harbor Drive $0 $1,351,438 Project Complete   
11 San Diego 57C0416 First Avenue $0 $698,119 Project Complete   
12 Newport Beach 55C0149L South Bound Jamboree Road $0 $57,003 Project Complete    YES

12 Newport Beach 55C0149R North Bound Jamboree Road $0 $48,907 Project Complete    YES

12 Newport Beach 55C0151 Bayside Drive $0 $18,044 Project Complete    YES

12 Orange County 55C0038 Santiago Canyon Road $0 $63,477 Project Complete    YES
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12 Orange County 55C0655 John Wayne Airport - Macarthur $0 $457,185 Project Complete    YES

12 Orange County 55C0656 Route 55 Departures $0 $106,800 Project Complete    YES

12 Orange County 55C0657 Macarthur $0 $39,254 Project Complete    YES

12 Orange County 55C0658 Departures Traffic $0 $182,292 Project Complete    YES
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02 Lassen County 07C0070 Road306/Cappezolli Bridge Removed

02 Lassen County 07C0088 County Road 417 Bridge Removed

02 Tehama County 08C0008 Evergreen Road Bridge Removed

03 Nevada County 17C0045 Hirschdale Road Bridge Removed

03 Nevada County 17C0046 Hirschdale Road Bridge Removed

04 Larkspur 27C0150 Alexander Avenue Bridge Removed

04 Oakland 33C0181 East 14th Street Bridge Removed

04 Oakland 33C0182 East 12th Street Bridge Removed

04 Peninsula Joint Powers Board 34C0052 Jerrold Avenue Bridge Removed

04 San Francisco Bay Area Rapid 
Transit District

BART 
Various

BART 4: A-Line Stations over Public Roads 
(2 Bridges)

Bridge Removed

04 San Jose 37C0299 Belt (Auzerias Street) Bridge Removed

04 San Jose 37C0300 Belt/Pipe(Auzerias & Del Monte) Bridge Removed

04 Santa Clara County 37C0159 Alamitos Road Bridge Removed

04 Sonoma County 20C0005 Geysers Road Bridge Removed

04 Sonoma County 20C0139 Wohler Road Bridge Removed

04 Sonoma County 20C0242 Chalk Hill Road Bridge Removed

04 Sonoma County 20C0248 Lambert Bridge Road Bridge Removed

04 Sonoma County 20C0407 West Dry Creek Road Bridge Removed

05 Monterey County 44C0099 Boronda Road Bridge Removed

05 Montery County 44C0042 Union Pacific Railroad & Amtrak Bridge Removed

05 San Benito County 43C0027 Panoche Road Bridge Removed

05 Santa Barbara 51C0144 Southern Pacific Transportation Company Bridge Removed

s120310
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05 Santa Barbara 51C0146 Union Pacific Railroad & Amtrak Bridge Removed

05 Santa Barbara 51C0150 Union Pacific Railroad & Amtrak Bridge Removed

05 Santa Barbara 51C0250 Chapala Street Bridge Removed

06 Department of Water Resources 50C0113 Elk Hills Road Bridge Removed

07 Los Angeles 53C0784 At&Sf RR Bridge Removed

07 Los Angeles 53C0884 Ocean Boulevard Bridge Removed

07 Los Angeles 53C1362 Vanowen Street Bridge Removed

07 Los Angeles County 53C1710 Fruitland Avenue Bridge Removed

08 Indio 56C0283 S/B Indio Blvd. Bridge Removed

10 Merced County 39C0339 Canal School Road Bridge Removed

11 Imperial County 58C0092 Araz Road Bridge Removed

11 Oceanside 57C0322 Hill Street Bridge Removed

11 San Diego 57C0418 Georgia Street Bridge Removed

12 Newport Beach 55C0015 Park Avenue Bridge Removed

Total $1,786,134 $129,721,373
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TRAFFIC LIGHT SYNCHRONIZATION PROGRAM 
PROGRESS REPORT 

 
BACKGROUND 
 
The Highway Safety, Traffic Reduction, Air Quality, and Port Security Bond Act of 2006 (Proposition 
1B) was passed by California voters on November 7, 2006 and created the Traffic Light 
Synchronization Program (TLSP).  Proposition 1B provides $250 million, upon appropriation by the 
Legislature, for TLSP projects approved by the California Transportation Commission (CTC).  The 
California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) is required to provide quarterly reports to the CTC 
on the status of progress by the local agencies on completing TLSP work funded by the Proposition 1B 
bond funds. 
 
The guidelines for the TLSP were adopted on February 13, 2008.  The CTC has approved 22 TLSP 
projects totaling $147,000,000 for the City of Los Angeles and 59 additional TLSP projects totaling 
$96,845,933 for agencies other than the City of Los Angeles.   
 
Program Summary 
 
TLSP First Quarter Progress Report for fiscal year 2016-2017. 
 
The CTC has allocated a total of $236,782,833 to 79 TLSP projects. The City of Los Angeles has 
received allocations for 20 projects, totaling $139,936,900, while agencies other than the City of Los 
Angeles have received allocations for 59 projects, totaling $96,845,933.  Of the 79 TLSP projects 
receiving an allocation, 74 have completed construction.  The City of Los Angeles has completed 
construction on 16 projects with a total allocation of $121,518,300, while agencies other than the City of 
Los Angeles have completed construction on 58 projects with a total allocation of $78,127,528.  The 
City of Los Angeles has expended $104,775,448 in allocated funds.  
 
At the close of the First Quarter ending Setptember 30, 2016, there were 3 projects for which an 
allocation has not been requested: 
 

 City of Los Angeles – ATCS – Central Business District*                           $748,000 
 City of Los Angeles – ATCS – Central City East**                                                 $0  
 City of Los Angeles – ATCS – Los Angeles***                                         $6,315,100 

                                                                                                          Total          $7,063,100 
Note: 
*The agency anticipates requesting allocation in October.   
**Savings from the Los Angeles projects will be added to this project. 
***At the August 2014 CTC meeting, this project received a partial allocation of $5,213,400.
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Project Status – City of Los Angeles (Active Projects) 

DIST. CO. AGENCY PROJ. ID PROJECT NAME TLSP PROG. 
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7 LA Los Angeles 6760 ATCS - Central Business District $748,000 $9,215,000 $0 May-15 May-15 May-16 0     See pg 6 

7 LA Los Angeles 6761 ATCS - Central City East $0 $4,885,000 $0   Aug-15 Aug-15 Aug-16 0     See pg 6 

7 LA Los Angeles 6826 ATCS - Echo Park / Silver Lake Phase 2 $4,076,500 $4,361,900 $0 Mar-15 Sep-15 Oct-16 85         See pg 6 

7 LA Los Angeles* 6763 ATCS - Los Angeles $11,528,500 $15,344,800 $0 Jun-14 Nov-14 May-16 0         See pg 6 

7 LA Los Angeles 6766 ATCS - West Adams $4,250,800 $4,870,120 $0 Jun-14 Nov-14 Nov-15 93         See pg 6 

7 LA Los Angeles 6768 ATCS - Wilshire East $4,877,900 $5,597,300 $0 Feb-14 May-14 May-15 97     See pg 6 

 
 
Los Angeles 
Prog Total 

 
$25,481,700 

 

 
$44,274,120 

 
$0 

* Note:  At the August 2014 CTC meeting, this project 
              received a partial allocation of $5,213,400. 
Note:  The allocation dates highlighted are scheduled dates 
 
 
Project Status – Other Agencies (Active Projects) 
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4 Ala Alameda CMA** 6744 San Pablo Corridor $18,718,405 $25,618,405 $15,867,417 Jan-11 Jan-11 Oct-13 95     See pg 7 

 
Agencies other than 
City of Los Angeles 
Prog Total 

 
$18,718,405 

 
$25,618,405 

 
$15,867,417 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

   Project is on time, on budget, or within scope. 
 Possible issue identified. 

    Issue has been identified. 
 



California Department of Transportation                                                                                                                                    FY 2016-17 First Quarter Report 
 

       
Proposition 1B                                                                                                                                                                                         Traffic Light Synchronization Program                  
         Page 3  

 
Project Status – City of Los Angeles (Completed Projects) 
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7 LA Los Angeles 6762 ATCS - Echo Park / Silver Lake $3,215,000 $3,480,000 $3,215,000 Dec-08 Jul-09 Aug-12 100 



     See pg 7 

7 LA Los Angeles 6764 ATCS - Santa Monica  Fwy Corridor Phase 1 $6,515,500 $7,507,800 $4,155,329 Jun-12 Aug-12 Sep-15 100         See pg 7 

7 LA Los Angeles 6765 ATCS - Santa Monica  Fwy Corridor Phase 2 $6,515,500 $7,507,800 $0 Dec-13 Jan-14 Jan-15 100         See pg 7 

7 LA Los Angeles 6767 ATCS - Westwood / West Los Angeles $3,484,200 $4,009,200 $2,531,994 Jun-12 Jan-12 Feb-15 100     See pg 7 

7 LA Los Angeles 6769 ATSAC - Canoga Park $10,316,400 $11,031,100 $8,663,718 Jan-11 Jul-11 Apr-14 100      

7 LA Los Angeles 6770 ATSAC - Canoga Park Phase 2 $9,228,900 $9,943,600 $8,613,481 Jan-11 Jun-11 Jul-14 100        See pg 7 

7 LA Los Angeles 6771 ATSAC – Foothill $8,802,900 $9,425,400 $8,263,362 Oct-11 Jul-11 Jul-14 100      

7 LA Los Angeles 6772 ATSAC - Harbor - Gateway 2 $7,899,000 $8,891,000 $7,899,000 Apr-10 Mar-11 Apr-14 100 
 


  

7 LA Los Angeles 6773 ATSAC - Pacific Palisades / Canyons $6,922,200 $7,548,300 $6,735,072 Jan-11 Jul-11 Jul-14 100     See pg 7 

7 LA Los Angeles 6774 ATSAC - Platt Ranch $4,358,600 $4,905,000 $4,358,000 May-09 Dec-09 Jan-13 100 
 


  

7 LA Los Angeles 6775 ATSAC - Reseda $8,506,300 $9,333,000 $8,506,300 Oct-08 Jan-09 Feb-12 100 
 


  

7 LA Los Angeles 6776 ATSAC - Reseda Phase 2 $7,221,000 $7,898,000 $7,220,700 Jan-10 Jul-10 Aug-13 100   

  

7 LA Los Angeles 6777 ATSAC - San Pedro $8,911,000 $9,802,000 $8,911,000 May-09 Sep-09 Oct-12 100 
 


  

7 LA Los Angeles 6778 ATSAC - Wilmington $11,073,000 $12,319,700 $10,387,848 Jan-11 Jul-11 Apr-14 100     See pg 7 

7 LA Los Angeles 6779 ATSAC - Coliseum / Florence $8,107,000 $9,007,500 $6,611,901 Oct-11 Jul-11 Jul-14 100      

7 LA Los Angeles 6780 ATSAC - Coliseum / Florence Phase 2 $10,441,800 $11,342,300 $8,702,743 Oct-11 Jul-11 Jul-14 100     See pg 7 

 
  

 
Los Angeles 
Prog Total 

 
$121,518,300 

 

 
$133,951,700 

 
$104,775,448 

 
  
 
  Project is on time, on budget, or within scope. 

   Possible issue identified. 
 Issue has been identified. 
 Closeout report is being reviewed 
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Project Status – Other Agencies (Completed Projects) 
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3 Pla Roseville 6794 East ITS Coordination $912,414 $1,013,456 $912,414 Sep-08 
 

Jun-09 Dec-09 100 










  

3 Sac Citrus Heights 6745 TLSP Phase II Greenback Lane $180,000 $238,000 $180,000 Sep-08 Jul-08 Nov-08 100      

3 Sac Citrus Heights 6746 TLSP Phase III Antelope Road $102,000 $124,000 $102,000 Apr-10 Sep-10 Apr-11 100      

3 Sac Rancho Cordova 6792 Folsom Boulevard $180,000 $460,000 $180,000 May-09 Sep-09 Dec-09 100      
3 Sac Sacramento 6795 TLSP $2,862,000 $4,072,000 $2,862,000 Jan-10 Jun-10 May-11 100      

3 Sac 
Sacramento 
County 6796 Florin Road $401,000 $552,000 $401,000 Dec-08 Jun-09 Apr-10 100   


  

3 Sac 
Sacramento 
County 6797 Madison Avenue $142,000 $652,000 $142,000 Aug-08 Sep-08 Feb-09 100   


  

4 SF SFMTA 6800 Franklin, Gough & Polk Streets $5,110,000 $12,020,000 $4,664,426 Oct-08 Jan-10 Dec-13 100      
4 Ala Alameda County 6743 Redwood Road $124,000 $159,000 $120,542 May-09 Mar-10 Sep-10 100      
4 Ala San Leandro 6802 ATMS Expansion $350,000 $558,000 $350,000 Oct-08 Jul-09 Jun-11 100      
4 CC San Ramon 6806 Bollinger Canyon $475,000 $739,000 $475,000 Jan10 Sep-09 Mar-10 100      
4 CC San Ramon 6807 Crow Canyon $310,000 $435,000 $310,000 Jan-10 Sep-09 Mar-10 100      
4 CC Walnut Creek 6824 Ygnacio Valley Road Corridor $1,489,000 $2,139,000 $1,460,594 Dec-08 Jun-09 Nov-10 100      
4 Mrn Marin County 6781 Sir Francis Drake Boulevard $208,000 $260,000 $199,639 Sep-08 May-09 Dec-09 100      
4 SCl San Jose** 6801 TLSP $15,000,000 $20,000,000 $15,000,000 Jan-10 Jan-09 Jun-13 100      

4 SCl 
Santa Clara 
County 6814 County Expressway TDCS for TLSP $900,000 $1,030,000 

 
$900,000 May-10 Oct-10 Nov-11 100   


  

4 Son Santa Rosa 6816 Steele Lane / Guerneville $1,100,000 $1,600,000 
 

$1,099,647 Aug-08 Aug-08 Sep-09 100   

  

4 SM 
San Mateo 
C/CAG** 6805 SMART Corridor Projects $17,500,000 $35,349,000 

 
$17,500,000 Sep-12 Dec-09 Jun-13 100     See pg 7 

5 SCr Watsonville 6825 Signal Corridor Upgrade $120,000 $180,000 $96,973 Apr-10 Jun-10 Apr-13 100      

  6 Fre Fresno 6751 Clovis Avenue $2,100,000 $3,270,733 $1,958,569 Apr-10 Feb-11 Oct-11 100      
6 Fre Fresno 6752 Shaw Avenue $2,100,000 $3,165,800 $1,686,289 Oct-11 Sep-12 Jun-13 100      
6 Kin Hanford 6757 12th Avenue $76,126 $173,408 $70,430 Sep-08 Dec-09 Feb-10 100      
7 LA Culver City 6749 Citywide TLSP $199,224 $249,030 $199,224 Jan-10 Apr-10 May-11 100      
7 LA Glendale 6754 Brand Boulevard $850,000 $1,301,000 $823,073 Jan-12 Jul-12 Mar-13 100     See pg 8 

7 LA Glendale 6755 Colorado Street/ San Fernando Road 
 

$523,000 $820,000 
 

$501,619 Jan-12 Jul-12 Mar-13 100 
  


 

See pg 8 

7 LA Glendale 6756 Glendale Avenue/Verdugo Road $1,658,000 $2,531,000 $1,434,984 Jan-12 Jul-12 Mar-13 100     See pg 8 
7 LA Pasadena 6785 Del Mar Boulevard $138,000 $172,000 $138,000 Jan-12 Apr-12 Apr-13 100     See pg 8 
7 LA Pasadena 6787 Hill Avenue $66,000 $83,000 66,000 Jan-12 Apr-12 Apr-13 100     See pg 8 

  

 
 
 
 
 
 

                 

   Project is on time, on budget, or within scope. 
      Possible issue identified. 
 Issue has been identified. 
 Closeout report is being reviewed 
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7 LA Pasadena 6789 Orange Grove Boulevard $188,000 $235,000 $188,000 Jan-12 Apr-12 Apr-13 100     See pg 8 
7 LA Pasadena 6784 California Boulevard $68,000 $76,000 $56,000 Jan-12 Apr-12 Apr-13 100     See pg 8 
7 LA Pasadena 6788 Los Robles Avenue $107,000 $134,000 $100,000 Jan-12 Apr-12 Apr-13 100     See pg 8 
7 LA Pasadena 6791 Sierra Madre Boulevard $110,000 $138,000 $104,000 Jan-12 Apr-12 Aug-13 100     See pg 8 

7 LA Compton 6747 Rosecrans Avenue $682,734 $944,176 
 

$611,361 Apr-10 Feb-11 Oct-12 100     See pg 8 

7 LA Inglewood 6758 La Brea Avenue $426,000 $606,000 $0 Aug-13 Aug-13 Jan-14 100     See pg 8 
7 LA Santa Clarita 6815 Advanced System Detection Expansion $345,079 $414,111 $345,079 Dec-08 Oct-09 Jan-10 100      
8 Riv Murrieta 6782 Murrieta Hot Springs Road        $335,387 $470,125 $335,387 Oct-08 Aug-09 Dec-10 100      
8 Riv Corona 6748 TLSP ATMS Phase II $4,488,000 $5,511,000 $4,487,493 Oct-08 Jun-09 Sep-11 100      
8 Riv Temecula 6819 Citywide Traffic Signal Synchronization $515,000 $618,000 $515,000 Apr-10 Sep-10 Mar-11 100      
8 SBd SANBAG 6808 TLSP Tier 3 & 4 $1,537,041 $6,256,105 $1,537,041 Jan-11 Dec-10 Jun-12 100      

8 SBd 
Rancho 
Cucamonga 6793 Foothill Boulevard $225,000 $712,250 

 
$225,000 Aug-08 Mar-09 Dec-09 100   


  

10 SJ Tracy 6820 Grant Line Road $162,830 $217,107 
  

  $162,830 May-09 Jan-10 Oct-10 100 










  

10 SJ Tracy 6821 Tracy Boulevard $111,211 $148,281 $111,211 May-09 Jan-10 Oct-10 100      
11 SD El Cajon 6750 Main Street $38,956 $38,956 $38,956 May-09 Nov-09 Feb-10 100        

11 SD 
San Diego 
County 6798 

Bonita Road, Sweetwater Road, 
Briarwood Road $632,494 $1,319,620 

 
$632,494 Aug-08 Sep-09 Oct-10 100      

11 SD 
San Diego 
County 6799 South Mission Road $78,000 $115,000 

 
$78,000 Aug-08 Sep-09 Oct-10 100      

11 SD San Marcos 6803 Rancho Santa Fe Road $265,024 $359,696 $263,298 Aug-08 Apr-10 Aug-10 100      
11 SD San Marcos 6804 San Marcos Boulevard Smart Corridor $549,000 $686,000 $539,597 Aug-08 Dec-08 Jun-11 100      

11 SD SANDAG 6809 
At-grade Crossing Traffic 
Synchronization        $820,000 $1,100,000 

   
$820,000 Oct-08 Oct-08 Dec-12 100      

11 SD SANDAG 6810 East-West Metro Corridor $1,267,000 $1,417,000 $1,267,000 Oct-08 Jun-10 Jun-11 100      

11 SD SANDAG 6811 I-15 Corridor $2,162,000 $2,412,000 $2,153,685 Oct-08 Jun-10 Jun-11 100      
11 SD SANDAG 6812 I-805 Corridor $273,739 $337,908 $273,739 Oct-08 Oct-08 Aug-09 100      
11 SD SANDAG 6813 Transit Signal Priority $951,000 $2,947,000 $941,775 Oct-08 Nov-08 Nov-12 100      
11 SD Santee 6817 Magnolia Avenue $93,030 $116,288 $93,030 May-09 Mar-10 May-10 100      
11 SD Santee 6818 Mission Gorge Road $322,483 $403,104 $322,483 May-09 Feb-10 May-10 100      
11 SD Vista 6822 North Santa Fe Avenue $155,574 $210,662 $155,574 Aug-08 Oct-08 Jan-09 100      
11 SD Vista 6823 South Melrose Drive $183,182 $230,534 $183,182 Aug-08 Oct-08 Jan-09 100      
12 Ora Garden Grove 6753 TMC Upgrade $1,859,000 $4,758,000 $1,859,000 Oct-08 Jun-10 Nov-11 100      
12 Ora OCTA** 6783 Countywide TLSP $4,000,000 $8,000,000 $3,845,510 Jan-11 Jul-10 Sep-12 100      
7 LA Long Beach 6759 Long Beach Area TLSP       0      withdrawn  
7 LA Pasadena 6786 Fair Oaks Avenue       0     withdrawn  
7 LA Pasadena 6790 San Gabriel Boulevard       0     withdrawn  

 
                        

Agencies other than City 
of Los Angeles Prog Total 

 
$78,127,528 

 

 
$134,275,768 

 
$76,082,730 

 
 
* *Note:  Projects for the Orange County Transportation Authority (OCTA), the City of San Jose, the City/County  
Association of Governments of San Mateo County (San Mateo C/CAG), and Alameda County Congestion  
Management Agency (CMA) fall under several categories, as the projects have been phased or segmented. 

   Project is on time, on budget, or within scope.                                
 Possible issue identified. 

    Issue has been identified. 
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Corrective Actions 
 
City of Los Angeles – Total of six projects (Project ID 6760, 6761, 6826, 6763, 6766, 6768) 
At the May 19, 2016 CTC meeting the agency presented their goal for submitting an allocation request 
for the August 2016 CTC meeting for the following projects:  
 

 ATCS – Central Business District (Project ID 6760)  
The agency submitted the allocation request for August meeting, however Caltrans District 
Office didn’t approve request due to additional information needed.  The allocation request will 
be on the the October CTC meeting, and a baseline amendment request to update project 
schedule dates.   
 

 ATCS – Central City East (Project ID 6761) 
This project is solely funded by local funds, no allocation request is needed.  The agency 
submitted a baseline amendment request to update project schedule dates, the request will be 
on the October CTC meeting.  
 

At the May 19, 2016 CTC meeting the agency presented their goal for working with their accounting 
department to submit invoices for the following projects:  

 
 

 City of Los Angeles – ATCS – Echo Park/Silver Lake Phase2 (Project ID 6826) 
The agency has submitted $659,219 in invoices to Caltrans Accounting and is waiting for 
approval. 
 

 City of Los Angeles – ATCS – Los Angeles (Project ID 6763) 
The agency stated that delays in construction were due to conflicts in the construction schedule 
between multiple projects.  The project is behind schedule by 4 month from the currently 
approved schedule.  The agency anticipates completing construction by March 2018.  The 
agency has submitted $3,204,952 in invoices to Caltrans Accounting and is waiting for approval. 

 
 City of Los Angeles – ATCS – West Adams (Project ID 6766) 

The agency stated that delays in construction were due to conflicts in the construction schedule 
between multiple projects.  The project is behind schedule by 10 month from the currently 
approved schedule.  The agency anticipates completing construction by May 2018.  The agency 
has submitted $664,162 in invoices to Caltrans Accounting and is waiting for approval.  

 
 City of Los Angeles – ATCS - Wilshire East (Project ID 6768) 

The agency stated that delays in construction were due to conflicts in the construction schedule 
between multiple projects.  The project is behind schedule by 16 month from the currently 
approved schedule.  The agency anticipates completing construction by February 2018.  The 
agency has submitted $4,056,300 in invoices to Caltrans Accounting and is waiting for approval.   
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Alameda County Congestion Management Agency – San Pablo Corridor (Project ID 6744) 
The project is part of a Corridor Mobility Improvement Account project currently under construction.  At 
the January 2011 CTC meeting, the agency received approval to split into 2 projects and 5 segments.  
The agency stated that delays in construction were due to conflicts in construction schedule between 
multiple projects.  The project is currently behind schedule by 32 months from the currently approved 
schedule.  The agency anticipates completing construction by October 2017.  
 
City of Los Angeles – ATCS – Echo Park/Silver Lake project (Project ID 6762) 
The project was audited by the State Controller’s Office and a potential disallowance of project costs 
was identified.  The agency is working with Caltrans HQ to address the issue.  
 
City of Los Angeles – ATCS – Santa Monica Fwy Corridor Phase 1 (Project ID 6764) 
The agency stated that delays in construction were due to conflicts in the construction schedule 
between multiple projects.  The project completed construction in March 2016, the agency is currently 
working on the closeout report for the project.   
 
City of Los Angeles – ATCS – Santa Monica Fwy Corridor Phase 2(Project ID 6765) 
The agency stated that delays in construction were due to conflicts in the construction schedule 
between multiple projects.  The projects completed construction in June 2016, the agency is currently 
working on the closeout reports for the projects.  The agency has submitted $4,280,114 in invoices to 
Caltrans Accounting and is waiting for approval. 
 
City of Los Angeles – ATCS – Westwood/West Los Angeles (Project ID 6767) 
The agency stated that delays in construction were due to conflicts in the construction schedule 
between multiple projects.  The project completed construction in March 2016, the agency is currently 
working on the closeout report for the project.   
 
City of Los Angeles – ATSAC – Canoga Park Phase 2 (Project ID 6770) 
The project was audited by the Department of Finance and equipment purchased, but not used was 
identified.  The agency is working with Caltrans HQ to address the issue.  
 
City of Los Angeles – Total of three projects (Project ID 6773, 6780) 
The agency stated that delays in construction were due to conflicts in the construction schedule 
between multiple projects.  The projects completed construction in February 2015, the agency is 
currently working on the closeout reports for the projects.   
 
City of Los Angeles – ATCS- Willmington (Project ID 6778) 
The agency stated that delays in construction were due to conflicts in the construction schedule 
between multiple projects.  The project completed construction in March 2015, the agency is currently 
working on the closeout report for the project.  
 
San Mateo C/CAG – SMART Corridor Projects (Project ID 6805) 
At the May 2012 CTC meeting, the agency received approval to expand the project to include additional 
segments along the corridor.  The agency stated that delays in construction were due to conflicts in 
construction schedules between multiple projects.  The project completed construction in March 2016, 
the agency is currently working on the closeout report for the project.   
 
City of Glendale – Total of three projects (Project ID 6754, 6755 & 6756) 
The agency stated that the projects were behind schedule due to the agency’s Information Technology 
Department requiring a redesign of the Communications Master Plan and reevaluation of the Ethernet 
switches for the fiber optic communications.  The projects completed construction in January 2015, the 
agency is currently working on the closeout reports for the projects.   
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City of Pasadena – Total of three projects (Project ID 6785, 6787, 6789) 
The agency stated that the projects were behind schedule due to delays in design engineering.  The 
projects completed construction in August 2014, the agency is currently working on the closeout reports 
for the projects.   
 
City of Pasadena – Total of three projects (Project ID 6784, 6788, 6791) 
The agency stated that the projects were behind schedule due to delays in design engineering.  The 
projects completed construction in March 2016, the agency is currently working on the closeout reports 
for the projects.   
 
City of Compton – Rosecrans Avenue (Project ID 6747) 
The agency stated that delays in construction were due to conflicts in construction schedules between 
multiple projects.  The project completed construction June 2016, the agency is currently working on 
the closeout reports for the projects.  .  
 
City of Inglewood – La Brea Avenue (Project ID 6758) 
The project was advertised and bids received were higher than the funding available.  The agency 
rejected the original bids and readvertised the project.  The project was awarded March 2015.  The 
project completed construction in May 2016, the agency is currently working on the closeout reports for 
the projects.    
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PROGRAM SUMMARY: 

This report is for the Highway Railroad Crossing Safety Account (HRCSA) for the first quarter of 
the 2016-17 fiscal years.  This report includes the status of the HRCSA 2008, 2010, 2012 and 
2014 program.  

The HRCSA program has a total of 37 Projects programmed with $250 million, of which 
$243,788,000 has been allocated to 37 projects, and $210,367,000 total expenditures. Included 
are the administrative costs of $5.0 million.Twenty-nine of the 37 projects have completed 
construction. The amount of $2,705,336 has been deallocated as project savings. No allocation or 
amendment in this quarter.   
 

At the close of the First Quarter ending September 30, 2016, four projects have been closed out and 
Final project delivery reports have been submitted: 

 
- City of Tulare, Bardsley Avenue Grade Separation  
- City of Elk Grove, Grant Line Road Grade Separation  
- City of Lathrop, Lathrop Road Grade Separation 
- Port of Stockton, Navy Drive/BNSF Underpass, Part I and II 

 
2008 Sixteen projects have been allocated in the amount of $116,682,000. The total expenditure is 

$115,824,000. Fifteen projects completed construction.  
 
2010 Eight projects have been allocated in the amount of with $66,035,000. The total expenditure is 

$60,041,000. Six projects completed construction.  
 
2012 Thirteen projects have been allocated in the amount of $42,765,000. The total expenditure is 

$34,199,000. Eight projects completed construction.  
 
2014 One project has been allocated in the amount of $18,306,000. The total expenditure is 

$303,000.   
 

 
BACKGROUND: 

Proposition 1B was passed by California voters on November 7, 2006.  Proposition 1B authorized 
$250 million for HRCSA in two parts, $150 million for projects on the Public Utilities Commission 
(PUC) priority list and $100 million for high-priority railroad crossing improvements, including 
grade separation projects.  The Guidelines for HRCSA were adopted on March 12, 2008.
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OPEN PROJECTS                   
 
(numbers in thousands) 

 
 
 
 

#P PY PT D C Applicant Project  Name 
Total 

Project Programmed Allocated Expend 
Date 

Allocated 

 
 
 

Approved 
Beg Const 

Actual 
Beg 

Const 
Approved 
End Const Completion S B Sc 

#1 08 1 7 LA City of 
LA 

Riverside Drive GS 
Replacement $60,964 $5,000 $5,000 $4,303 6/30/10 June-11 June-11 Jun-14 85%   

#2 10 1 4 ALA City of 
Fremont Warren Avenue GS $68,782 $9,600 $9,600 $7,738 3/28/12 June-12 June-12 Jun-15 92%   

#3 10 1 7 LA City of 
LA North Spring Street GS $48,766 $5,001 $5,001 $2,731 5/23/12 June-12 May-13 Dec-14 68%   

#4 12 1 4 SM PCJPB San Mateo Bridges GS 
Project, PII $30,000 $9,000 $9,000 $5,900 5/21/14 May-14 Oct-14 May-16 98%   

#5 12 2 6 TL City of 
Tulare 

Santa Fe Trail at 
UPRR GS $6,813 $3,931 $3,931 $2,086 6/25/14 Feb-14 Dec-14 Dec-14 95%   

#6 12 2 7 LA SCRRA Branford Road Grade 
Xing Safety  $3,048 $1,325 $1,325 $1,201 12/11/13 March-13 June-14 Aug-13 99%   

#7 12 2 7 LA SCRRA Moorpark Avenue GS 
Safety  $5,041 $4,841 $4,841 $3,443 6/25/14 Dec-14 Dec-14 Feb-16 97%   

#8 14 1 7 LA ACE Fullerton Road GS  $153,184 $18,306 $18,306 $303 12/10/16 March-16 July-16 Sept-19 2%   
       $376,598 $57,004 $57,004 $27,705        

 
  Project is on-time, on-budget, and/or within scope   Project behind schedule  Schedule, scope or cost is changing, pending review and acceptance        No allocation 

 
#P-Project Number      PY-Program Year      PT – Part     D-District      C-County S- Scope       B- Budget       Sc –Schedule        Actual Beg Const – Local Agency Dates          Approved Beg Const & End Const - Baseline Dates 
 
Cmpt at *100%: Projects are completed and open to traffic, but need close out reports. 



California Department of Transportation FY 2016-17, First Quarter Report 
 July – Sept, 2016 

Proposition 1 B Highway Railroad Crossing Safety Account  
Page 3 

 
 

COMPLETED PROJECT OPERATIONAL/FINAL REPORT SUBMITTED 
(numbers in thousands) 

 

PY PT D C Applicant Project  Name 
Total 

Project 

Approved 
HRCSA 

Allocated 
Date 

Allocated 
Began 

Construction 
Actual End 

Construction 

 
FDR/Close Out 

Report 
HRCSA Final 
Expenditures 

08 1 6 KER 
County of 
Kern 

BNSF GS 7th Standard 
Rd/Santa Fe Wy $18,924 $7,044 1/13/10 Feb-10 June-13 

 
 

Aug-13 $7,044 

08 1 4 SM PCJPB San Mateo Bridges GS $10,774 $955 5/19/10 Nov-10 May-13 

 
 

Dec-13 $955 

08 1 4 SF PCJPB 
Jerrold Ave & Quint St 
Bridges GS $10,749 $2,668 5/13/10 Nov-10 May-13 

 
 

June-13 $2,668 

08 1 10 MER City of Merced G Street Undercrossing $18,162 $7,413 1/13/10 Nov-10 June-12 

 
 

July-12 $7,413 

08 1 6 KER 
County of 
Kern 

Hageman Rd/BNSF 
Railroad $35,997 $13,759 6/30/10 Oct-10 Apr-13 

 
 

May-13 $13,759 

08 1 4 SM PCJPB San Bruno GS $160,169 $26,727 6/30/10 Sept-10 July-14 

 
 

Dec-14 $26,727 

08 1 10 SJ 
City of 
Stockton Lower Sacramento $23,619 $6,484 4/7/10 July-10 Sept-14 

 
 

Mar-15 $6,484 

08 2 11 SD 
City of San 
Diego 

Park Blvd. at Harbor 
Dr./Ped Bridge $27,000 $6,000 12/10/08 June-08 Oct-11 

 
 

Apr-12 $6,000 

08 2 3 SAC 
City of 
Sacramento 

6th St Overcrossing - 
Bridge $9,361 $4,837 12/9/09 Feb-10 June-13 

 
 

Dec-13 $4,837 

08 2 6 TUL City of Tulare Cartmill Avenue GS $21,969 $10,051 6/30/10 Dec-10 Sept-12 

 
 

June-13 $10,051 

08 2 6 TUL 
County of 
Tulare Betty Drive GS $14,070 $4,885 6/30/10 Nov-10 June-13 

 
 

Aug-13 $4,885 

08 2 10 SJ 
Port of 
Stockton 

Port of Stockton 
Expressway $8,424 $1,537 6/30/10 Nov-10 Nov-12 

 
 

June-13 $1,537 

08 2 10 SJ 
City of 
Stockton 

Eight Mile Road/UPRR 
(East) GS $22,023 $5,280 4/07/10 July-10 Sept-14 

 
 

Mar-15 $5,280 

08 2 10 SJ 
City of 
Stockton 

Eight Mile Road/UPRR 
(West) GS $22,751 $7,424 4/07/10 July-10 Sept-14 

 
 

Mar-15 $7,424 

08 2  12 ORA OCTA Sand Canyon GS $55,590 $6,618 6/30/10 Sept-11 FDR Pending 
 

FDR Pending $6,457 
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COMPLETED PROJECT OPERATIONAL/FINAL REPORT SUBMITTED 

(numbers in thousands) 
 

PY 

 
 
 

PT 

 
 
 

D 

 
 
 

C 

 
 
 

Applicant 

 
 
 

Project  Name 

 
 

Total 
Project 

 
Approved 
HRCSA 

Allocated 

 
Date 

Allocated 

 
Began 

Construction 

 
Actual End 

Construction 

 
FDR/Close Out 

Report 

 
HRCSA Final 
Expenditures 

 
 

10 

 
 
2 

 
 

12 

 
 

ORA 

 
 
OCTA 

 
San Clemente Beach 
Trail Xings 

 
 

$4,500 

 
 

$2,170 

 
 

6/27/12 

 
 

May-13 

 
 

June-15 

 
 

Sept-15 

 
 

$2,170 
 
 

10 

 
 
2 

 
 
3 

 
 

SAC 

 
City of 
Sacramento 

 
6th Street, OverXing 
Roadway 

 
 

$15,730 

 
 

$7,151 

 
 

6/27/12 

 
 

Feb-12 

 
 

June-15 

 
 

Aug-15 

 
 

$7,151 
 
 

10 

 
 
2 

 
 
4 

 
 

ALA 

 
City of 
Fremont 

 
 
Kato Road GS 

 
 

$52,265 

 
 

$9,124 

 
 

8/10/11 

 
 

Aug-11 

 
 

May-15 

 
 

Aug-15 

 
 

$9,124 
 
 

10 

 
 
2 

 
 
7 

 
 

LA 

 
 
SCRRA 

 
Broadway-Brazil Street 
Grade Xing 

 
 

$9,100 

 
 

$233 

 
 

2/22/12 

 
 

March-12 

 
 

Dec-13 

 
 

Mar-16 

 
 

$233 

10 1 6 TUL City of Tulare Bardsley Avenue GS $18,498 $7,156 5/23/12 Feb-13 March-15 

 
 

Aug-16 $7,027 

10 1 7 LA ACE Nogales Street GS $85,430 $25,600 4/25/12 Feb-12 FDR Pending 

 
 

FDR Pendng $23,867 

12 2 12 ORA OCTA 
Dana Point & San 

Clemente Xing $4,075 $2,100 1/9/11 Feb-11 Jan-14 
 

Mar-14 $2,100 

12 2 7 LA SCRRA  
Grandview Ave Grade 

Xing Safety $2,630 $580 5/7/13 Mar-13 Oct-14 
 

Sept-15 $580 

12 2 7 LA SCRRA 
Sonora Avenue Grade 

Xing Safety $2,630 $580 5/7/13 Sept-12 Oct-14 
 

Sept-15 $580 

12 2 7 LA SCRRA Woodley Avenue Grade 
Xing Safety  $1,000 $438 12/10/16 

 
May-13 

 
May-15 Mar-16 

$438 

12 1 3 SAC City of Elk 
Grove 

Grant Line Road GS 
Project $24,040 $5,000 5/3/13 Dec-13 April-16 Aug-16 $3,156 

12 1 10 SJ City of Lathrop Lathrop Road GS with 
UPRR $16,855 $5,000 5/7/13 June-13 April-16 Sept-16 $5,000 

12 1 10 SJ Port of 
Stockton 

Navy Drive/BNSF 
Underpass (1 of 2) $6,530 $3,173 6/25/14 Dec-14 July-16 Aug-16 $3,173 

12 1 10 SJ Port of 
Stockton 

Navy Drive/BNSF 
Underpass (2 of 2) $2,567 $2,567 6/25/14 Dec-14 July-16 Aug-16 $2,567 

12 2 4 CC City of 
Richmond 

Officer Bradley A. 
Moody/Marina Bay $42,180 $4,230 5/3/13 Feb-13 FDR Pending FDR Pending $3,975 

      $747,612 $186,784    
 

$182,662 
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CORRECTIVE ACTION :  
 
PROJECT #1: City of Los Angeles – Riverside Drive Grade Separation Replacement 
The project is behind schedule due to several factors; such as unforeseen underground soil conditions, 
retrofitting, several structure bent foundations, utility and easement delays with the vendors, and demolition of 
the existing bridge. The project continues to move forward, the roundabout is being constructed, bridge railing, 
street improvements, and profilographing of the bridge deck.  
 
CLOSED PROJECT – FINAL DELIVERY REPORT PENDING: Orange County Transportation Authority – 
Sand Canyon Avenue Grade Separation 
Project is completed and open to the traffic. Project closeout activities are ongoing. Anticipate final closeout by 
December 2016.  
 
CLOSED PROJECT – FINAL DELIVERY REPORT PENDING: Alameda Corridor East Construction 
Authority – Nogales Street Grade Separation 
Project is completed and open to the traffic. Project closeout activities are ongoing. Anticipate final closeout by 
December 2016.  
 
PROJECT #2: City of Fremont – Warren Avenue Grade Separation  
The City of Fremont is working on getting the approved Regional Water Quality Control Board permit that 
require improvements to three bio-retention areas to treat storm water runoff. The bio-retention areas need to 
have 70% vegetation to filter out the contaminants and silt, the City has replanted new landscaping to meet the 
requirements. Now, the City is waiting for vegetation to grow-in and to get permitted.  
 
PROJECT #3: City of Los Angeles – North Spring Street Grade Separation  
The project is behind schedule due to several factors; such as unforeseen soil conditions, permit issues, river 
conditions,utility and easement delays with the vendors, and bridge work delays. The project continues to 
move forward, ongoing work continues with the approach deck, the arch falsework, and the fiberwrap of the 
superstructure. 
 
PROJECT #4: Pennisula Corridor Joint Powers Board – San Mateo Bridges Phase II 
The four bridges have been substantially completed, what remains are the punch list items such as fencing, 
and minor construction activities, and de-mobilization. Anticipate final closeout by January 2017.  
 
CLOSED PROJECT - FINAL DELIVERY REPORT PENDING: City of Richmond – Officer Bradley A. 
Moody/Marina Bay  
Project is completed and open to the traffic. But, there is ongoing functional issues with the pump station and 
landscaping telemetry units which have caused delays in the performance and completion of the project 
closeout, expecting these items completed by end of 2016.  
 
PROJECT #5: City of Tulare – Santa Fe Trail at UPRR Grade Separation   
Project is open to public use. The completion of the railing construction is required on the bridge, the final 
punchlist and closeout activities will occur in the February 2017.   
 
PROJECT #6: Southern California Regional Rail Authority – Branford Road Grade Crossing Safety 
Improvements in the City of Los Angeles 
Project is completed and open to the traffic. Working with the contractor and signal department to discuss 
fencing modifications needed for signal maintainance access, expect final completion and closeout by 
February 2017.    
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SUMMARY 
 
This report is for the first quarter of Fiscal Year (FY) 2016‐17 for the Proposition 1B Intercity Rail 
Improvement Program (IRI). The IRI program consists of nineteen projects, seven projects are 
fully allocated, one project is partially allocated, three projects remain unallocated, and eight 
projects have been completed. In funding, $248,873,000 is currently allocated, $54,324,000 
remains unallocated, $86,640,605 expenditures from closed projects with a potential of 
$2,162,395 in savings and $8,000,000 for administration. There were no CTC actions taken this 
quarter. 
 
BACKGROUND 
 

Proposition 1B was passed by California voters on November 7, 2006, and provides  

$400 million, upon appropriation by the Legislature, to the Department for intercity passenger 

rail improvement projects.  A minimum of $125 million is designated for procurement of 

additional intercity passenger railcars and locomotives. This $400 million program is part of the 

$4 billion Proposition 1B Public Transportation Modernization, Improvement, and Service 

Enhancement Account (PTMISEA).  This Account is to be used to fund public transportation 

projects.  Pursuant to paragraph (2) of subdivision (c) of section 8879.50 of the Government 

Code, the Department is the administrative agency for PTMISEA. 

 

At its December 2007 meeting, the Commission approved the guidelines for intercity passenger 

rail projects in the PTMISEA.  At its February 2008 meeting, the Commission approved the list of 

Proposition 1B intercity rail projects to be funded in the IRI.  The Commission last amended the 

list of projects in May 2016. 

 
 
 



California Department of Transportation                                                                                                                                  FY 2016‐17 First Quarter Report 
  July – September, 2016 

 

Proposition 1B                                                                                                                                                                         Intercity Rail Improvement Program 
Page 2 of 6 

 

 

 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 PR
O

JE
CT

 N
U

M
BE

R

 
CO

R
R

ID
O

R 

   
AG

EN
CY

 

     
   PR

O
JE

CT
 

TI
TL

E 

    
D

EL
IV

ER
Y 

   
PH

AS
E 

   
  

   
   

  
  

 
AL

LO
CA

TI
O

N
 

D
AT

E 

 
BE

G
IN

 P
H

AS
E 

 
EN

D
 

PH
AS

E 

 
EN

D
 

CL
O

SE
O

U
T 

  PR
O

G
RA

M
M

ED
 

SC
O

PE
 

BU
D

G
ET

 

SC
H

ED
U

LE
 

 
4.2 

 
PS 

 
SCRRA Raymer to Bernson Double Track 

 

CON TBD 
 

TBD TBD TBD $12,980 
 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
9.1 

 
PS 

 
Caltrans, UPRR 

 
Seacliff Siding 

 
PA&ED 10/2016 

 
TBD TBD TBD $1,000 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
9.2 

 
PS 

 
Caltrans, UPRR 

 
Seacliff Siding 

CON 
TBD 

 
TBD TBD TBD $20,526 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
10 

 
CC,SJ 

 
Caltrans Northern California Maintenance Facility 

CON 
TBD 

 
TBD TBD TBD $18,251 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
11 

 
CC,PS,SJ 

Capitol Corridor, 
LOSSAN, San Joaquin Capitalized Maintenance 

CON VAR 
 

VAR VAR VAR $1,567 
 
 

 
 

 
 

 
CC Capitol Corridor 
PS Pacific Surfliner 
SJ San Joaquin 

 
TOTAL $54,324 

   

PROPOSITION 1B INTERCITY RAIL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM 

UNALLOCATED PROJECTS 
(NUMBERS IN THOUSANDS) 

  No Known Scope, Budget, or Schedule Impact
  Known Scope, Budget, or Schedule Impact 
  Potential Impact 
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 1.1 

 
CC, PS, SJ 

 
Caltrans Procurement of Locomotives and Railcars CON 

 
12/2011 11/2012 09/2018 

12% 
 

03/2019
 

$42,000 
 

$42,000 
 

$5,073   

 
1.2 

 
CC, PS, SJ 

 
Caltrans Option Locomotives CON 

 12/2014 10/2015 09/2019 3% 03/2020 $103,000 $103,000 $3,057   

 
1.3 

 
CC, PS,SJ 

 
Caltrans On-Board Information System (OBIS) CON 

 12/2014 04/2012 09/2020 24% 03/2021 $5,000 $5,000 $2,219   

 
2.1 

 
PS 

 
SANDAG San Onofre to Plugas Double Track Phase 1 &2 PA&ED

1/2010 1/2010 05/2011 100% 06/2017 $3,146 $3,146 $3,146   

 
2.2 

 
PS 

 
SANDAG San Onofre to Plugas Double Track Phase 2 PS&E 

 
05/2015 09/2015 2/2015 99% 06/2017 $1,100 $1,100 $972   

 
2.3 

 
PS 

 
SANDAG 

San Onofre to Plugas Double Track Phase 1 
CON 

 

03/2013 09/2013 06/2016 99% 06/2017 $25,754 $25,754 $22,162      

 
3 

 
SJ 

 
Caltrans Oakley-Port Chicago Double Track Segment 3

CON 
 

10/2011 12/2012 2/2017 85% 08/2017 $25,450 $25,450 $20,259   

 
4.1 

 
PS 

 
LACMTA Raymer to Bernson Double Track PS&E 

01/2014 04/2014 06/2016 99% 12/2016 $6,500 $6,500 $5,683   

 
5.1 

 
PS 

 
SCRRA Van Nuys North Platform PS&E 12/2013 06/2014 02/2017 99% 08/2017 $4,000 $4,000 $3,289   

 
5.2 

 
PS 

 
SCRRA Van Nuys North Platform CON 

 

01/2016 04/2017 04/2019 
0% 

01/2020 $30,500 $30,500 $0      

 
6 

 
CC 

 
CCJPA Capital Corridor Track, Bridge and Signal 

Upgrade 
CON 

 
05/2014 06/2014 05/2017 65% 11/2017 $1,305 $1,305 $873   

 
7 

 
PS 

 
SCRRA Ventura County Sealed Corridor Crossing 

Improvement 

CON 
08/2014 12/2014 10/2016 99% 04/2017 $218 $218 $0   

 
8 

 
CC 

 
CCJPA 

Wayside Power and Storage  
CON 05/2016 05/2016 05/2019 0% 11/2019 $900 $900 $0 










 
CC Capitol Corridor 
PS Pacific Surfliner 
SJ San Joaquin 

TOTALS $248,873 $248,873 $66,650 
 

  

PROPOSITION 1B INTERCITY RAIL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM 

ALLOCATED PROJECTS 
(NUMBERS IN THOUSANDS)

  No Known Scope, Budget, or Schedule Impact
  Known Scope, Budget, or Schedule Impact 
  Potential Impact 
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12 

 
PS 

 
Caltrans Commerce/Fullerton Triple Track  

CON  08/2008 02/2009 
 

06/2012 05/2013 $31,992,000 $31,992,000 $31,991,132 

 

 
13 

 
PS 

 
Caltrans New Station Track at LA Union Station  

CON  04/2008 07/2009 
 

06/2015 12/2015 $21,800,000 $21,800,000 $20,098,290 



 
14 

 
SJ 

 
Caltrans Kings Park Track and Signal Improvements  

CON  08/2008 10/2008 
 

06/2012 10/2012 $3,500,000 $3,500,000 $3,500,000 



 
15 

 
CC, SJ 

 
Caltrans Wireless Network for Northern California 

IPR Fleet 

 
CON 01/2011 04/2011 

 
06/2015 06/2015 $3,750,000 $3,750,000 $2,926,814 




 
16 

 
PS 

 
Caltrans Santa Margarita Bridge and Double Track  

CON  04/2008 08/2008 
 

05/2014 12/2015 $16,206,000 $16,206,000 $15,748,000 



 
17 

 
CC, SJ 

 
Caltrans Emeryville Station and Track Improvements

 
CON  05/2008 09/2008 

 
07/2012 07/2012 $6,151,000 $6,151,000 $6,150,678 




 
18 

 
CC 

 
Caltrans Bahia Benicia Crossover  

CON  04/2008 09/2008 
 

07/2012 03/2014 $3,445,000 $3,445,000 $3,444,434 



 
19 

 
PS 

 
Caltrans SCRRA Sealed Corridor  

CON  04/2008 11/2011 
 

07/2012 03/2014 $2,782,000 $2,782,000 $2,781,257 



 
CC Capitol Corridor 
PS Pacific Surfliner 
SJ San Joaquin 

 
TOTALS $89,626,000 $89,626,000 $86,640,605 



PROPOSITION 1B INTERCITY RAIL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM 

COMPLETED PROJECTS 

  No Known Scope, Budget, or Schedule Impact
  Known Scope, Budget, or Schedule Impact 
  Potential Impact 
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ACTION PLANS 
   
Project 1 ‐ Procurement of Locomotives, Railcars, and Install On‐board Information System 

Statute requires at least $125 million be used for the procurement of intercity passenger 
railcars and locomotives.  A total of $150 million was allocated for new railcars, new locomotive 
and on board passenger information systems. 
 
Project 1.1 ‐ Procurement of Locomotives and Railcars 

This procurement is being administered through two separate contracts; one for the cars and a 
second for the locomotives. Separation of the procurement into two contracts allowed for 
multiple rail equipment manufacturers with strengths in designing and building each type of 
vehicle to bid on either or both contracts. The new cars and locomotives are being designed 
and built in accordance with specifications approved by the Passenger Rail Investment and 
Improvement Act of 2008 (PRIIA) 305 Next‐Generation Equipment Committee (NGEC) and 
procured in a manner consistent with PRIIA’s Buy America requirements contained in 49 U.S.C. 
24405(a). 
 
The Bi‐Level Railcars contract is currently delayed by four years. The delay is a result of the 
need to redesign the main car structure to resolve testing failures and further shortcomings 
identified during the course of the redesign process. The new pilot cars are due to be produced 
in 2019 and tested in 2020. Initial production deliveries are expected in 2020 with the final cars 
to be delivered in 2022.  
 
The Caltrans locomotives are currently projected to be delivered ahead of the contractual 
deadlines.  All type testing has been completed on the first two locomotives.  Siemens has 
completed the assembly of the locomotives and the first set is painted. The primary challenge 
with production is the delivery schedule.  Siemens plans to add a second shift and final 
assembly line to ensure they meet the delivery schedule. In addition, part of their supply chain 
is now “in house” and they have implemented additional quality assurance procedures. 
 
Project 1.3 ‐ On‐Board Information Systems  

Amtrak is working to deploy On‐Board Information Systems (OBIS) nationally.  The State of 
California is the first intercity rail network in the United States to develop and deploy this type 
of communication system. The new railcars will be deployed with OBIS installed. Ongoing 
nationwide integration issues have caused delays with the installation of the real‐time 
communication system.  The critical path to the installation is the development of the   
Software that communicates with Amtrak’s Central network.  The software is projected to be 
fully developed in spring 2017. 
 
Project 4.2 ‐ Raymer to Bernson ‐ Construction  
The construction phase consists of $12.9 million in unallocated IRI 1B construction funds and 
$60.8 million in unallocated Interregional Improvement Program funds programed in  
FY 2020‐21.
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Project 5.1 ‐ Van Nuys North Platform ‐ Plans, Specifications & Estimate 

Southern California Regional Rail Authority (SCRRA) is currently finalizing the Issue for Bid 
Package. The PS&E contract will conclude 2/28/17.  
 
Project 5.2 ‐ Van Nuys North Platform ‐ Construction 

The project is scheduled to award the construction contract by the end of April 2017. The delay 
in award was caused by the change in recipient agency and delay in PS&E.  
 
Project 7 – Ventura County Sealed Corridor Crossing Improvement 

This project is funded primarily by the STIP of which 75% has been expended. Once that funding 
has been drawn down the agency intends to fully expend the Prop 1B funding. 
 
Project 9 ‐ Seacliff Track Realignment and Siding Extension 

The Division of Rail and Mass Transportation (DRMT) is currently in negotiation with the Union 
Pacific Railroad (UPRR) to clarify the phasing and schedule of the project. One million dollars 
has been identified for PA&ED. The remaining $20,526,000 will fund permits and construction.  
 
Project 10 ‐ Northern California Maintenance Facility 

The Northern California Maintenance Facility is currently unallocated for $18,251,000 in IRI 1B 
funds. DRMT has requested Project Initiation Document (PID) support dollars and is developing 
a PID document and Work Plan for the Oakland Maintenance Facility Phase 2 project, located in 
the City of Oakland. The Division is working with Engineering Services for preliminary design, 
District 4 for Environmental and Right‐of‐way clearance, and Project Management for capital 
support dollars. 
 

   











































STATE OF CALIFORNIA      CALIFORNIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION 

M e m o r a n d u m

To: CHAIR AND COMMISSIONERS CTC Meeting: January 18-19, 2017 

Reference No.: 3.6 
Information 

From:  SUSAN BRANSEN 
Executive Director 

Subject: TOLL BRIDGE SEISMIC RETROFIT PROGRAM - 2016 THIRD QUARTER PROGRESS 
AND FINANCIAL UPDATE 

SUMMARY: 

Assembly Bill 144 (Statutes of 2005, Hancock) created the Toll Bridge Program Oversight 
Committee (TBPOC) to exercise project oversight and control over the Toll Bridge Seismic 
Retrofit Program.  All state-owned toll bridges have achieved seismic safety, either via retrofit or 
replacement of structure.  Although seismic safety has been achieved on the San Francisco-
Oakland Bay Bridge (SFOBB), project closeouts and follow up projects, including the demolition 
of the old SFOBB, are ongoing.  The following summarizes some of the major ongoing SFOBB 
contract work: 

Self-Anchored Suspension (SAS) span – 
• The SAS tower anchor rod re-grout contract was awarded in October 2016 and the re-grout

work is expected to be completed in the fall of 2017. 
• Closeout negotiations with the SAS span contractor American Bridge Fluor (ABF) are

ongoing.  At the November 2016 TBPOC meeting, the California Department of 
Transportation (Caltrans) stated they had nothing new to report on the ABF closeout 
negotiations. 

Dismantling of the old SFOBB span – 
• Dismantling of the 504’ and 288’ truss sections is ahead of schedule.  All five of the 504’

trusses have been successfully removed.  The lowering of the fourteen 288’ truss sections is 
moving forward very rapidly and the last 288’ truss could be removed by the end of February 
2017, way ahead of schedule.  This will allow for demolition of marine foundations
E-4 through E-18 by the middle of December 2017, one year ahead of the current schedule. 

• Caltrans is seeking approval from the resource agencies to start above water mechanical
demolition of the marine foundations in February 2017 instead of the current approved 
July 2017 start date.  This approval is critical in order to utilize the time gained by the early 
removal of the 288’ trusses and implode the marine foundations by December 2017 versus the 
current schedule of final implosions in December 2018. 

• Caltrans is seeking permission from the resource agencies to retain in place marine foundations
E-2 and E-19 through E-22 as view shed/public access and historical artifacts in lieu of 
demolition. 
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 STATE OF CALIFORNIA                      CALIFORNIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION 
  

BACKGROUND:  
 
The TBPOC is comprised of the Director of the California Department of Transportation, the 
Executive Director of the Bay Area Toll Authority, and the Executive Director of the California 
Transportation Commission.  The TBPOC’s program oversight and control activities include 
review and approval of contract bid documents, contract change orders and resolution of major 
project issues. 



 State of California  California State Transportation Agency 
 DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

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

M e m o r a n d u m 
To: CHAIR AND COMMISSIONERS 

CALIFORNIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION 
CTC Meeting: January 18-19, 2017 

Reference No.: 2.1a.(3) 
Action Item 

From:  NORMA ORTEGA 
Chief Financial Officer 

Prepared by: Bruce De Terra, Chief 
Division of Transportation 
Programming 

Subject: STIP AMENDMENT 16S-02 

DEPARTMENT ACTION UPDATE:  This Amendment has been revised to include the 
following: 

The ITS Master Plan-Phase 4 Implementation project is a high priority for the City of Elk 
Grove (City) and the Sacramento Area Council Of Governments (SACOG).  The project had 
originally been programmed in Fiscal Year (FY) 2017-18 but was delayed due to funding 
constraints in the 2016 STIP.  Currently programmed in FY 2019-20, it is the region's highest 
priority in that fiscal year.   The project has its environmental constraints cleared and is on 
schedule to be delivered in January 2017.  The City has no other replacement project and is 
requesting to use Local Developer funds in place of STIP funds to construct the project.  A 
cooperative agreement is available upon request. 

RECOMMENDATION: 

The California Department of Transportation recommends that the California Transportation 
Commission (Commission) approve the State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) 
Amendment 16S-02 and authorize the project to proceed as an Assembly Bill (AB) 3090 
Reimbursement.  This item was noticed at the Commission’s December 2016 meeting.   

ISSUE: 

The City and the SACOG propose to program an AB 3090 cash reimbursement project  
(PPNO 1667A) in order to use local funds for construction of the ITS Master Plan-Phase 4 
Implementation project (PPNO 1667) in Sacramento County.  The City is requesting reimbursement 
in Fiscal Year (FY) 2019-20.  

BACKGROUND: 

The ITS Master Plan-Phase 4 Implementation project will install new traffic signal controllers, 
cables, Closed Circuit television cameras and provide integration into the City's existing 
Transportation Management Center (TMC). 
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The City proposes to amend the STIP to revise the funding plan to advance project delivery with the 
use of $3,309,000 in local funds for construction, and request reimbursement for $2,312,000 in  
FY 2019-20.   
 
This request follows AB 3090 Guidelines, which allow a local agency to use its own funds (non-
state or non-federal) to complete a project component early to be later reimbursed with STIP funds 
currently programmed on the project.   
 
REVISE: ITS Master Plan-Phase 4 Implementation project (PPNO 1667) 

 

0Proposed 0 0
(2,312) (2,312)Change (2,312)

2312

CON 
Supp

RIP
Existing 2,312 2312

20/21 R/W CON PA&ED PS&E
R/W 
Supp

(DOLLARS IN THOUSANDS)

FUND TOTAL
Project Totals by Fiscal Year Project Totals by Component

Prior 16/17 17/18 18/19 19/20

Project Title: ITS Master Plan-Phase 4 Implementation
Location In Elk Grove, at intersection along Elk Grove-Florin Rd., Big Horn Blvd, Franklin Blvd., Bruceville Rd., West Stockton 

Blvd., Elk Grove Blvd., and Grant Line Rd..
Description: Install new traffic signal controllers and interconnect cable.  Provide integration of the new signal controllers into the 

City's existing Transportation Management Center (TMC) and install Closed Circuit television cameras.

City of Elk Grove AB 3090 CON City of Elk Grove AB 3090
RTPA/CTC: Sacramento Area Council of Governments

Implementing Agency: (by 
component)

PA&ED City of Elk Grove AB 3090 PS&E City of Elk Grove AB 3090
R/W

PM Back PM Ahead Route/Corridor
Sacramento 03 1667 LA 2016-17

County District PPNO EA Element Const. Year

Local Devolper Funds
Existing 522 222 0 300 300 0 222
Change 3,111    102       3,309    (300)     3,009    9           102       
Proposed 3,633    324       3,309    0 3,309    9           324       
Total
Existing 2,834 222 0 2,612 2,612 0 222
Change 799 102 3,309 (2,612) 697 9 102
Proposed 3,633 324 3,309 0 3,309 9 324
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ADD: AB 3090 Reimbursement (ITS Master Plan-Phase 4 Implementation) project  
(PPNO 1667A) 

2,312
Proposed 2,312 2,312

Total
Existing 0
Change

2,312
2,312

0
2,312

0

County District PPNO EA Element Const. Year PM Back PM Ahead Route/Corridor
Sacramento 03 1667A LA 2016-17

Implementing Agency: (by 
component)

PA&ED AB 3090 PS&E AB 3090
R/W AB 3090 CON City of Elk Grove AB 3090

RTPA/CTC: Sacramento Area Council of Governments
Project Title: AB 3090 Reimbursement (ITS Master Plan-Phase 4 Implementation)
Location N/A
Description: N/A

(DOLLARS IN THOUSANDS)

FUND TOTAL
Project Totals by Fiscal Year Project Totals by Component

Prior 16/17 17/18 18/19 19/20 20/21 R/W CON PA&ED PS&E
R/W 
Supp

CON 
Supp

RIP
Existing 0 0 0
Change 2,312 2,312 2,312
Proposed 2,312 2,312 2,312

 

RESOLUTION: 

 

Be it Resolved, that the California Transportation Commission does hereby program $2,312,000 as 
an AB 3090 cash reimbursement project (PPNO 1667A) in order to use local funds for construction 
of the ITS Master Plan-Phase 4 Implementation project (PPNO 1667) in Sacramento County.   
 



State of California California State Transportation Agency 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

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

M e m o r a n d u m 
To: CHAIR AND COMMISSIONERS CTC Meeting: January 18-19, 2017   

CALIFORNIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION
Reference No.:  2.2c.(1) 

Action Item

From:  NORMA ORTEGA Prepared By: Katrina C. Pierce, Chief 
Chief Financial Officer Division of 

Environmental Analysis   

Subject:  APPROVAL OF PROJECTS FOR FUTURE CONSIDERATION OF FUNDING  

RECOMMENDATION: 

The California Department of Transportation (Department) recommends that the California 
Transportation Commission (Commission), as a responsible agency, approve the attached 
Resolutions E-17-01, E-17-02, E-17-03, and E-17-04. 

ISSUE: 

            01-Lak-20, PM 1.07/46.24, 01-Lak-29, PM 25.16/48.74 
RESOLUTION E-17-01

The attached resolution proposes to approve for future consideration of funding the following 
project for which a Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) has been completed: 

 State Route 20 (SR 20) and State Route 29 (SR 29) in Lake County.
Rehabilitate drainage features on portions of SR 20 and SR 29 near the city of
Clear Lake.  (PPNO 3047B)

This project in Lake County will rehabilitate drainage at various locations in Lake County in 
the vicinity of Clear Lake on SR 20 and SR 29.  The project is programmed in the 2016 State 
Highway Operation Program for $8,318,000 in capital and support.  Construction is 
estimated to begin in Fiscal Year 2018-19.  The scope, as described for the preferred 
alternative, is consistent with the project scope programmed by the Commission in the 2016 
State Highway Operation. 

A copy of the MND has been provided to Commission staff.  The project will result in less than 
significant impacts to the environment after mitigation.  The following resource areas may be 
impacted by the project: aesthetics, biological resources, hazardous materials, and water quality.  
Avoidance and minimization measures will reduce any potential effects on the environment.  
These measures include, but are not limited to, a revegetation plan and landscape plan will be 
prepared and implemented, ESA fencing will be installed around designated areas on the project 
site, in-stream work will be limited to July 1 to October 1, pre-construction surveys will be 
conducted by a qualified biologist, excess soil will be used within the project limits, and 
sediment and erosion control BMPs will be implemented. 
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As a result, an MND was completed for this project. 
 
Attachment 1  
 
 
ISSUE: 
 

            02-Tri-36, PM 26.7/27.1 
RESOLUTION E-17-02 

 
The attached resolution proposes to approve for future consideration of funding the following 
project for which a Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) has been completed: 
 

 State Route 36 (SR 36) in Trinity County.  Construct roadway improvements 
and install a new bridge on a portion of SR 36 near the community of Forest 
Glen. (PPNO 3526)  

 
This project in Trinity County will realign the roadway and construct a bridge on SR 36 near the 
community of Forest Glen.  The project is programmed in the 2016 State Highway Operation and 
Protection Program.  The total programmed amount is $9,528,000 for capital and support.  
Construction is estimated to begin in Fiscal Year 2018-19.  The scope, as described for the 
preferred alternative, is consistent with the project scope programmed by the Commission in the 
2016 State Highway Operation and Protection Program. 

 
A copy of the MND has been provided to Commission staff.  The project will result in less 
than significant impacts to the environment after mitigation.  The following resource area may 
be impacted by the project: biological resources.  Avoidance and minimization measures will 
reduce any potential effects on the environment.  These measures include, but are not limited 
to, sound generated by construction activity will be limited to 90 decibels within 1,320 feet of 
northern spotted owl nesting areas during the period from February 1 to July 9, a qualified 
biologist will be on site during clear water diversion activities to monitor for western pond 
turtles and foothill yellow-legged frogs.  As a result, an MND was completed for this project. 
 
Attachment 2 
 
ISSUE: 
 

            04-Ala-680, PM 0.0/21.9 
RESOLUTION E-17-03 

 
The attached resolution proposes to approve for future consideration of funding the following 
project for which a Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) has been completed: 
 

 Interstate 680 (I-680) in Alameda County.  Install ramp metering systems at 
sixteen locations along a portion of I-680 in the cities of Fremont and Dublin.   

         (PPNO 0521M)  
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This project in Alameda County will install ramp metering system for sixteen on-
ramps/connectors along I-680 in Alameda County from Scott Creek Road Undercrossing in 
the City of Fremont to the Alcosta Boulevard Overcrossing in the City of Dublin.  These on-
ramps connectors will be widened to provide for High Occupancy Vehicles (HOV) 
preferential lanes and/or additional mixed flow lanes.  The project is programmed in the 
2016 State Highway Operation Program for $27,753,000 in Construction (capital and 
support) and Right of Way (capital and support).  Construction is estimated to begin in 
Fiscal Year 2018-19.  The scope, as described for the preferred alternative, is consistent 
with the project scope programmed by the Commission in the 2016 State Highway 
Operation and Protection Program. 
 
A copy of the MND has been provided to Commission staff.  The project will result in less 
than significant impacts to the environment after mitigation.  The following resource areas may 
be impacted by the project: biological resources, paleontological resources, visual, and cultural 
resources.  Avoidance and minimization measures will reduce any potential effects on the 
environment.  These measures include, but are not limited to, water quality BMPs will be 
implemented, pre-construction surveys for biological resources will be conducted, a 
Paleontological Monitoring Plan will be implemented, visual treatments will be incorporated in 
the final design, and a Memorandum of Agreement with the State Historic and Preservation 
Officer will be implemented.  As a result, an MND was completed for this project. 
 
Attachment 3  
 
 
ISSUE: 
 

            10-SJ-99, PM 0.0/0.5, 10-Sta-99, PM 24.3/24.8 
RESOLUTION E-17-04 

 
The attached resolution proposes to approve for future consideration of funding the following 
project for which a Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) has been completed: 
 

 State Route 99 (SR 99) in San Joaquin and Stanislaus Counties.  Replace a 
portion of an existing bridge on SR 99 near the city of Ripon. 

         (PPNO 0321)  
 
This project in San Joaquin and Stanislaus Counties will replace a portion of the southbound 
Stanislaus River Bridge No. 29-0013 on SR 99 near the city of Ripon.  The project is programmed 
in the 2016 State Highway Operation and Protection Program.  The total programmed amount is 
$23,563,000 for capital and support.  Construction is estimated to begin in Fiscal Year 2019-20.  
The scope, as described for the preferred alternative, is consistent with the project scope 
programmed by the Commission in the 2016 State Highway Operation and Protection Program. 
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A copy of the MND has been provided to Commission staff.  The project will result in less 
than significant impacts to the environment after mitigation.  The following resource area may 
be impacted by the project: biological resources.  Avoidance and minimization measures will 
reduce any potential effects on the environment.  These measures include, but are not limited 
to, impacts to threatened or endangered species will be in accordance to the Biological Opinion 
issued by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, and adherence to the conditions contained in the 
permits issued by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and the California Department of Fish and 
Wildlife.  As a result, an MND was completed for this project. 
 
 
Attachment 4 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Attachment 1 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

CALIFORNIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION 
 

Resolution for Future Consideration of Funding 
01-Lak-20, PM 1.07/46.24, 01-Lak-29, PM 25.16/48.74 

Resolution E-17-01 
 

1.1 WHEREAS, the California Department of Transportation (Department) has completed a  
Mitigated Negative Declaration pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA) and the State CEQA Guidelines for the following project: 

 
 State Route 20 (SR 20) and State Route 29 (SR 29) in Lake 

County.  Rehabilitate drainage features on portions of SR 20 and 
SR 29 near the city of Clear Lake.  (PPNO 3047B)  

 
1.2 WHEREAS, the Department has certified that the Mitigated Negative Declaration has 

been completed pursuant to CEQA and the State CEQA Guidelines for its 
implementation; and 

 
1.3 WHEREAS, the California Transportation Commission, as a responsible agency, has 

considered the information contained in the Mitigated Negative Declaration; and 
 
1.4 WHEREAS, the project will not have a significant effect on the environment. 
 
2.1 NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the California Transportation 

Commission does hereby approve the above referenced project to allow for future 
consideration of funding. 





 

 

NOTICE OF DETERMINATION       
 
To: Office of Planning and Research  From: California Transportation Commission     
 1400 Tenth Street, Room 121 Attention:  Jose Oseguera 
 Sacramento, CA 95814  1120 N Street, Suite 2230 
  Sacramento, CA 95814 
  (916) 653-7121 

 
Project Title:  Lake 20/29 Culvert Rehabilitation Project  
 
2016092062  Ken Lastufka   (916) 274-0568  
State Clearinghouse Number Lead Agency Contact Person   Area Code/Telephone 
 
Project Location (include county): State Routes 20 and 29 in Lake County. 
  
Project Description:  Rehabilitate drainages at various locations along portions of SR 20 and 
SR 29 near the city of Clear Lake. 
  
This is to advise that the California Transportation Commission has approved the above described project  
  (_ Lead Agency / X Responsible Agency) 
on January 18-19 , 2017, and has made the following determinations regarding the above described 
project: 
 

1. The project (_ will / X will not) have a significant effect on the environment. 
2.  ___An Environmental Impact Report was prepared for this project pursuant to the provisions of 

CEQA. 
 _X A Mitigated Negative Declaration was prepared for this project pursuant to the provisions of 

CEQA. 
3. Mitigation measures (X were /_ were not) made a condition of the approval of the project. 
4. A mitigation reporting or monitoring plan (__was / X was not) made a condition of the approval of 

the project. 
5. A Statement of Overriding Considerations (__ was /X was not) adopted for this project. 
6. Findings (__were /X were not) made pursuant to the provisions of CEQA. 
 

The above identified document with comments and responses and record of project approval is available 
to the General Public at: Caltrans, 2379 Gateway Oaks Drive, Sacramento, CA 95818 

 
 
Susan Bransen   Executive Director   
Signature (Public Agency)  Date    Title 
CALIFORNIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION 
 
Date received for filing at OPR: 
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CALIFORNIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION 
 

Resolution for Future Consideration of Funding 
02-Tri-36, PM 26.7/27.1 

Resolution E-17-02 
 

1.1 WHEREAS, the California Department of Transportation (Department) has completed a  
Mitigated Negative Declaration pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA) and the State CEQA Guidelines for the following project: 

 
 State Route 36 (SR 36) in Trinity County.  Construct roadway 

improvements and install a new bridge on a portion of SR 36 near 
the community of Forest Glen. (PPNO 3526)  

 
1.2 WHEREAS, the Department has certified that the Mitigated Negative Declaration has 

been completed pursuant to CEQA and the State CEQA Guidelines for its 
implementation; and 

 
1.3 WHEREAS, the California Transportation Commission, as a responsible agency, has 

considered the information contained in the Mitigated Negative Declaration; and 
 
1.4 WHEREAS, the project will not have a significant effect on the environment. 
 
2.1 NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the California Transportation 

Commission does hereby approve the above referenced project to allow for future 
consideration of funding. 





 

 

NOTICE OF DETERMINATION       
 
To: Office of Planning and Research  From: California Transportation Commission     
 1400 Tenth Street, Room 121 Attention:  Jose Oseguera 
 Sacramento, CA 95814  1120 N Street, Suite 2230 
  Sacramento, CA 95814 
  (916) 653-7121 

 
Project Title:  Ditch Gulch Curve Improvement Project  
 
2016082024  Wesley Stroud   (530) 225-2928  
State Clearinghouse Number Lead Agency Contact Person   Area Code/Telephone 
 
Project Location (include county): State Route 36 in Trinity County. 
  
Project Description:  Construct roadway improvements including a new bridge on SR 36 near 
the community of Forest Glen. 
  
This is to advise that the California Transportation Commission has approved the above described project  
  (_ Lead Agency / X Responsible Agency) 
on January 18-19 , 2017, and has made the following determinations regarding the above described 
project: 
 

1. The project (__ will / X will not) have a significant effect on the environment. 
2.  ___An Environmental Impact Report was prepared for this project pursuant to the provisions of 

CEQA. 
 X A Mitigated Negative Declaration was prepared for this project pursuant to the provisions of 

CEQA. 
3. Mitigation measures (X were / __were not) made a condition of the approval of the project. 
4. A mitigation reporting or monitoring plan (X was / __ was not) made a condition of the approval of 

the project. 
5. A Statement of Overriding Considerations (__ was /X was not) adopted for this project. 
6. Findings (__were /X were not) made pursuant to the provisions of CEQA. 
 

The above identified document with comments and responses and record of project approval is available 
to the General Public at: Caltrans Dist.2, 1031 Butte Street, Redding, CA 96001 

 
 
Susan Bransen   Executive Director   
Signature (Public Agency)  Date    Title 
CALIFORNIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION 
 
Date received for filing at OPR: 
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CALIFORNIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION 
 

Resolution for Future Consideration of Funding 
04-Ala-680, PM 0.0/21.9 

Resolution E-17-03 
 

1.1 WHEREAS, the California Department of Transportation (Department) has completed a  
Mitigated Negative Declaration pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA) and the State CEQA Guidelines for the following project: 

 
 Interstate 680 (I-680) in Alameda County.  Install ramp metering 

systems at sixteen locations along a portion of I-680 in the cities of 
Fremont and Dublin.  (PPNO 0521M)  

 
1.2 WHEREAS, the Department has certified that the Mitigated Negative Declaration has 

been completed pursuant to CEQA and the State CEQA Guidelines for its 
implementation; and 

 
1.3 WHEREAS, the California Transportation Commission, as a responsible agency, has 

considered the information contained in the Mitigated Negative Declaration; and 
 
1.4 WHEREAS, the project will not have a significant effect on the environment. 
 
2.1 NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the California Transportation 

Commission does hereby approve the above referenced project to allow for future 
consideration of funding. 





 

 

NOTICE OF DETERMINATION       
 
To: Office of Planning and Research  From: California Transportation Commission     
 1400 Tenth Street, Room 121 Attention:  Jose Oseguera 
 Sacramento, CA 95814  1120 N Street, Suite 2230 
  Sacramento, CA 95814 
  (916) 653-7121 

 
Project Title:  Freeway Performance Initiative I-680 in Alameda County Project  
 
2013112047  Noray-Ann Spradling   (510) 286-5961  
State Clearinghouse Number Lead Agency Contact Person   Area Code/Telephone 
 
Project Location (include county): Interstate 680 in Alameda County. 
  
Project Description:  Install ramp metering systems at sixteen locations along a portion of I-680 in 
the cities of Fremont and Dublin. 
  
This is to advise that the California Transportation Commission has approved the above described project  
  (_ Lead Agency / X Responsible Agency) 
on January 18-19 , 2017, and has made the following determinations regarding the above described 
project: 
 

1. The project (__ will / X will not) have a significant effect on the environment. 
2.  ___An Environmental Impact Report was prepared for this project pursuant to the provisions of 

CEQA. 
 X A Mitigated Negative Declaration was prepared for this project pursuant to the provisions of 

CEQA. 
3. Mitigation measures (X were / __were not) made a condition of the approval of the project. 
4. A mitigation reporting or monitoring plan (X was /_ was not) made a condition of the approval of 

the project. 
5. A Statement of Overriding Considerations (__ was /X was not) adopted for this project. 
6. Findings (_ were / X were not) made pursuant to the provisions of CEQA. 
 

The above identified document with comments and responses and record of project approval is available 
to the General Public at: Caltrans Dist.4, 111 Grand Ave, Oakland, CA 94612 

 
 
Susan Bransen   Executive Director   
Signature (Public Agency)  Date    Title 
CALIFORNIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION 
 
Date received for filing at OPR: 
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CALIFORNIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION 
 

Resolution for Future Consideration of Funding 
10-SJ-99, PM 0.0/0.5, 10-Sta-9, PM 24.3/24.8 

Resolution E-17-04 
 

1.1 WHEREAS, the California Department of Transportation (Department) has completed a  
Mitigated Negative Declaration pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA) and the State CEQA Guidelines for the following project: 

 
 State Route 99 (SR 99) in San Joaquin and Stanislaus Counties.  

Replace a portion of an existing bridge on SR 99 near the city of 
Ripon.  (PPNO 0321)  

 
1.2 WHEREAS, the Department has certified that the Mitigated Negative Declaration has 

been completed pursuant to CEQA and the State CEQA Guidelines for its 
implementation; and 

 
1.3 WHEREAS, the California Transportation Commission, as a responsible agency, has 

considered the information contained in the Mitigated Negative Declaration; and 
 
1.4 WHEREAS, the project will not have a significant effect on the environment. 
 
2.1 NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the California Transportation 

Commission does hereby approve the above referenced project to allow for future 
consideration of funding. 





 

 

NOTICE OF DETERMINATION       
 
To: Office of Planning and Research  From: California Transportation Commission     
 1400 Tenth Street, Room 121 Attention:  Jose Oseguera 
 Sacramento, CA 95814  1120 N Street, Suite 2230 
  Sacramento, CA 95814 
  (916) 653-7121 

 
Project Title:  Ripon Bridge Rehabilitation Project  
 
2016052017  Scott Smith   (559) 445-6172  
State Clearinghouse Number Lead Agency Contact Person   Area Code/Telephone 
 
Project Location (include county): State Route 99 in San Joaquin and Stanislaus Counties. 
  
Project Description:  Replace a portion of an existing bridge on SR 99 near the city of Ripon. 
  
This is to advise that the California Transportation Commission has approved the above described project  
  (_ Lead Agency / X Responsible Agency) 
on January 18-19 , 2017, and has made the following determinations regarding the above described 
project: 
 

1. The project (__ will / X will not) have a significant effect on the environment. 
2.  ___An Environmental Impact Report was prepared for this project pursuant to the provisions of 

CEQA. 
 _X_A Mitigated Negative Declaration was prepared for this project pursuant to the provisions of 

CEQA. 
3. Mitigation measures (X were / __were not) made a condition of the approval of the project. 
4. A mitigation reporting or monitoring plan (X was / __ was not) made a condition of the approval of 

the project. 
5. A Statement of Overriding Considerations (__ was /X was not) adopted for this project. 
6. Findings (__were /X were not) made pursuant to the provisions of CEQA. 
 

The above identified document with comments and responses and record of project approval is available 
to the General Public at: Caltrans Dist.10, 1976 E. Martin Luther King Jr. Blvd., Stockton, CA 95205 

 
 
Susan Bransen   Executive Director   
Signature (Public Agency)  Date    Title 
CALIFORNIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION 
 
Date received for filing at OPR: 

 



STATE OF CALIFORNIA   CALIFORNIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION 

M e m o r a n d u m

To: CHAIR AND COMMISSIONERS CTC Meeting: January 18-19, 2017 

Reference No.: 2.2c.(4) 
Action 

From:  SUSAN BRANSEN 
Executive Director 

Subject: APPROVAL OF PROJECT FOR FUTURE CONSIDERATION OF FUNDING -
MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION FOR THE MAMMOTH CREEK GAP 
CLOSURE PROJECT  (RESOLUTION E-17-07) 

ISSUE: 

Should the California Transportation Commission (Commission), as a Responsible Agency, 
accept the Mitigated Negative Declaration for the Mammoth Creek Gap Closure Project (Project) 
in Mono County and approve the Project for future consideration of funding? 

RECOMMENDATION:  

Staff recommends the Commission accept the Mitigated Negative Declaration and approve the 
Project for future consideration of funding. 

BACKGROUND: 

The town of Mammoth Lakes (Town) is the California Environmental Quality Act lead agency 
for the Project. The Project will construct a 919-ft long, 12-ft wide Class 1 Multi-use Path 
(MUP) connecting two existing paved MUPs in Mammoth Lakes.  The MUP will extend in an 
east-west direction, paralleling Old Mammoth Road from the east side of Minaret Road to an 
existing MUP in the west near Mammoth Creek Park. 

On November 16, 2016, the Mammoth Lakes Town Council adopted the final Mitigated 
Negative Declaration for the Project and found that the Project will not have a significant effect 
on the environment after mitigation.  

Impacts that require mitigation measures to be reduced to less than significant levels relate to 
aesthetics, air quality, biological resources and greenhouse gas emissions.  Mitigation measures 
include, but are not limited to: provide the design contractor with data on light spillover impacts 
into adjacent residential properties, comply with the Great Basin Unified Air Pollution Control 
District policies and regulations, conduct pre-construction surveys regarding nesting birds, 
roosting bats and other special species, and turn off construction vehicles when not in use to 
minimize idling. 
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On November 22, 2016, the Town confirmed that the preferred alternative set forth in the final 
environmental document is consistent with the Project scope of work and programmed by the 
Commission.   

The Project is estimated to cost $926,000 and is fully funded through construction with Active 
Transportation Program Funds ($847,000) and Local Funds ($79,000).    

Construction is estimated to begin in Fiscal Year 2017/18. 

Attachments: 
- Resolution E-17-07 
- Notice of Determination 
- Project Location  
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



CALIFORNIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION 
 

Resolution for Future Consideration of Funding  
9 – Mono County 

Resolution E-17-07 
 

 
1.1 WHEREAS, the Town of Mammoth Lakes has completed a Mitigated Negative 

Declaration pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the CEQA 
Guidelines for the following project (Project): 

 
• Mammoth Creek Gap Closure Project 

 
1.2 WHEREAS, the Town of Mammoth Lakes has certified that the Mitigated Negative 

Declaration has been completed pursuant to CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines; and 
 

1.3 WHEREAS, the Project will construct a 919-ft long, 12-ft wide Class 1 Multi-use Path 
(MUP) connecting two existing paved MUPs in the Town of Mammoth Lakes; and 
 

1.4 WHEREAS, the Project is located between east of Minaret Road to an existing MUP, with 
Mammoth Creek to the north and old Mammoth Road to the south; and  
 

1.5 WHEREAS, on November 16, 2016, the Mammoth Lakes Town Council found that the 
proposed Project would not have a significant effect on the environment after mitigation; 
and 
 

1.6 WHEREAS, the Mammoth Lakes Town Council approved the Mitigated Negative 
Declaration; and 
 

1.7 WHEREAS, the California Transportation Commission, as a Responsible Agency, has 
considered the information contained in the Mitigated Negative Declaration. 

 
2.1 NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the California Transportation 

Commission does hereby accept the Mitigated Negative Declaration and approves the 
above referenced Project to allow for future consideration of funding. 

 



 
 
NOTICE OF DETERMINATION       
 
To: Office of Planning and Research  From: California Transportation Commission  
 1400 Tenth Street, Room 121  Attn: Jose Oseguera  
 Sacramento, CA 95814  1120 N Street, MS 52 
  Sacramento, CA 95814 
  (916) 653-2094 
 
Subject: Filing of Notice of Determination in compliance with Section 21108 of the Public Resources 

Code. 
 
Mammoth Creek Gap Closure Project 
Project Title 
 
              2016092007                  Jamie Robertson                       (760) 965-3653 
State Clearinghouse Number Lead Agency Contact Person       Area Code/Telephone 
 
Project Location (include county):  The Class 1 Multi-use Path (MUP) is located between east of Minaret 
Road to an existing MUP, with Mammoth Creek to the north and old Mammoth Road to the south. 
  
Project Description:  The project will construct a 919-ft long, 12-ft wide Class 1 MUP connecting two 
existing paved MUPs in the Town of Mammoth Lakes. 
 
 
This is to advise that the California Transportation Commission has approved the above described project on 
  (_ Lead Agency/ X Responsible Agency) 
 
January18-19, 2017   and has made the following determinations regarding the above described project: 
 

1. The project (        will/     X   will not) have a significant effect on the environment. 
2.         An Environmental Impact Report was prepared for this project pursuant to the provisions of CEQA. 

_ X _ A Mitigated Negative Declaration was prepared for this project pursuant to the provisions of CEQA. 
3. Mitigation measures (  X   were/ _         were not) made a condition of the approval of the project. 
4. Mitigation reporting or monitoring plan (         was /     X       was not) adopted for this project. 
5. A Statement of Overriding Considerations (         was /     X   was not) adopted for this project. 
6. Findings (     X      were/              were not) made pursuant to the provisions of CEQA. 
 

The above identified document with comments and responses and record of project approval is available to the 
General Public at:  437 Old Mammoth Road, Suite Z, Mammoth Lakes, CA  93546 
 
 
    Executive Director  
SUSAN BRANSEN       California Transportation Commission 
Signature (Public Agency)    Date    Title   
 
Date received for filing at OPR: 





STATE OF CALIFORNIA  CALIFORNIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION 

M e m o r a n d u m

To: CHAIR AND COMMISSIONERS CTC Meeting: January 18-19, 2017 

Reference No.: 2.2c.(5) 
Action 

From:  SUSAN BRANSEN 
Executive Director 

Subject: APPROVAL OF PROJECT FOR FUTURE CONSIDERATION OF FUNDING -
MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION FOR THE NORTH CAMPUS OPEN 
SPACE RESTORATION PROJECT  (RESOLUTION E-17-08) 

ISSUE: 

Should the California Transportation Commission (Commission), as a Responsible Agency, 
accept the Mitigated Negative Declaration for the North Campus Open Space Restoration Project 
(Project) in Santa Barbara County and approve the Project for future consideration of funding? 

RECOMMENDATION:  

Staff recommends the Commission accept the Mitigated Negative Declaration and approve the 
Project for future consideration of funding. 

BACKGROUND:   

The Regents of the University of California, Santa Barbara (Regents) are the California 
Environmental Quality Act lead agency for the Project. The Project will construct four wetland 
crossing structures (two bridges, one boardwalk and one culvert crossing) and 1.2 miles of 
primary trail.  The Project will restore an intermittent tidal estuary and reconnect it to four 
tributaries on the 136 acre Project site. 

On March 28, 2016, the Regents adopted the final Mitigated Negative Declaration for the Project 
and found that the Project will not have a significant effect on the environment after mitigation.  

Impacts that require mitigation measures to be reduced to less than significant levels relate to 
aesthetics, air quality, biological resources, hazards and hazardous materials, noise, and traffic.  
Mitigation measures include, but are not limited to: replace any protected trees that are removed, 
use water trucks to minimize dust during construction, prepare a Tarplant Restoration Plan for 
vernal pool restoration, suspend clearing activities when Red Flag Warnings are issued, utilize 
noise-reduction devices to minimize disruption during construction, and widen the one-way 
project site driveway to facilitate vehicle movement. 
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On November 14, 2016, the Regents confirmed that the preferred alternative set forth in the final 
environmental document is consistent with the Project scope of work and programmed by the 
Commission.   

The Project is estimated to cost $2,895,000 and is fully funded through construction with Active 
Transportation Program Funds ($2,449,000), National Coastal Wetlands Conservation Grant 
Program/North American Wetlands Conservation Act Grant Program Funds ($200,000) and 
State Coastal Conservancy Grant Funds ($246,000).    

Construction is estimated to begin in Fiscal Year 2016/17. 

Attachments: 
- Resolution E-17-08 
- Notice of Determination 
- Project Location  
 
 

 
 
 



 
CALIFORNIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION 

 
Resolution for Future Consideration of Funding  

5 – Santa Barbara County 
Resolution E-17-08 

 
 
1.1 WHEREAS, the Regents of the University of California, Santa Barbara have completed a 

Mitigated Negative Declaration pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA) and the CEQA Guidelines for the following project (Project): 

 
• North Campus Open Space Restoration Project 

 
1.2 WHEREAS, the Regents of the University of California, Santa Barbara have certified that 

the Mitigated Negative Declaration has been completed pursuant to CEQA and the CEQA 
Guidelines; and 
 

1.3 WHEREAS, the Project will construct four wetland crossing structures (two bridges, one 
boardwalk and one culvert crossing) and 1.2 miles of primary trail; and 
 

1.4 WHEREAS, the Project is located on the 238 acre University of California, Santa Barbara 
(UCSB) North Campus, which is generally bordered by the City of Goleta to the east, west 
and north, and the UCSB West Campus to the south; and  
 

1.5 WHEREAS, on March 28, 2016, the Regents of the University of California, Santa 
Barbara found that the proposed Project would not have a significant effect on the 
environment after mitigation and adopted the Mitigated Negative Declaration for the 
Project; and 
 

1.6 WHEREAS, on November 14, 2016, the Regents of the University of California, Santa 
Barbara confirmed that the preferred alternative set forth in the Mitigated Negative 
Declaration is consistent with the Project scope of work and programmed by the California 
Transportation Commission; and  
 

1.7 WHEREAS, the California Transportation Commission, as a Responsible Agency, has 
considered the information contained in the final Mitigated Negative Declaration. 

 
2.1  NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the California Transportation 

Commission does hereby accept the Mitigated Negative Declaration and approves the 
above referenced Project to allow for future consideration of funding. 

 



 
 
NOTICE OF DETERMINATION       
 
To: Office of Planning and Research  From: California Transportation Commission  
 1400 Tenth Street, Room 121  Attn: Jose Oseguera  
 Sacramento, CA 95814  1120 N Street, MS 52 
  Sacramento, CA 95814 
  (916) 653-2094 
 
Subject: Filing of Notice of Determination in compliance with Section 21108 of the Public Resources 

Code. 
 
North Campus Open Space Restoration Project 
Project Title 
 
              2016021103          Shari Hammond                       (805) 893-3796 
State Clearinghouse Number Lead Agency Contact Person       Area Code/Telephone 
 
Project Location (include county):  The project is located on the 238 acre University of California, Santa 
Barbara (UCSB) North Campus, which is generally bordered by the City of Goleta to the east, west and 
north, and the UCSB West Campus to the south. 
  
Project Description:  The project will construct four wetland crossing structures (two bridges, one 
boardwalk and one culvert crossing) and 1.2 miles of primary trail. 
 
 
This is to advise that the California Transportation Commission has approved the above described project on 
  (_ Lead Agency/ X Responsible Agency) 
 
January 18-19, 2017   and has made the following determinations regarding the above described project: 
 

1. The project (        will/     X   will not) have a significant effect on the environment. 
2.         An Environmental Impact Report was prepared for this project pursuant to the provisions of CEQA. 

_ X _ A Mitigated Negative Declaration was prepared for this project pursuant to the provisions of CEQA. 
3. Mitigation measures (  X   were/ _         were not) made a condition of the approval of the project. 
4. Mitigation reporting or monitoring plan (     X    was /            was not) adopted for this project. 
5. A Statement of Overriding Considerations (         was /     X   was not) adopted for this project. 
6. Findings (     X      were/              were not) made pursuant to the provisions of CEQA. 
 

The above identified document with comments and responses and record of project approval is available to the 
General Public at:  Office of Campus Planning and Design, MC 1030, Santa Barbara, CA  93106 
 
 
    Executive Director  
SUSAN BRANSEN       California Transportation Commission 
Signature (Public Agency)    Date    Title   
 
Date received for filing at OPR: 





STATE OF CALIFORNIA      CALIFORNIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION 

M e m o r a n d u m

To: CHAIR AND COMMISSIONERS CTC Meeting: January 18-19, 2017 

Reference No.: 2.2c.(6) 
Action 

From:  SUSAN BRANSEN 
Executive Director 

Subject: APPROVAL OF PROJECT FOR FUTURE CONSIDERATION OF FUNDING - FINAL 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT FOR THE SAN FRANCISCO BAY TRAIL 
FROM PINOLE SHORES TO BAYFRONT PARK PROJECT (RESOLUTION E-17-09) 

ISSUE: 

Should the California Transportation Commission (Commission), as a Responsible Agency, 
accept the Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) for the San Francisco Bay Trail from 
Pinole to Bayfront Park Project (Project) in Contra Costa County for future consideration of 
funding? 

RECOMMENDATION:  

Staff recommends that the Commission accept the FEIR and approve the Project for future 
consideration of funding.  

BACKGROUND:   

The East Bay Regional Park District (EBRPD) is the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA) lead agency for the Project.  The proposed Project will construct a section of the San 
Francisco Bay Trail in the City of Pinole between Pinole Shores and Bayfront Park, a distance of 
approximately 0.5 mile.  The Project extends an existing Class 1 non-motorized, paved trail from 
a hillside bluff across from Hazel Lane in Pinole Shores east over the Union Pacific Railroad 
tracks to connect to an existing path in Bayfront Park. 

On January 10, 2012 the EBRPD Board of Directors adopted the FEIR for the Project under 
CEQA.  The FEIR determined that impacts will not have a significant effect on the environment 
after mitigation.   

Impacts that require mitigation measures to be reduced to less than significant levels relate to 
biological resources, cultural resources, geology, hydrology, air quality, hazardous materials, 
transportation circulation and global climate change.  Mitigation measures include, but are not 
limited to:  conduct botanical surveys by a qualified botanist, avoid construction during high 
tides in June and July, hire a qualified archaeologist to monitor ground-disturbing activities, 
conduct a Design-level Geotechnical Investigation Report, prepare a Storm Water Pollution 
Prevention Plan, conduct a project-specific Health and Safety Plan, require appropriate sound 
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muffling devices during construction, comply with Basic Construction Mitigation Measures and 
adhere to Bay Area Air Quality Management District best management practices on alternative-
fuel construction vehicles, selection of building materials and recycling requirements.   
 
On December 15, 2016, the EBRPD confirmed that the FEIR remains valid and that there are no 
new identified impacts requiring mitigation since adoption.  The EBRPD also confirmed that the 
preferred alternative set forth in the final environmental document is consistent with the Project 
scope of the work programmed by the Commission.  
 
The Project is estimated to cost $7,311,686 and is fully funded through construction with Active 
Transportation Program Funds ($4,000,000), Local Funds ($1,880,289), Priority Conservation 
Area Regional Funds ($119,711), and Recreational Trails Program Funds ($1,311,686).    
 
Construction is estimated to begin in Fiscal Year 2016/17. 

 
 

Attachments:  
- Resolution E-17-09 
- Notice of Determination 
- Project Location Map 

 
 

 
 

 
 
 



CALIFORNIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION 
 

Resolution for Future Consideration of Funding  
4–Contra Costa County 

Resolution E-17-09 
 

 

1.1 WHEREAS, the East Bay Regional Park District (EBRPD) has completed a Final 
Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) pursuant to the California Environmental Quality 
Act (CEQA) and the CEQA Guidelines for the following project (Project): 

• San Francisco Bay Trail from Pinole Shores to Bayfront Park Project 
1.2 WHEREAS, the EBRPD has certified that the FEIR was completed pursuant to CEQA 

and the CEQA Guidelines; and 

1.3 WHEREAS, the Project will construct a section of the San Francisco Bay Trail in the City 
of Pinole between Pinole Shores and Bayfront Park, a distance of approximately 0.5 mile; 
and 

1.4 WHEREAS, the Project is located along the San Pablo Bay shoreline in the City of Pinole 
in West Contra Costa County; and  

1.5 WHEREAS, on January 10, 2012, the EBRPD Board of Directors found that the proposed 
Project would not have a significant effect on the environment after mitigation and adopted 
the FEIR; and 

1.6 WHEREAS, on December 15, 2016, the EBRPD Board of Directors confirmed that the 
FEIR remained valid and that there were no new identified impacts requiring mitigation 
since adoption; and 

1.7 WHEREAS, the California Transportation Commission, as a Responsible Agency, has 
considered the information contained in the FEIR. 

2.1  NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the California Transportation 
Commission does hereby accept the Final Environmental Impact Report and approves the 
above referenced Project to allow for future consideration of funding. 

 



 
 
NOTICE OF DETERMINATION       
 
To: Office of Planning and Research  From: California Transportation Commission  
 1400 Tenth Street, Room 121  Attn: Jose Oseguera  
 Sacramento, CA 95814  1120 N Street, MS 52 
  Sacramento, CA 95814 
  (916) 653-2094 
 
Subject: Filing of Notice of Determination in compliance with Section 21108 of the Public Resources 

Code. 
 
San Francisco Bay Trail from Pinole Shores to Bayfront Park Project 
Project Title 
 
              2010082043          Tiffany Margulici                       (510) 544-2204 
State Clearinghouse Number Lead Agency Contact Person       Area Code/Telephone 
 
Project Location (include county):  The project is located along the San Pablo Bay shoreline in the City of 
Pinole in West Contra Costa County. 
  
Project Description:  The project will construct a section of the San Francisco Bay Trail in the City of 
Pinole between Pinole Shores and Bayfront Park, a distance of approximately 0.5 mile. 
 
 
This is to advise that the California Transportation Commission has approved the above described project on 
  (_ Lead Agency/ X Responsible Agency) 
 
January 18-19, 2017   and has made the following determinations regarding the above described project: 
 

1. The project (        will/     X   will not) have a significant effect on the environment. 
2.    X     An Environmental Impact Report was prepared for this project pursuant to the provisions of CEQA. 

_ __ A Mitigated Negative Declaration was prepared for this project pursuant to the provisions of CEQA. 
3. Mitigation measures (   X   were/ _         were not) made a condition of the approval of the project. 
4. Mitigation reporting or monitoring plan (      X    was /            was not) adopted for this project. 
5. A Statement of Overriding Considerations (          was /     X   was not) adopted for this project. 
6. Findings (     X      were/              were not) made pursuant to the provisions of CEQA. 
 

The above identified document with comments and responses and record of project approval is available to the 
General Public at:  2950 Peralta Oaks Court, Oakland, CA  94605 
 
 
    Executive Director  
SUSAN BRANSEN       California Transportation Commission 
Signature (Public Agency)    Date    Title   
 
Date received for filing at OPR: 





State of California California State Transportation Agency 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

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

M e m o r a n d u m

RECOMMENDATION: 

Submitted for transmittal to the California Transportation Commission (Commission) are 
Highway Route Adoption Resolution HRA 17-01 and a route location map for State Highway 
Route (SR) 29.  The California Department of Transportation (Department) recommends that 
the Commission approves the resolution and the route location map in accordance with the 
recommendation of the Chief Engineer.  The resolution grants approval of State highway route 
adoption of SR 29 in Lake County from Post Mile (PM) 23.6 to 31.6 as a freeway. 

ISSUE: 

The Department proposes to adopt this portion of SR 29 as a freeway to be able to construct an 
expressway project in the State highway system.  This project will reconfigure a portion of the 
existing two-lane conventional highway to a four-lane divided expressway with access control.  
The project will improve east-west connectivity, relieve congestion, reduce delays and improve 
safety for interregional traffic on SR 29.  A final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental 
Assessment and De Minimis Section 4(f) were prepared pursuant to the California 
Environmental Quality Act and the National Environmental Policy Act on November 23, 2016, 
and a project report was prepared by the Department and approved on November 30, 2016. 

Recommended by:     ____________________ 
KARLA SUTLIFF 
Chief Engineer 

To: CHAIR AND COMMISSIONERS 
CALIFORNIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION 

CTC Meeting: January 18, 2017 

Reference No: 

Prepared by: 

2.3a. 
Action Item 

Janice Benton, Chief 
(Acting) 
Division of Design 

From: NORMA ORTEGA 
Chief Financial Officer 

Subject: ROUTE ADOPTION – FREEWAY, 01-LAK-29 23.6/31.6 
RESOLUTION HRA 17-01   
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BACKGROUND 
 
The purpose of this route adoption is to request the Commission’s approval of this route 
alignment as a freeway to allow the Department to reconfigure a portion of the existing 
highway to improve east-west connectivity, relieve congestion, reduce delays and improve 
safety for interregional traffic on SR 29.   
 
SR 29 starts at SR 80 near the city of Vallejo in Napa County and extends north to SR 20 near 
Upper Lake.  In Lake County, SR 29 connects with SR 20 and SR 53 to form a west/east 
Principal Arterial Route from SR 101 to Interstate 5.  SR 29 connects the communities of Lower 
Lake at the south to the communities of Kelseyville, North Lakeport, Upper Lake and the City 
of Lakeport at the north, in the Clear Lake area of Lake County.  SR 29 is a State Terminal 
Access route for STAA interstate trucks, a Federal Aid Primary Route, and is functionally 
classified as a rural principal arterial from the community of Lower Lake to its westerly 
terminus at SR 20.  
 
SR 29 within Lake County is part of the Freeway and Expressway System.  SR 29 from the 
community of Lower Lake to 3.5 miles north of SR 175, near Kelseyville, was adopted as a 
State Highway by Resolution of the California Highway Commission (CHC) in July 1956 and 
November 1959.  The segment north of this location was adopted as a freeway by CHC on 
July 24, 1956. 
 
From Lower Lake to Kelseyville, SR 29 is primarily a mix of open space scenic corridor with 
some low to moderate density residential land use.  Property adjacent to the project is primarily 
zoned as Rural Lands and Agriculture under the Lake County General Plan and it traverses 
rolling to semi-mountainous terrain. 
 
Within the project limits, SR 29 is a traversable two-lane conventional highway with narrow 
shoulders, generally only two-feet wide.  There are many at-grade intersections and road 
approaches within the project limits.  The majority of the project length is currently barrier 
striped, which restricts passing.  Consequently, there are long queues of cars following slower-
moving vehicles or trucks, creating congestion and unstable traffic flow.  The lack of passing 
opportunities is expected to create greater congestion and increase delays as traffic volumes 
increase.   
 
This project proposes to convert an eight-mile segment of two-lane conventional highway 
between the communities of Lower Lake and Kelseyville, to a four-lane expressway with access 
control.  The alignment generally follows the existing highway corridor.  The design improves 
the horizontal and vertical alignment, adds lanes to create safer passing opportunities, widens 
the shoulders, and provides a 46-foot wide median.  Safety benefits include increases to sight 
distances, enhancement of recovery areas, separation from opposing traffic, and minimization 
of exposure to fixed objects.  Additionally, many existing at-grade road approaches to SR 29 
will be consolidated and portions of the realigned existing highway will be used as frontage 
roads.  These frontage roads will eventually be relinquished to Lake County.  The proposed 
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four-lane expressway will significantly improve overall safety to motorists and provide a 
modern four-lane facility that meets current design standards. 

 
In 1988, the Department approved two Project Study Reports (PSR) to upgrade this facility in 
two segments.  Both PSRs recommended proceeding with an expressway alternative.  In 1999, 
a supplemental PSR was prepared to study additional improvements and alternatives.  
Stakeholder meetings were held with the Federal Highway Administration, where it was agreed 
that the two SR 29 improvement projects would be combined for environmental study purposes 
and include the study of a freeway alternative. 
 
In 2001, after two years of studies on various highway, expressway, and freeway alternatives on 
varying alignments with differing median widths, the freeway alternatives were eliminated from 
further study due to funding constraints, as construction cost for a four-lane freeway was 
estimated to be nearly twice the cost of the expressway alternatives.  In 2002, the two projects 
were officially combined in the 2002 STIP, the project description and post miles were updated, 
and environmental studies for the combined segments were initiated.  In March 2003 the 
NEPA/404 process was initiated.   
 
Between 2006 and 2007, various public forums were held, and in consideration of the public 
and agency comments, the Department decided to perform additional studies and further 
evaluate project alternatives.  In 2008, the Department commissioned a Value Analysis (VA) 
study and conducted additional environmental studies.  As result of the study, in 2013 the 
Department began preparing a Revised Partial Draft EIR/EA, during which time, a safety need 
on Route 29 was identified.   
 
In December 2013, a PSR was prepared to address an elevated number of fatal and injury traffic 
accidents within a three-mile segment beginning approximately 0.6 miles north of the 
SR 281/SR 29 intersection (PM 28.5).  In 2014, the safety project was combined with the 
construction of the first phase of the four-lane expressway project from PM 28.5 to PM 31.6.  
 
In 2016, an amendment to the 2007 DPR was prepared.  A Revised Partial Draft EIR/EA was 
recirculated to the public, another public forum meeting was held and the four-lane expressway 
was chosen by the project development team and stakeholders as the preferred alternative, as it 
meets the purpose and need of the proposed project, while avoiding and minimizing impacts to 
environmental resources.  The County of Lake and the Lake County/City Area Planning 
Council were consulted over the course of the project development, and they are in support of 
the preferred alternative.  
 
On November 23, 2016 a final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment and 
De Minimis Section 4(f) was prepared pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act 
and the National Environmental Policy Act, and on November 30, 2016 a project report was 
approved by the Department.   
 
Due to funding constraints, the project will be constructed in two phases.  It is proposed to first 
construct the three-mile segment of four-lane expressway beginning approximately 0.6 mile 
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north of the SR 281/SR 29 intersection.  As funding becomes available, the remaining portion 
of the project will be programmed and constructed.   
 
The total cost for construction of the first phase is estimated at $76.3 million.  SHOPP funding 
is from the Highway Safety Improvement Program, and STIP funding is by the Regional 
Improvement Program, the Interregional Improvement Program, and by Demonstration Funds 
from Transportation Equity Act-21 and Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation 
Equity Act: A Legacy for Users.   
 
Shortly after the Commission’s approval of the SR 29 freeway route adoption, the Department 
will approve the denomination of SR 29 freeway as a controlled access highway, within the 
project limits. 
 
The Department will then execute a Controlled Access Highway Agreement (CAHA) with the 
County of Lake following the Commission’s approval of this route adoption.  Portions of the 
existing SR 29 alignment serving as frontage roads for the new alignment will be relinquished 
to the County of Lake after construction completion.   
 
A concurrent Commission’s action to approve the environmental document for route adoption is 
on this month’s agenda. 

 
 
Attachments: 
 

Resolution HRA 17-01 
Location Map 
Route Adoption Map 
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M e m o r a n d u m 
To:  CHAIR AND COMMISSIONERS 

CALIFORNIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION 
CTC Meeting: January 18-19, 2017 

Reference No.: 2.3c. 
Action Item 

From:  NORMA ORTEGA 
Chief Financial Officer 

Prepared by: Janice Benton, Chief (Acting) 
Division of Design 

Subject: RELINQUISHMENT RESOLUTIONS 

RECOMMENDATION: 

The California Department of Transportation recommends the California Transportation 
Commission (Commission) approves the relinquishment resolutions, summarized below, that 
will transfer highway facilities no longer needed for the State Highway System to the local 
agencies identified in the summary. 

ISSUE: 

It has been determined that each facility in the specific relinquishment resolution summarized 
below is not essential to the proper functioning of the State Highway System and may be 
disposed of by relinquishment.  Upon the recording of the approved relinquishment resolutions 
in the county where the facilities are located, all rights, title and interest of the State in and to the 
facilities to be relinquished will be transferred to the local agencies identified in the summary.  
The facilities are safe and drivable.  The local authorities have been advised of the pending 
relinquishments a minimum of 90 days prior to the Commission meeting pursuant to Section 73 
of the Streets and Highways Code.  Any exceptions or unusual circumstances are described in 
the individual summaries. 

RESOLUTIONS: 

Resolution R-3970 – 04-SF-101-PM T4.6/6.7 
(Request No. 56130) – 83 Segments 

Relinquishes right of way in the city and county of San Francisco along Route 101 (Van Ness 
Avenue) between Plum Street and Lombard Street, consisting of nonmotorized transportation 
facilities, namely sidewalks.  The City and County, by relinquishment agreement dated 
December 16, 2016, agreed to waive the 90-day notice requirement and accept title upon 
relinquishment by the State.  
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Resolution R-3976 – 05-Mon-101-PM R91.6/98.8 
(Request No. 11666) – 8 Segments 
 
Relinquishes right of way in the county of Monterey along Route 101 between Russell Road and 
Echo Valley Road, consisting of superseded highway and collateral facilities.  The County, by 
freeway agreement dated August 28, 2007 agreed to accept title upon relinquishment by the 
State.  The 90-day notice period expired November 23, 2016.   
 
Resolution R-3977 – 08-Riv-215-PM R38.0/R43.5 
(Request No. 450-R) – 12 Segments 
 
Relinquishes right of way in the city of Riverside along Route 215 from River Crest Drive to 
Strong Street, consisting of collateral facilities.  The City, by freeway agreement dated October 
2, 2001 agreed to accept title upon relinquishment by the State.  The 90-day notice period 
expired November 7, 2016.   
 
Resolution R-3978 – 10-Mer-140-PM 36.8/37.2 
(Request No. 16563) – 1 Segment 
 
Relinquishes right of way in the city of Merced along Route 140 on Baker Drive, consisting of 
collateral facilities.  The City, by relinquishment agreement dated March 20, 2008 agreed to 
waive the 90-day notice requirement and accept title upon relinquishment by the State.  
 
Resolution R-3979 – 10-Sta-219-PM 2.35/4.86 
(Request No. 16735) – 8 Segments 
 
Relinquishes right of way in the county of Stanislaus along Route 219 on American Avenue, 
Morton Road, Carver Road, Tully Road, Tunsen Road, and Claribel Road to Route 108, 
consisting of collateral facilities.  The County, by Board of Supervisors Action No. 2016-535 
dated October 25, 2016 agreed to waive the 90-day notice requirement and accept title upon 
relinquishment by the State. 
 
Resolution R-3980 – 10-Mer-140-PM 37.1/37.4 
(Request No. 16809) – 2 Segments 
 
Relinquishes right of way in the county of Merced along Route 140 on Baker Drive and Santa 
Fe Avenue, consisting of collateral facilities.  The County, by relinquishment agreement dated 
July 31, 2007 agreed to waive the 90-day notice requirement and accept title upon 
relinquishment by the State.  
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To: CHAIR AND COMMISSIONERS  CTC Meeting: January 18-19, 2017 

CALIFORNIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION 

Reference No.: 2.4b. 
Action Item 

From: NORMA ORTEGA Prepared by: Jennifer S. Lowden, Chief 
Chief Financial Officer Division of Right of Way 

and Land Surveys 

Subject: RESOLUTIONS OF NECESSITY 

RECOMMENDATION: 

The California Department of Transportation (Department) recommends the California 
Transportation Commission (Commission) adopt Resolutions of Necessity (Resolution) 
C-21508 through C-21518 summarized on the following pages. 

ISSUE: 

Prior to initiating Eminent Domain proceedings to acquire needed Right of Way for a programmed 
project, the Commission must first adopt a Resolution stipulating specific findings identified under 
Section 1245.230 of the Code of Civil Procedure. 

Moreover, for each of the proposed Resolutions, the property owners are not contesting the 
following findings contained in Section 1245.230 of the Code of Civil Procedure: 

1. The public interest and necessity require the proposed project.
2. The proposed project is planned and located in a manner that will be most compatible

with the greatest public good and the least private injury.
3. The property is necessary for the proposed project.
4. An offer to purchase the property in compliance with Government Code Section 7267.2

has been made to the owner of record.

The only remaining issues with the property owners are related to compensation. 

BACKGROUND: 

Discussions have taken place with the owners, each of whom has been offered the full amount of 
the Department's appraisal, and where applicable, advised of any relocation assistance benefits to 
which the owners may subsequently be entitled.  Adoption of the Resolutions will not interrupt our 
efforts to secure equitable settlement.  In accordance with statutory requirements, each owner has 
been advised that the Department is requesting the Resolution at this time.  Adoption will  
assist the Department in the continuation of the orderly sequence of events required to meet 
construction schedules. 
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C-21508 - Ava Cadell Knecht, Trustee, etc. 
07-LA-1-PM 51.6 - Parcel 80665-1 - EA 333409. 
Right of Way Certification (RWC) Date:  01/23/17; Ready to List (RTL) Date:  01/23/17.  
Conventional highway - stabilize roadway and slope soil.  Authorizes condemnation of a temporary 
easement for construction purposes.  Located in the city of Malibu at 27004 Pacific Coast Highway.  
Assessor Parcel Number (APN) 4460-024-001. 
 
C-21509 - Robert B. Leck III, Trustee, etc., et al. 
07-LA-1-PM 51.6 - Parcel 80666-1 - EA 333409. 
RWC Date:  01/23/17; RTL Date:  01/23/17.  Conventional highway - stabilize roadway and slope 
soil.  Authorizes condemnation of a temporary easement for construction purposes.  Located in the 
city of Malibu at 26960 Pacific Coast Highway.  APN 4460-024-002.   
 
C-21510 - Cha La Mirada LLC, a California limited liability company 
07-LA-5-PM 1.27 - Parcel 80659-1 - EA 2159U9. 
RWC Date:  05/29/15; RTL Date:  06/12/15 (under construction).  Freeway - widen Interstate 5 to 
add high occupancy vehicle and mixed-flow lanes.  Authorizes condemnation of a temporary 
easement for construction purposes.  Located in the city of La Mirada at 14299  
Firestone Boulevard.  APN 7001-013-102.   
 
C-21511 - The Pacific Telephone and Telegraph Company, a corporation 
07-LA-138-PM 55.9 - Parcel 76220-1 - EA 286209. 
RWC Date:  04/07/17; RTL Date:  04/27/17.  Conventional highway - widen conventional 
highway.  Authorizes condemnation of land in fee for a State highway and underlying fee.  
Located in the town of Littlerock at the southwest corner of 96th Street East and State Route  
(SR) 138.  APN 3046-024-800.   
 
C-21512 - Gurjeet S. Litt and Karamjeet K. Litt, husband and wife as joint tenants 
08-SBd-18-PM 111.37 - Parcel 23571-1 - EA 0P3909. 
RWC Date:  03/15/18; RTL Date:  04/16/18.  Conventional Highway - widen existing shoulders to 
eight feet and construct shoulder rumble strips.  Authorizes condemnation of a permanent 
easement for State highway purposes.  Located in the unincorporated area of Phelan on the north 
side of Palmdale Road, west of Azalea Road.  APN 3101-321-21.   
 
C-21513 - Global Village Mission 
08-SBd-18-PM 109.25 - Parcel 23586-1 - EA 0P3909. 
RWC Date:  03/15/18; RTL Date:  04/16/18.  Conventional highway - widen the existing shoulders 
to eight feet and construct shoulder rumble strips.  Authorizes condemnation of a permanent 
easement for State highway purposes.  Located in the unincorporated area of Phelan, 350 feet west 
of the northwest corner of SR 18 and Buttonwood Street.  APN 3101-501-14.   
 
C-21514 - C. Williams, LLC, a CA limited liability Co. 
08-SBd-18-PM 105.56 - Parcel 23633-1 - EA 0P3909. 
RWC Date:  03/15/18; RTL Date:  04/16/18.  Conventional highway - widen existing shoulders to 
eight feet and construct shoulder rumble strips.  Authorizes condemnation of a permanent 
easement for State highway purposes.  Located in the unincorporated area of Phelan, on the south 
side of SR 18, approximately 1,319 feet west of Zing Drive.  APN 3102-471-02.   
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C-21515 - Nelson Leung, et al. 
08-SBd-18-PM 105.43 - Parcel 23635-1 - EA 0P3909. 
RWC Date:  03/15/18; RTL Date:  04/16/18.  Conventional highway - widen existing shoulders to 
eight feet and construct shoulder rumble strips.  Authorizes condemnation of a permanent 
easement for State highway purposes.  Located in the unincorporated area of Phelan between 
Caughlin Road and Vinton Road.  APN 3102-471-05.   
 
C-21516 - Bubble Butt, LLC 
08-SBd-18-PM 104.41 - Parcel 23667-1 - EA 0P3909. 
RWC Date:  03/15/18; RTL Date:  04/16/18.  Conventional highway - widen existing shoulders to 
eight feet and construct shoulder rumble strips.  Authorizes condemnation of a permanent 
easement for State highway purposes.  Located near the unincorporated area of Phelan 
approximately 2,500 feet east of White Road on Palmdale Road.  APN 3102-531-14.   
 
C-21517 - Lai Jing Wong, et al.   
08-SBd-18-PM 104.30 - Parcel 23669-1 - EA 0P3909. 
RWC Date:  03/15/18; RTL Date:  04/16/18.  Conventional Highway - widen existing shoulders to 
eight feet and construct shoulder rumble strips.  Authorizes condemnation of a permanent 
easement for State highway purposes.  Located near the city of Adelanto, on SR 18 approximately 
2,000 feet west of Koala Road.  APN 3102-551-06.   
 
C-21518 - W.R. International Construction & Engineering, Inc., an Arizona Corporation 
08-SBd-395-PM 46.42 - Parcel 23487-1, 2, 3, 4 - EA 347709. 
RWC Date:  03/15/17; RTL Date:  06/01/17.  Expressway - construct four-lane divided 
expressway.  Authorizes condemnation of land in fee for a State highway, temporary easements for 
construction purposes, and an easement for a gas pipeline purposes to be conveyed to Pacific Gas 
and Electric Company.  Located in the unincorporated area of Kramer Junction between SR 58 and 
Route 395.  APNs 0491-151-11, 12.   
 
 
Attachment 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
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to enhance California’s economy and livability”

M e m o r a n d u m 
To: CHAIR AND COMMISSIONERS  CTC Meeting:  January 18-19, 2017 

CALIFORNIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION 

Reference No.: 2.4d. 
Action Item 

From: NORMA ORTEGA Prepared by: Jennifer S. Lowden, Chief 
Chief Financial Officer Division of Right of Way 

and Land Surveys 

Subject: DIRECTOR’S DEEDS 

RECOMMENDATION: 

The California Department of Transportation (Department) recommends the California 
Transportation Commission (Commission) authorize the execution of the Director’s Deeds 
summarized below.  The conveyance of excess State owned real property, including exchanges, is 
pursuant to Section 118 of the Streets and Highways Code. 

The Director’s Deeds included in this item involve an estimated current value of $6,023,500.  The 
State will receive a return of $6,347,500 from the sale of these properties.  A recapitulation of the 
items presented and corresponding maps are attached.   

ISSUE: 

01-03-Pla-65 PM 20.75 Lincoln 
Disposal Unit #DE 33536-02-01 1.7 and 2.1 acres 
Convey to:  Elizabeth Jansen & Leigh C. Jansen $0 (Appraisal N/A) 
Direct conveyance for no monetary consideration to provide legal access across newly constructed 
Highway 65 North Farm Road Overcrossing to North Dowd Road.  The conveyance will 
reestablish legal access which was extinguished for construction of the project.   

02-03-Pla-65 PM 20.75 Lincoln 
Disposal Unit #DE 33536-02-02 1.7 acres 
Convey to:  John & Betty Ann Bakos Family, LP $0 (Appraisal N/A) 
Direct conveyance for no monetary consideration to provide legal access across newly constructed 
Highway 65 North Farm Road Overcrossing to North Dowd Road.  The conveyance will 
reestablish legal access which was extinguished for construction of the project. 

03-04-Ala-238 PM 13.2 Hayward 
Disposal Unit #DD 032675-01-01 1.37 acres  
Convey to:  Ying Li, a single woman $520,000 (Public sale estimate 

(PSE)$590,000) 
Public sale.  Selling price represents the highest bid received at the second public sale.  There were 
nine registered and five active bidders. 
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04-04-Ala-238 PM 13.2 Hayward 
Disposal Unit #DD 032694-01-01 0.41 acre  
Convey to:  Kirk Li and Hong Qin Wang, $451,000 PSE ($450,000) 
 husband and wife as joint tenants  
Public sale.  Selling price represents the highest bid received at the second public sale.  There were 
four registered and four active bidders. 
 
05-04-SF-280 PM 6.8 San Francisco 
Disposal Unit #DK 030624-X1-X1 .005 acre 
Convey to:  Mariposa 935, LP, $500 (Appraisal Nominal) 
   a California Limited Partnership 
Direct sale.  Selling price represents the appraised value received from the underlying fee owner.  
 
06-04-SM-84 PM 24.7 Redwood City 
Disposal Unit #DD 028494-X1-XX 0.07 acre 
Convey to: Butler Realty III, LLC $150,000 (Appraisal $150,000) 
Direct sale.  Selling price represents the appraised value received from the adjoining owner.  
 
07-06-Mad-99 PM 7.51     Fresno 
Disposal Unit #DK 086541-02 & 03    3.15 acres 
Convey to:  Madera Irrigation District                  $0 (Appraisal N/A) 
Direct conveyance for no monetary consideration.  Conveyance is 100 percent (%) state’s 
obligation pursuant to Utility Agreement dated February 18, 2014. 
 
08-06-Mad-99 PM 7.51     Fresno 
Disposal Unit #DK 086541-04 & 05    0.88 acre  
Convey to:  Pacific Gas and Electric Company  $0 (Appraisal N/A) 
Direct conveyance for no monetary consideration.  Conveyance is 100% state’s obligation 
pursuant to Utility Agreement dated May 22, 2013. 
 
09-07-LA-10 PM 31.3   City of Baldwin Park   
Disposal Unit #DD 79798-01-01   0.09 acre  
Convey to:  Jimmy Bahnan   $410,000.00 (PSE $325,000)  
Public sale.  Selling price represents the highest bid received at the public sale.  There were 20 
registered bidders and two active bidders. 
 
10-07-LA-10 PM 31.3   City of Baldwin Park  
Disposal Unit #DD 79799-01-01   0.094 acre  
Convey to:  Jimmy Bahnan   $400,000.00 (PSE $325,000)   
Public sale. Selling price represents the highest bid received at the public sale.  There were 20 
registered bidders and two active bidders. 
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11-07-LA-105 PM 16.4   City of Los Angeles  
Disposal Unit #DD 80649-01-01   0.11 acre  
Convey to:  STELLA MACHADO   $550,000 (PSE $360,000) 
                   JULIO MACHADO 
                   GUSTAVO CLAUDIO DONA 
                   YANINA VANESA ESPINDOLA 
                   LUCIANO VILCHES                    
Public sale.  Selling price represents the highest bid received at the public sale.  There were 20 
registered bidders and six active bidders. 
 
12-07-LA-405 PM 38.8   City of Los Angeles  
Disposal Unit #DD 357-02-01 (80250-01-01)  0.14 acre   
Convey to:  DKG Development Inc.   $850,000 (PSE $625,000)   
Public sale.  Selling price represents the highest bid received at the public sale.  There were 20 
registered bidders and six active bidders. 
 
13-07-LA-405 PM 38.8   City of Los Angeles  
Disposal Unit #DD 79566-01-01   0.11 acre  
Convey to:  Kirk Norenberg    $650,000 (PSE $530,000) 
                  & Ma Norenberg   
Public sale.  Selling price represents the highest bid received at the public sale.  There were 20 
registered bidders and three active bidders. 
 
14-07-LA-405 PM 38.8   City of Los Angeles  
Disposal Unit #DD 79567-01-01   0.18 acre  
Convey to:  Vartan Nazerian   $750,000 (PSE $650,000) 
Public sale.  Selling price represents the highest bid received at the public sale.  There were 20 
registered bidders and four active bidders. 
 
15-08-Riv-91 PM 20.36     City of Riverside 
Disposal Unit #DD 0A5954-01-01    0.33 acre 
Convey to:  Riverside County Transportation Commission $0 (APPRAISAL $360,000) 
Conveyance at zero dollars per Cooperative Agreement between Riverside County Transportation 
Commission and Department; agreement number 8-1372 A/5 dated 03/10/2008, and amended in 
2009, 2011, 2014, 2015 and 2016.  
 
16-08-Riv-91-PM 21.19   City of Riverside  
Disposal Unit #DD 017726-01-01   0.689 acre   
Convey to:  BMP Business & Manufacturing Park  $380,000 (PSE $380,000.00) 
Public sale:  Selling price represents the highest bid received at public auction.  The minimum bid 
was $380,000 and the winning bid was $380,000.  There were ten registered and one active bidder. 

 
17-08-SBd-215-PM 7.05   City of San Bernardino  
Disposal Unit #DD 0A6196-01-03       0.436 acre 
Convey to:  Prairie Inc.   $76000 (PSE $74,500) 
Public sale:  Selling price represents the highest bid received at public auction.  The minimum bid 
was $74,500 and the winning bid was $76,000.  There were ten registered and one active bidder. 
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18-11-SD-125 PM 15.3   La Mesa  
Disposal Unit #DD 21852-01-01   0.35 acre 
Convey to:  Hana A. S. Merk, a single woman  $380,000 (PSE $480,000) 
Public sale.  Selling price represents the highest bid received at public auction.  The minimum bid 
was $380,000 and the winning bid was $380,000. There were three registered and one active 
bidder. 
 
19-11-SD-125 PM 15.3     La Mesa 
Disposal Unit #DD 21858-01-02   0.28 acre 
Convey to:  Fredbert Tanega Carillo, a single man  $290,000 (PSE $284,000) 
Public sale.  Selling price represents the highest bid received at public auction.   There were five 
registered and two active bidders.   
 
20-11-SD-125 PM 15.3     La Mesa 
Disposal Unit #DD 21924-01-01   0.25 acre 
Convey to:  Alan Tawfiqe, a single man   $130,000 (PSE $110,000) 
Public sale.  Selling price represents the highest bid received at public auction.  There were three 
registered and two active bidders.   
 
21-11-SD-125 PM 15.3     La Mesa 
Disposal Unit #DD 22242-01-03   0.63 acre 
Convey to:  Mujtaba M. Tarin and Homira Tarin,  $165,000 (PSE $135,000) 
 as tenants in common  
Public sale.  Selling price represents the highest bid received at public auction.  There were three 
registered and two active bidders.   
 
22-12-Ora-5 PM 7.4      City of San Juan Capistrano 
Disposal Unit #DD 001731-01-01   1.12 acres  
Convey to:  Pacific Point Development Partners, LLC $195,000 (Appraisal $195,000)  
Direct conveyance of parcel pursuant to purchase and sale agreement dated December 1, 2016 
between Department and Pacific Point Development Partners, LLC.  Selling price represents 
the appraised value.    
 
 
Attachments 

Attachment A - Financial summary spreadsheet 
Exhibits 1A-22 - Parcel maps 



SUMMARY OF DIRECTOR'S DEEDS - 2.4d.

Table I - Volume by Districts            
Recovery %

% Return
Direct Public Non-Inventory Other Funded Total Current Estimated Return From Sales

District Sales Sales Conveyances Sales Items Value From Sales Current Value
01
02
03 2 2 $0.00 $0.00 0%
04 2 2 4 $1,190,000.00 $1,121,500.00 94%
05
06 2 2 $0.00 $0.00 0%
07 6 6 $2,815,000.00 $3,610,000.00 128%
08 1 2 3 $814,500.00 $456,000.00 56%
09 0
10
11 4 4 $1,009,000.00 $965,000.00 96%
12 1 1 195,000.00 195,000.00

Total 8 14 22 $6,023,500.00 $6,347,500.00 105%
Table II - Analysis by Type of Sale

               Recovery %
# of                       Current                  Return       % Return From Sales

   Type of Sale Items                Estimated Value              From Sales            Current Value
8
14

Conveyances
Sub-Total 22

Total 22
Attachment A

PRESENTED TO CALIFORNIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION - January 18-19, 2017

$705,000.00
$5,318,500.00

$345,500.00
$6,002,000.00 113%

49%

$6,023,500.00

$6,023,500.00 $6,347,500.00

$6,347,500.00

105%

105%
Sales

Non-Inventory

Direct Sales
Public Sales

Other Funded
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State of California  California State Transportation Agency 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

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

M e m o r a n d u m 
To:  CHAIR AND COMMISSIONERS 

CALIFORNIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISION 
CTC Meeting: January 18-19, 2017  

Reference No.: 2.6g.(3) 
Action Item 

From:  NORMA ORTEGA 
Chief Financial Officer 

Prepared by: Clark Paulsen, Chief (Acting) 
Division of Budgets 

Subject: ALLOCATION AMENDMENT FOR TRANSIT AND INTERCITY RAIL CAPITAL 
PROGRAM PROJECTS 
RESOLUTION TIRCP-1617-07, AMENDING RESOLUTION TIRCP-1617-04 

RECOMMENDATION: 

The California Department of Transportation’s (Department) recommends California Transportation 
Commission (Commission) approve request to approve the allocation amendment to Resolution 
TIRCP-1617-04, originally approved on December 7, 2016, to correct the Budget Fund type for a 
Transit and Intercity Rail Capital Program project. 

ISSUE: 

At its December 2016 meeting, the Commission approved Resolution TIRCP-1617-04, amending 
the scope of work for the San Joaquin Regional Transit District (SJRTD) for the Bus Rapid Transit 
Expansion – MLK and Crosstown Miner Corridors project (PPNO CP011) for $6,841,000 from the 
Transit and Intercity Rail Capital Program (TIRCP).  However at the time of approval, the vote 
box amending the scope of work had an error with regard to the Budget Fund type.  Therefore, a 
amendment is needed, in the vote box on the Book Item Attachment, to correct the Budget Fund 
type as it was entered incorrectly as “302-0042R” and should have been “101-3228”.  There are no 
other changes to the vote box. 

The required changes are reflected in strikethrough and bold on the attached revised vote list. 

FINANCIAL RESOLUTION 

Be it Resolved, that the Budget Fund type for the Bus Rapid Transit Expansion – MLK and 
Crosstown Miner Corridors project, originally approved under Resolution TIRCP-1617-04, is 
hereby amended in accordance with the attached revised vote list. 
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Amount by
Fund Type

CTC Financial Vote List January 18-19, 2017

Project #
Allocation Amount

Recipient
RTPA/CTC

District-County

Project Title
Location

Project Description

PPNO
Program/Year

Phase
Prgm'd Amount

Project ID
Adv. Phase

Budget Year
Item #

Fund Type
Program Code

2.6g.(3) Allocation Amendment - Transit and Intercity Rail Capital Program Projects Resolution TIRCP-1617-07
Amending Resolution TIRCP-1617-04

2.6   Mass Transportation Financial Matters

Bus Rapid Transit Expansion - MLK and Crosstown
Miner Corridors. Construction of high-frequency, 
limited-stop Bus Rapid Transit services in two new
corridors. Includes the  purchase of 12 new electric
buses.

Change the project scope approved under Resolution
TIRCP-1617-04; December 2016.

Original allocation of $6,841,000 approved under
Resolution TIRCP-1516-05; March 2016.

Outcome/Output: Increase ridership, reduce
greenhouse gas emissions, improve safety, and
integrate with local, regional, and state transit systems.

Amend Resolution TIRCP-1617-04 to correct the
Budget Fund type only. There is no change to the
original allocation of $6,841,000. 

10-CP011
TIRCP/15-16

CONST
$6,841,000

0016000238
S

T348GA

2014-15
302-0042R
101-3228 $6,841,000

GGRF
30.10.070.000

$6,841,000

San Joaquin Regional
Transit District

SJCOG
10-San Joaquin

1
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State of California  California State Transportation Agency  
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

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

M e m o r a n d u m 
To: CHAIR AND COMMISSIONERS 

CALIFORNIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISION 
CTC Meeting: January 18-19, 2017 

Reference No.: 2.9 (a) 
Action Item 

From: NORMA ORTEGA 
Chief Financial Officer 

Prepared by: Rihui Zhang, Chief  
Division of Local Assistance 

Subject: TECHNICAL CORRECTION TO PREVIOUSLY APPROVED RESOLUTION 
RESOLUTION FP-16-10 

RECOMMENDATION: 

The California Department of Transportation recommends that the California Transportation 

Commission (Commission) approve the following technical correction to Resolution  

FP-16-10, approved on October 20, 2016.   

ISSUE: 

At the October 2016 meeting, the Commission approved Resolution FP-16-10 to allocate 7 STIP 
Planning Programming and Monitoring projects for $1,052,000 for Fiscal Year 2016-2017. 

However, the Project ID number for Project 4 in San Luis Obispo County was listed incorrectly in 
the vote box of the Book Item Attachment; it is showing as “0515000016” and it should be 
“0517000016”. 

The required change, listed above, is reflected in strike through and bold for Project 4 in the 
revised Book Item Attachment. 

There are no changes to Book Item Memorandum. 
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Amount by
Fund Type

CTC Financial Vote List October 19-20, 2016

Project #
Allocation Amount

Recipient
RTPA/CTC

District-County

Project Title
Location

Project Description

PPNO
Program/Year

Phase
Prgm'd Amount

Project ID
Adv. Phase

Budget Year
Item #

Fund Type
Program Code

2.5c.(3b) Local STIP Planning, Programming and Monitoring Projects Resolution FP-16-10

2.5   Highway Financial Matters TECHNICALLY CORRECTED 1/18/2017
Project #4 Only

Planning, Programming and Monitoring 02-2051
RIP/16-17
CONST
$59,000

0215000016

2006-07
601-3093 $59,000

TDIF
20.30.600.670

$59,000

Modoc County
Transportation
Commission

MCTC
02-Modoc

1

Planning, Programming and Monitoring 02-2368
RIP/16-17
CONST

$190,000
0217000015

2006-07
601-3093 $190,000

TDIF
20.30.600.670

$190,000

Shasta Regional
Transportation Agency

SRTA
02-Shasta

2

Planning, Programming and Monitoring 03-0L04
RIP/16-17
CONST
$37,000

0317000072

2006-07
601-3093 $37,000

TDIF
20.30.600.670

$37,000

Sierra County Local
Transportation
Commission

SCTC
03-Sierra

3

Planning, Programming and Monitoring 05-0942
RIP/16-17
CONST

$158,000
0515000016
0517000016

2006-07
601-3093 $158,000

TDIF
20.30.600.670

$158,000

San Luis Obispo
Council of

Governments
SLOCOG

05-San Luis Obispo

4

Planning, Programming and Monitoring 06-6L03
RIP/16-17
CONST

$299,000
0616000078

2006-07
601-3093 $299,000

TDIF
20.30.600.670

$299,000

Kern Council of
Governments

KCOG
06-Kern

5

Planning, Programming and Monitoring 10-B1950
RIP/16-17
CONST
$59,000

1017000026

2006-07
601-3093 $59,000

TDIF
20.30.600.670

$59,000

Amador County
Transportation
Commission

ACTC
10-Amador

6
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Amount by
Fund Type

CTC Financial Vote List October 19-20, 2016

Project #
Allocation Amount

Recipient
RTPA/CTC

District-County

Project Title
Location

Project Description

PPNO
Program/Year

Phase
Prgm'd Amount

Project ID
Adv. Phase

Budget Year
Item #

Fund Type
Program Code

2.5c.(3b) Local STIP Planning, Programming and Monitoring Projects Resolution FP-16-10 

2.5   Highway Financial Matters

Planning, Programming and Monitoring 10-5960
RIP/16-17
CONST

$250,000
1016000243

2006-07
601-3093 $250,000

TDIF
20.30.600.670

$250,000

Merced County
Association of
Governments

MCAG
10-Merced

7
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State of California California State Transportation Agency 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

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

M e m o r a n d u m 
To: CHAIR AND COMMISSIONERS CTC Meeting: January 18-19, 2017 

CALIFORNIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION 
Reference No.:  2.2c.(2) 

Action Item 

From: NORMA ORTEGA 
Chief Financial Officer  

Prepared by:  Katrina C. Pierce, Chief 
Division of
Environmental Analysis

Subject: APPROVAL OF PROJECT FOR FUTURE CONSIDERATION OF FUNDING AND ROUTE 
ADOPTION 
01-LAK-29, PM 23.6/31.6 
RESOLUTION E-17-05 

RECOMMENDATION: 

The California Department of Transportation recommends that the California Transportation 
Commission (Commission), as a responsible agency, approve the attached Resolution E-17-05. 

ISSUE: 

The attached resolution proposes to approve for future consideration of funding the following 
project for which a Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) has been completed: 

 State Route 29 (SR 29) in Lake County.  Construct roadway
improvements including lane additions on a portion of SR 29 near the
town of Kelseyville.  (PPNOs 3099 and 3100)

This project in Lake County will widen the existing two-lane highway to a four-lane divided 
highway with access control.  The project will begin near Diener Drive and end just west of 
the SR 29/175 Intersection.  The project is programmed in the 2016 State Highway Operation 
Program for $46,200,000 in capital and support.  In addition, the project is programmed in the 
2016 State Transportation Improvement Program for $70,527,000 for capital and support.  
Construction is estimated to begin in Fiscal Year 2018-19.  The scope, as described for the 
preferred alternative, is consistent with the project scope programmed by the Commission in 
the 2016 State Highway Operation and Protection Program and the 2016 State Transportation 
Improvement Program. 

A copy of the FEIR has been provided to Commission staff.  Resources that may be impacted 
by the project include:  community impacts, noise, and biological resources.   

Potential impacts associated with the project can all be mitigated to below significance.  As a 
result, an FEIR was prepared for the project.  
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CALIFORNIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION 
 

Resolution for Future Consideration of Funding 
01-Lak-29, PM 23.6/31.6 

Resolution E-17-05 
 

1.1 WHEREAS, the California Department of Transportation (Department) has completed a 
Final Environmental Impact Report pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA) and the CEQA Guidelines for the following project: 

 
 State Route 29 (SR 29) in Lake County.  Construct 

roadway improvements including lane additions on a 
portion of SR 29 near the town of Kelseyville.   

             (PPNOs 3099 and 3100) 
 

1.2 WHEREAS, the Department has certified that a Final Environmental Impact Report has 
been completed pursuant to CEQA and the State CEQA Guidelines for its 
implementation; and 

 
1.3 WHEREAS, the California Transportation Commission, as a responsible agency, has 

considered the information contained in the Final Environmental Impact Report. 
 

1.4 WHEREAS, the project will have a significant effect on the environment. 
 

1.5 WHEREAS, Findings were made pursuant to the State CEQA Guidelines. 
 
2.1 NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the California Transportation 

Commission does hereby support approval of the above referenced project to allow for 
consideration of funding. 

 

















 

 

NOTICE OF DETERMINATION       
 
To: Office of Planning and Research  From: California Transportation Commission     
 1400 Tenth Street, Room 121 Attention:  Jose Oseguera 
 Sacramento, CA 95814  1120 N Street, Suite 2230 
  Sacramento, CA 95814 
  (916) 653-7121 

 
Project Title:  Lake 29 Improvement Project  
 
2003022011  Chris Quiney   (530) 225-3174  
State Clearinghouse Number Lead Agency Contact Person   Area Code/Telephone 
 
Project Location (include county): State Route 29 in Lake County. 
  
Project Description:  Roadway improvements including lane additions to a portion of SR 29 in 
near the community of Kelseyville. 
  
This is to advise that the California Transportation Commission has approved the above described project  
  (_ Lead Agency / X Responsible Agency) 
on January 18-19 , 2017, and has made the following determinations regarding the above described 
project: 
 

1. The project (__ will /X will not) have a significant effect on the environment. 
2.  X An Environmental Impact Report was prepared for this project pursuant to the provisions of 

CEQA. 
 __A Negative Declaration was prepared for this project pursuant to the provisions of CEQA. 

3. Mitigation measures (X were / __were not) made a condition of the approval of the project. 
4. A mitigation reporting or monitoring plan (X was / __ was not) made a condition of the approval of 

the project. 
5. A Statement of Overriding Considerations (__ was /X was not) adopted for this project. 
6. Findings (X were / __were not) made pursuant to the provisions of CEQA. 
 

The above identified document with comments and responses and record of project approval is available 
to the General Public at: Caltrans Dist. 1, 1656 Union Street, Eureka CA 95501 

 
 
Susan Bransen   Executive Director   
Signature (Public Agency)  Date    Title 
CALIFORNIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION 
 
Date received for filing at OPR: 

 



State of California California State Transportation Agency 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

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

M e m o r a n d u m 
To: CHAIR AND COMMISSIONERS CTC Meeting: January 18-19, 2017 

CALIFORNIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION 
Reference No.:  2.2c.(3) 

Action Item 

From: NORMA ORTEGA 
Chief Financial Officer  

Prepared by:  Katrina C. Pierce, Chief 
Division of
Environmental Analysis

Subject: APPROVAL OF PROJECT FOR FUTURE CONSIDERATION OF FUNDING 
02-SIS-96, PM 103.00/103.6, 02-SIS-263, PM 56.7/57.2 
RESOLUTION E-17-06 

RECOMMENDATION: 

The California Department of Transportation recommends that the California Transportation 
Commission (Commission), as a responsible agency, approve the attached Resolution E-17-06. 

ISSUE: 

The attached resolution proposes to approve for future consideration of funding the following 
project for which a Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) has been completed: 

 State Route 96 (SR 96) and State Route 263 (SR 263) in Siskiyou
County.  Replace existing bridge on SR 263 near the city of Yreka.
(PPNO 3242)

This project in Siskiyou County will replace the Klamath River Bridge on State Route 263 near the 
city of Yreka.  The project is programmed in the 2016 State Highway Operation and Protection 
Program.  The total programmed amount is $22,940,000 for capital and support.  Construction is 
estimated to begin in Fiscal Year 2018-19.  The scope, as described for the preferred alternative, is 
consistent with the project scope programmed by the Commission in the 2016 State Highway 
Operation and Protection Program. 

A copy of the FEIR has been provided to Commission staff.  Resources that may be impacted 
by the project include:  aesthetics/visual, biological resources, cultural resources, water 
quality.   

Potential impacts associated with the project can all be mitigated to below significance with 
the exception of cultural resources.  As a result, an FEIR and a Statement of Overriding 
Considerations was prepared for the project.  
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CALIFORNIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION 
 

Resolution for Future Consideration of Funding 
02-Sis-96, PM 103.00/103.6, 02-Sis-263, PM 56.7/57.2 

Resolution E-17-06 
 

1.1 WHEREAS, the California Department of Transportation (Department) has completed a 
Final Environmental Impact Report pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA) and the CEQA Guidelines for the following project: 

 
 State Route 96 (SR 96) and State Route 263 (SR 263) in 

Siskiyou County.  Replace existing bridge on SR 263 
near the city of Yreka.  (PPNO 3242) 

  
1.2 WHEREAS, the Department has certified that a Final Environmental Impact Report has 

been completed pursuant to CEQA and the State CEQA Guidelines for its 
implementation; and 

 
1.3 WHEREAS, the California Transportation Commission, as a responsible agency, has 

considered the information contained in the Final Environmental Impact Report. 
 

1.4 WHEREAS, the project will have a significant effect on the environment. 
 

1.5 WHEREAS, A Statement of Overriding Considerations was made pursuant to CEQA 
Guidelines. 
 

1.6 WHEREAS, Findings were made pursuant to the State CEQA Guidelines. 
 
2.1 NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the California Transportation 

Commission does hereby support approval of the above referenced project to allow for 
consideration of funding. 

 













 

 

NOTICE OF DETERMINATION       
 
To: Office of Planning and Research  From: California Transportation Commission     
 1400 Tenth Street, Room 121 Attention:  Jose Oseguera 
 Sacramento, CA 95814  1120 N Street, Suite 2230 
  Sacramento, CA 95814 
  (916) 653-7121 

 
Project Title:  Klamath River Bridge Replacement Project  
 
2015112010  Cabe Cornelius   (530) 225-3514  
State Clearinghouse Number Lead Agency Contact Person   Area Code/Telephone 
 
Project Location (include county): State Route 96 and State Route 263 in Siskiyou County. 
  
Project Description:  Replace an existing bridge on SR 96 and SR 263 near the city of Yreka. 
  
This is to advise that the California Transportation Commission has approved the above described project  
  (_ Lead Agency / X Responsible Agency) 
on January 18-19 , 2017, and has made the following determinations regarding the above described 
project: 
 

1. The project (X will /  _ will not) have a significant effect on the environment. 
2. X An Environmental Impact Report was prepared for this project pursuant to the provisions of 

CEQA. 
 __A Negative Declaration was prepared for this project pursuant to the provisions of CEQA. 

3. Mitigation measures (X were / __were not) made a condition of the approval of the project. 
4. A mitigation reporting or monitoring plan (X was / __ was not) made a condition of the approval of 

the project. 
5. A Statement of Overriding Considerations (X was /__was not) adopted for this project. 
6. Findings ( X were / __were not) made pursuant to the provisions of CEQA. 
 

The above identified document with comments and responses and record of project approval is available 
to the General Public at: Caltrans Dist.2, 1031 Butte Street, Redding, CA 96001 

 
 
Susan Bransen   Executive Director   
Signature (Public Agency)  Date    Title 
CALIFORNIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION 
 
Date received for filing at OPR: 

 



State of California  California State Transportation Agency 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

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

M e m o r a n d u m 
To: CHAIR AND COMMISSIONERS 

CALIFORNIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION 
CTC Meeting: January 18-19, 2017 

Reference No.: 3.7 
Information Item 

From: NORMA ORTEGA 
Chief Financial Officer 

Prepared by: William Lewis, Chief (Acting) 
Division of Project Management 

Subject: FISCAL YEAR 2016-17 - FIRST QUARTER PROJECT DELIVERY REPORT 

Attached is the California Department of Transportation’s Fiscal Year 2016-17 First Quarter 
Project Delivery Report.     
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Executive Summary
 

Purpose of Report
 

This report provides project delivery information on transportation projects for which the California 

Department of Transportation (Caltrans) was fully responsible for project development and construction 

management.  The report is intended to cover reporting requirements specified by California statutes 

and California Transportation Commission resolutions.  This report fulfills Caltrans' project delivery 

reporting requirements. 

 

Performance Measures 

 
Our Commitment to Delivery 

Delivery of transportation capital programs is one of the most essential functions that Caltrans performs 

to preserve, protect, and enhance performance of the state highway system.  Operational improvement 

projects help the existing highway system function more efficiently.  System preservation projects (such 

as bridge rehabilitation and pavement rehabilitation) help the highway system last longer and decrease 

maintenance costs.  Safety projects reduce fatalities and serious injuries resulting from traffic accidents.  

System expansion projects reduce congestion by adding lanes or constructing highways. 

 

Measuring and reporting performance on project milestones shows how well we are meeting our 

commitments to deliver projects as promised in our primary work programs: the State Transportation 

Improvement Program, the State Highway Operation and Protection Program, and for local projects 

where we are providing project services. 

 

Measures – 1st Quarter Fiscal Year 2016-17 

Measure 
Year-To-Date thru 1st Quarter 

Annual 

Commitment 

Year-End  

Projection 
Goal 

Status 

Completed Plan Percent Plan Percent Forecast Percent Percent 

Project Approval, Environmental Documents 

Draft Environmental Documents 

Completed 
7 14 50 65 11 65 100 80 ����

Projects Approved 34 48 71 197 17 196 99 90 ���� 

Right of Way:  Projects Certified 

Projects Certified 16 19 84 222 7 221 99 100 ���� 

Allocation Funds Committed (millions) $32 NA NA $112 29 $112 100 100 ���� 

Delivery:  Projects Designed and Ready for Construction 

Projects Designed and Ready for 

Construction 
28 29 96 227 12 226 99 100 ���� 

Capital Value  Ready for Allocation 

(millions) 
$302 $331 91 $2,172 14 $2,160 99 100 ���� 

Construction:  Projects Constructed 

Contracts Accepted 28 54 52 249 11 247 99 95 ���� 

Caltrans
FY 2016-17 First Quarter 

Project Delivery Report

Page 1 of 34



 

 
 

Measure 
Year-To-Date thru 1st Quarter 

Annual 

Commitment 

Year-End  

Projection 
Goal 

Status 

Completed Plan Percent Plan Percent Forecast Percent Percent 

Closeout Costs 

State Transportation Improvement 

Program Costs (millions) 
$267 $303 88 NA NA NA NA < 100 ���� 

State Highway Operation and Protection 

Program Costs (millions) 
$325 $340 95 NA NA NA NA < 100 ���� 

Legend 

 ����   It is expected that Caltrans will meet the delivery goal. 

 ����   There is high risk on enough projects that Caltrans may not meet the delivery goal. 

   ����    It is likely that Caltrans will not meet the delivery goal. 
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Project Watch List 
 
Caltrans identifies projects deemed "at risk" for budget overruns or schedule delays on a project watch 

list.  Projects are continuously monitored to ensure issues affecting the budget, scope, or schedule are 

brought to the attention of managers and transportation stakeholders to resolve or minimize issues.   

 

The project watch list will change from one quarter to another (projects dropped or added) as 

supplemental funds are approved, budget risks are mitigated, and schedule risks are resolved.  Since the 

report is prepared quarterly, and in order to keep projects on track to award, projects that have not 

been included on the watch list may require supplemental funds requests between reports.  While this 

report is intended to reflect information at the end of the reporting period, information for narratives is 

updated up to the time the report is published to provide the most accurate information as possible. 

 

Budget Risks (Supplemental Funds) 
 

Caltrans balances risk in project budgeting with the need to ensure that an appropriate mix of projects 

are brought forward in sufficient quantities to use our annual federal obligation authority.  Complete 

and reasonable estimates are necessary to avoid undesired consequences, including loss of federal or 

local funds.  Before presenting budget change requests to the Commission, Caltrans robustly examines 

each request to validate costs and evaluate options.  In fiscal year 2015-16, 99 percent of construction 

projects were completed within the Commission's capital allocation and Caltrans’ delegated funding 

authority. 
 

As of October 3, 2016, Caltrans had 778 projects valued at $8.8 billion under construction.  We have 

identified risks on 27, or 3.5 percent of the projects in construction.  Caltrans is categorizing risks and the 

potential for supplemental funds for projects in construction as follows: 

 

Status Projects 
Construction 

Capital 

Construction 

Support 
Risk 

Approved 

Budget 
Notes 

Construction 

Projects 

Completed  

or Nearly 

Complete 

6 

5  
$15-20 

million 

Construction 

Capital 

$268 million 

If supplemental funds are needed, 

this will occur in the next 6 

months. 

 2 

 

$0.5 

million 

 

Construction 

Support 

$8 million 

If supplemental funds are needed, 

this will occur in 6 months to 2 

years (or more). 

Construction 

Projects in 

Progress 

21 

 11 

 

$85-90 

million 

 

Construction 

Support 

$91 million 

If supplemental funds are needed, 

this will occur in 6 months to 2 

years (or more). 

14  
$55-60 

million 

Construction 

Capital 

$416 million 

If supplemental funds are needed, 

this will occur in 6 months to 2 

years (or more). 

TOTALS 27 19 13 
$155-170 

million 
$783 million 

 

Note:  Projects stricken are excluded from project counts  
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Last Updated: 1/3/17

LEGEND

Risks of needing supplemental funds are categorized as: VH  Very High H  High

M  Moderate L Low

Category trends are defined as: ���� Higher, ═ Same, or ���� Lower than last report

A Project added D Project to be dropped

Cty Rte Description Program���� Programmed $���� Component

Tul/Fre 99 Goshen to Kingsburg 6 Lane Bond $75.9 VH ═ Construction Capital

Son 101 MSN Contract B2 Bond, STIP, Local, SLPP $79.6 VH ═ Construction Capital

Fre 168 Munger Vista Point STIP $0.3 H A Construction Support

Sol 80 Relocate Cordelia Truck Scales Bond, SHOPP $52.2 H ═ Construction Capital

Ora 74 SR-74/I-5 Interchange Bond, STIP, Local $30.2 M ═ Construction Capital

$8.0 M ═ Construction Support

SBd 62 Colorado Bridge Replacement SHOPP, Local $30.0 L ═ Construction Capital

Cty Rte Description Program���� Programmed $���� Component

LA 47 Schuyler Heim Bridge SHOPP $8.8 VH A Construction Support

$2.2 H A Right of Way Support

Tul/Fre 99 Goshen to Kingsburg 6-Lane Bond $0.7 VH A Construction Support

Replacement Planting

Sac 80 Sac I-80 Across The Top STIP, SHOPP, Bond $105.8 VH ═ Construction Capital

$19.0 H ═ Construction Support

SB 246 Passing Lanes and Operational STIP $3.5 VH ���� Construction Support

Improvements

LA 18 Replace Bridge Deck SHOPP $3.7 H ���� Construction Capital

Notes:  �    STIP - State Transportation Improvement Program, SHOPP - State Highway Operation 

                     and Protection Program, CMAQ - Congestion Management and Air Quality Program, Bond - Proposition 1B

             ����    Programmed budgets are in millions.  Programmed budgets are for the project component at risk.

Construction Projects Completed or Nearly Complete

Risk

Supplemental funds may be needed to settle a remaining claim which is in arbitration. 

An allocation amendment for SR99 bond projects was approved at the June 2016 CTC Meeting, but did not include funds to settle claims. The risk on construction claims 

remains.

Supplemental funds are needed to settle claims and close-out the construction contract.

Construction was completed in June 2016.  However, additional funds may be needed to settle claims in excess of available construction capital.

Additional funds may be needed for construction support due to hourly rate increases and cost escalation.

Additional funds may be needed to address claims that were recently submitted and to close-out construction contract.  Caltrans is evaluating merit for claims.  All 

roadwork has been completed and project is in plant establishment period.

A supplemental funds request was approved at the March 2016 CTC meeting.  Additional funding that was needed for changes to bridge deck, contractor claims, delays 

and increases to traffic control have already been requested and approved at the March 2016 CTC meeting.  Additional supplemental funds may also be needed in the 

future to reimburse the County of San Bernardino for repairing damage to their roads caused by a traffic detour during construction.  

Potential for additional funds rising from need to replace cracked pavement in newly constructed lanes. Issues claimed include mix design changes, cost escalation, time 

related overhead, interest, material and labor costs.  Caltrans is evaluating claims and is negotiating with contractor to minimize potential supplemental amount.  

Potential for additional support funds due to delays in completing construction. Caltrans is closely monitoring and managing remaining budget.

Construction Projects In Progress

Risk

The project was extended due to drought planting policy in order to complete required mitigation planting.  Savings to be realized within construction capital will likely 

be greater than the support cost overrun.

This request is for an increase in construction support and right of way support. When the implementing agency changed from Alameda Corridor Transportation 

Authority (ACTA) to Caltrans, the Department did not adjust the support budget for construction support and right of way support. The estimate is based on the current 

Risk Management and Exposure (RME) Report as of June 2016.  The estimate at completion is associated with the capital cost estimate which was previously approved 

at the March 2016 CTC meeting. 

Supplemental funds may be needed due to hourly rate increases and cost escalation.
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Cty Rte Description Program���� Programmed $���� Component

LA 710 Long-life pavement SHOPP D Construction Capital

$10.8 H ═ Construction Support

SM 101 Broadway Interchange STIP, Local $8.0 H ═ Construction Support

Ala 80 SFOBB Maintenance Warehouse SHOPP $16.5 H ═ Construction Capital

$3.2 H ═ Construction Support

SBd 15 SHOPP $40.8 H ═ Construction Capital

Fre 198 California Aqueduct Deck Replacement SHOPP $2.6 H A Construction Capital

Mad 41 Bridge Seismic Retrofit SHOPP $4.7 H A Construction Capital

$1.7 H A Construction Support

Tul 99 Betty Drive Interchange STIP $5.0 M A Construction Support

Tul 190 Reservation Road Roundabout SHOPP $3.4 M A Construction Capital

$0.6 M A Construction Support

Tul 99 Tulare to Goshen North 6-Lane Bond, STIP $38.7 M ═ Construction Capital

Sha 5 Antlers Bridge Replacement SHOPP $134.2 M ═ Construction Capital

Sac Var High Friction Surface Treatment SHOPP $2.4 L ���� Construction Capital

Fre 168 Auberry Road Roundabout SHOPP $3.2 L A Construction Capital

Mad 99 Avenue 12 Interchange Bond, STIP $8.0 L ═ Construction Support

Fre/Mad 99 San Joaquin River 6 Lane Bond $8.5 L ═ Construction Support

SBd 138 Widening (Phase 1A) STIP $53.0 L ═ Construction Capital

$10.7 H ���� Construction Support

SBd 138 Horsethief Creek Br Replacement SHOPP $6.6 L ═ Construction Capital

Men 101 Willits Bypass STIP D Construction Capital

D Construction Support

Outstanding claims still unresolved.  The Dispute Review Advisor (DRA) has found no merit to the claims and notification has been submitted to the contractor.  It is 

likely that the contractor will request this be taken to arbitration.G-12 funds for Construction Capital were approved in June of 2016.  Supplemental funds may be 

needed depending on the outcome of the claims.

There is a potential for additional construction capital due to delays. There is still G-12 capacity available to cover costs and potential claims.  Supplemental funds for 

construction support were approved at the August 2016 CTC Meeting, but more may be needed.

The project was completed within the approved funds. The contractor completed work on November 2, 2016.  A ribbon cutting ceremony was held on November 3, 

2016, and the Bypass was opened to traffic.

The project has been awarded within the G-12 capacity but additional construction capital may be needed if claims occur during construction.

The project is delayed due to protracted State Fire Marshall approval.  The State Fire Marshall is requiring additional scope of work which will increase both 

construction capital and consruction support.  Completion has been delayed from January 2017 to late 2017.

An allocation amendment for SR99 bond projects was approved at the June 2016 CTC Meeting, but did not include funds to settle claims. The risk on construction claims 

remains.

An allocation amendment for SR99 bond projects was approved at the June 2016 CTC Meeting but additional construction support may still be needed to finish the 

project.

The project was awarded using all of the available G-12 funding capacity and a small amount of contingency funds. Additional funds may be needed for any change 

orders or contractor claims. 

There is a possibility that support costs could be greater than the programmed amount.  Caltrans is closely monitoring and managing the budget.

Supplemental funds may be needed due to knocked-down PG&E tower and entire highway closure which caused unanticipated (additional) support cost expenditures.

Point of Entry, Truck Enforcement

The remaining contingency budget is adequate to cover the existing punch list items to complete the project.  New punch list items may possibly come up, related to 

noncompliant water system installations, which may exceed the contingency balance.  Also, during close out of the project, if claims occur, there will be a need for a 

supplemental vote.

Safety project with high friction safety treatment (HFST) patent issues.  Multiple unsuccessful attempts to place HFST resulted in the decision to remove the HFST work 

and associated capital from the contract and create an emergency project that successfully placed the HFST prior to the onset of winter weather.  Potential need for 

additional funds to cover item adjustment costs associated with reduced item work as well as potential claims.

Additional funds may be needed to settle multiple outstanding claims on the project.  Dispute Resolution Board hearings, facilitated dispute resolution meetings, and 

negotiation efforts continue in an attempt to resolve.  Arbitration is likely.

Potential need for additional funds to settle outstanding claims. Working to identify potential conflicts in upcoming stages and phases of the work.  There is also a need 

for additional support to complete the construction of the project.

Risk

Supplemental funds were used to award the project. Complex traffic control to construct the roundabout has caused delays so additional funds may be needed for 

construction capital and support.

Bid results were higher than the engineer's estimate.  The project was awarded within G-12 capacity, however, additional construction capital may be needed if claims 

occur during construction.

An allocation amendment for SR99 bond projects was approved at the June 2016 CTC Meeting but additional construction support may still be needed to finish the 

project.
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Cty Rte Description Program���� Programmed $���� Component

SF 101 Doyle Drive STIP, SHOPP, Local $966.5 H ═ Construction Support

LA 710 Gerald Desmond Bridge Local, Bond, SHOPP D Construction Capital

D Construction Support

Risk

$20 - 25

million

Cty Rte Description Program���� Programmed $���� Component

Men 101 Willits Bypass STIP $23.2 VH ═ Right of Way

Sta 219 Widen to four lanes STIP, Bond $17.7 H ═ Right of Way

SBd 138 STIP $9.0 M ═ Right of Way

Construction Partnership Projects In Progress 

Local Agencies Implementing Agencies

Project is being implemented by the Port of Long Beach as a design-build project.  The project contingency budget has been reduced to a negative balance after 

settlement of the global time related claims and recent change orders.  Additional funds will be necessary for a number of known future expenditures, as well as 

potential risks identified in the risk management plan.  On July 13th, 2015 the Port of Long Beach approved an increase in the project budget.  A funding source for the 

increase has not been identified at this time.  A supplemental funds request will be prepared for the October CTC Meeting.  Supplemental funds were approved at the 

October 2016 CTC Meeting.

Supplemental funds for construction capital were approved at the August 2016 CTC Meeting.  Additional funds for construction support may be needed to complete the 

project.

STIP Right of Way Adjustments to be made after Completion of Construction 

Caltrans reports the final estimated costs at completion for State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) funded right of way after construction contract 

acceptance.  If the right of way final estimate at completion exceeds 120 percent of the programmed amount, a debit will be made against county Regional 

Improvement Program or Interregional Improvement Program shares in the subsequent STIP programming cycle.  Caltrans estimates the potential for right of way 

adjustments as follows:

Risk

Approved 

Construction Capital

Budget 

Notes

Risk

Risk

Right of Way

Adjustments (debits) to right of way 

costs, if needed will occur after 

construction is complete.

If supplemental funds are needed, 

this will occur in the next 6 months 

to 2 years (or more).

Right of way costs are forecasted to exceed 120 percent of the programmed budget due to litigation and pending final judgments for eminent domain actions. 

Depending on the final judgments there may be a county share debit adjustment of the right of way at the completion of construction.  The trial date for the 

condemnation parcel has been postponed to February 2017.

Approved

Budget

(STIP portion)

Notes

Right of Way costs for projects in construction that exceed 120 percent of 

programmed budget. 

Right of Way

$50 million

Mega-projects (capital > $500 million), funding is a mix of multiple funding sources, including State 

funds allocated by the commission.  Mega projects carry their own unique risks, which are not 

quantified as part of this report.

$966.5 Million

 Current right of way costs committed for the subsequent mitigation projects are forecasted to exceed 120 percent of the programmed right of way budget.  There will 

likely be a county share debit adjustment of Right of Way at the completion of construction.  

Widening (Phase 1A)

Right of Way costs are forecasted to exceed 120 percent of the programmed amount due to litigation and pending final judgments for eminent domain actions.  

Depending on final judgments, there may be a county share debit adjustment of right of way at the completion of construction.  
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Risk

$15 - 20

million

$30 - 35

million

Cty Rte Description Program���� Programmed $���� Component

LA 110 Safety Lighting SHOPP 1.9 VH A Construction Capital

Mno 395 Crestview Maintenance Station SHOPP 2.4 VH A Construction Capital

Scr 1,17 Roadside Improvements SHOPP $1.4 H A Construction Capital

Fre 41 Construct Rock Blanket and SHOPP $3.2 M A Construction Capital

Maintenance Vehicle Pullouts

Men 101 Willits Mitigation Riparian Wetland STIP $26.3 M ═ Construction Capital

SB 101 Roadside Improvements SHOPP D Construction Capital

Men 101 Willits Fish Passage STIP D Construction Capital

Ala 580 Ramp Pavement Rehabilitation SHOPP D Construction Capital

The lowest bidder has asked for a relief of bid and the second lowest bidder is above the G-12 limit, therefore supplemental funds will be needed to award the project.  

A time extension for award and supplemental funds request will be prepared for the October CTC Meeting.  Supplemental funds request was approved at the October 

2016 CTC Meeting.

Bid results were higher than the engineer's estimate for both fish passage locations due to installation techniques, difficult terrain, and high transport costs.  The project 

is required due to environmental permits therefore the team is recommending that the project be awarded to the lowest bidder.  A supplemental funds request will be 

prepared for the October CTC Meeting.   Supplemental funds were approved at the October 2016 CTC Meeting.  The project was awarded November 9, 2016.

Preconstruction Projects

Caltrans estimates construction capital risks for preconstruction projects as follows:

Preconstruction Projects
Approved

Budget
Notes

The first and second bidders failed to meet the requirements for executionof the construction contract.  Therefore, the third bidder was selected with a bid that is 52% 

over the engineers estimate.  In order to delay this safety project by re-advertising, the District recommends to award the contract to the third bidder.  Supplemental 

funds will be requested at the January 2017 CTC Meeting.

All bids are over 120% of the programmed construction capital.  Analysis of the bid results is underway but it will likely be recommended that the project be awarded to 

the lowest bidder.  Supplemental funds will be requested at the January 2017 CTC Meeting.

Contracts for this project awarded to date are within the allocation approved at May 2013 CTC meeting.  Caltrans continues negotiations with the Army Corps of 

Engineers to determine the extent of mitigation requirements to be implemented with the remaining contracts.  Current estimates for the remaining contracts indicate a 

potential need for additional funds to satisfy mitigation requirements.     

Projects with bid results higher 

than budget  - 5 projects

Construction Capital 

$35 million

Project estimates for allocation that exceed 120 percent of construction capital 

budget - 8 projects

Construction Capital  

$84 million

The first and second bidders were non-responsive. The third and fourth bidders are approximately 45% over engineer's estimate.  The project will be repackaged and 

readvertised.  There is a risk that bids may still be higher than the current construction capital allocation.   

Note:  Projects dropped excluded from Project counts.

Projects With Bid Results Higher than Budget

Risk

Bid results were higher than the engineer's estimate due to the number of locations, new and unique construction techniques, and restrictive work windows that only 

allow for work to be performed at night.  The construction capital estimate was increased during preliminary engineering, however, bid results were still higher than 

anticipated.   At the January 2016 meeting the CTC did not approve the request for supplemental funds and directed the department to repackage and advertise the 

project.  There is a risk that bids could still be higher than current allocation.   After a second bid opening, bid results were again higher than the engineer's estimate due 

to smaller quantities spread over 20 ramp locations and restrictive work windows that only allow for the work to be performed at night, resulting in lower productivity 

and higher costs. A time extension to award by 11/30/16 was approved at the March 2016 CTC meeting.  The Department was directed by the Commission to modify the 

"Bonded Wearing Course Asphalt" item to the conventional Rubberized Asphalt, and re-advertised the project. As a result, the Department rejected all bids, repackaged 

the construction contract and re-advertised the project on May 31, 2016. Supplemental funds will be requested at the October CTC Meeting.    Supplemental funds were 

approved at the October 2016 CTC Meeting.

Only one bid was received, which was 66.18% above the Engineer's Estimate.  The District submitted a "Recommend Contract Not Be Awarded"  memo due to bid 

competition not being adequate.  The project will be readvertised.  A time extension for award will be prepared for the March 2017 CTC Meeting.

Results dependent on bid results, 

likely within next six months.

If additional funds are needed, it 

will most likely occur within the 

next six months.

Caltrans
FY 2016-17 First Quarter 

Project Delivery Report

Page 7 of 34



Cty Rte Description Program���� Programmed $���� Component

CC 580 Scofield Seismic Retrofit SHOPP $4.5 VH A Construction Capital

Ala 680 Freeway Performance SHOPP, Local $18.2 VH A Construction Capital

Initiative/TOS, Ramp Metering $2.6 VH A Construction Support

Ala 680 Pavement Rehab/NB Express/SB SHOPP $25.4 VH A Construction Capital

Conversion

Men 162 Construct Soldier Pile Walls and SHOPP $7.6 H ═ Construction Capital

Drainage Galleries

Fre 168 Rte 168 Gore Paving SHOPP $2.7 M A Construction Capital

Hum 101 Slip out and Drainage System SHOPP $5.0 M ═ Construction Capital

Repair

Ker 99 Famoso Bridge Replacement SHOPP $19.4 L A Construction Capital

Hum 254 Culvert Rehabilitation SHOPP $0.9 L ═ Construction Capital

Ala Var Environmental Mitigation (FCO) SHOPP D Construction Capital

Ven 187 Relinquishment (FCO) SHOPP D Construction Capital

Men 253 Repair Slide SHOPP D Construction Capital

Men 162 Repair Slip Outs and Slides SHOPP D Construction Capital

FHWA decision to not contribute further to the construction of the north wall will require an additional funding source.  Based on results from the geotechnical report , 

FHWA determined the north wall location does not meet current Federal participation guidelines.  The north wall site has maintenance and safety issues including high 

levels of natural occurring asbestos.  The current proposal is to use SHOPP funds to cover the cost of the north wall.   The project was awarded within G-12 capacity.

Project is located adjacent to the South Fork Eel River with multiple permitting agencies involved.  Environmental clearance requirements are  complete.  Permit apps 

have been submitted and consultation with regulatory agencies on-going.  Likely that the project will meet RTL ahead of the target delivery date of 6-1-2017.

The construction capital estimate was refreshed after a 2-year delay due to negotiations with the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) regarding funding for 

the overall Freeway Performance Initiative (FPI) Program.  Recent bid data suggests that costs are projected to be higher for Traffic Operations Systems (TOS) elements 

and retaining walls items.  Due to a longer construction duration than originally estimated (from one to two seasons), the estimate for certain items of work such as 

traffic control, mobilization, and time-related overhead have also increased.  The construction support estimate has increased due to additional biological monitoring 

requirements, a longer construction duration, and coordination efforts with other construction contracts along the corridor.

The increased construction capital estimate for the combined rehabilitation project (SHOPP) with the northbound express lane/southbound conversion project (local) is 

due to refinements during the design phase and will be finalized at 100% design in early 2017, when cost sharing with locals will be determined. 

Project Estimates for Allocation That Exceed 120 Percent of Construction Capital Budget

Risk

This portion of highway will be relinquished to the City of Los Angeles and, as part of the relinquishment agreement, funds will be given to the city to rehabilitate the 

roadway. The scope and cost of the project has increased due to the addition of 131 curb ramps that were not included in the original estimate but have been added as 

part of the relinquishment agreement.   The City estimated that the relinquishment of the facility cost $21.5 M. However, in negotiations with the Department, Both 

parties mutually agreed on $14.5 M for relinquishment of the facility. This amount is greater than what is programmed for the rehab project, and a greater than 120 

request is being prepared for the October CTC Meeting.  Greater than 120 funds were approved at the October 2016 CTC Meeting.

Bids results on a similar project may drive the construction capital estimate higher than the programmed amount.

This project is being considered for a pilot program that involves enhanced emission requirements for construction equipment. There is a risk that the additional 

emission requirements will increase the bids on the project and cause the requested construction capital allocation to be greater than 120% of the programmed 

amount.

 After obtaining preliminary geotechnical data, it was revealed that the estimated cost to completely mitigate the landslide exceeded the initial budget.  The final scope 

has yet to be determined therefore additional funds may be needed.  Drilling is expected to take place within next couple months.

The risk is moderate because there is no structures work and the scope has been reduced since the initial cost estimate.  The scope reduction involves removing paving 

work and earth work from the project.

The current Construction Capital estimate is less than 120% of the programmed Construction Capital and a revised DAF was acquired to match the current Construction 

Capital estimate.

Financial Contribution Only for off-site environmental mitigation.  The local agency's design changed as a result of new survey data and geotechnical information 

resulting in increased earthwork and stream bank stabilization costs.  The mitigation is a requirement for the Alameda - 84, Pigeon Pass Widening.  A greater than 120 

request is being prepared for the October CTC Meeting.   Greater than 120 funds were approved at the October 2016 CTC Meeting.

Supplemental funds are needed to address capital cost increase due to a revised seismic retrofit strategy based on a recently completed structural analysis of the 

Scofield bridge.
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Risk

$20-25

million

Cty Rte Description Program���� Programmed $���� Component

Men Var Bridge Scour Mitigation SHOPP $0.6 VH A PA&ED Support

Gle 162 Butte City Bridge Replacement SHOPP $2.0 VH A PA&ED Support

Mrn 1 Replace Lagunitas Bridge SHOPP $2.3 VH A PA&ED Support

Ala 880 Lake Merritt Channel Railroad SHOPP $1.1 VH A PS&E Support

Bridge Replacement

Mer Var Bridge Seismic Restoration SHOPP $1.0 VH A PA&ED Support

Alp Var Bridge Rail Upgrade SHOPP $0.5 H A PA&ED Support

Sta 99 SR 99/Beckwith/Carpenter SHOPP $0.7 H A PA&ED Support

Acceleration & Deceleration lanes

LA 405 Ramps at Getty Ctr Drive SHOPP $2.1 VH A PS&E Support

$0.1 VH A Right of Way Support

Ala 80 SFOBB Maintenance Training Facility SHOPP $5.0 VH ═ PS&E Support

Supplemental funds are needed due to inclusion of a new retrofit alternative and expansion of the project footprint to provide bike connectivity per public input.  A 

Supplemental COS Allocation request is planned for the January 2017 CTC meeting.

Projects in Development

Caltrans estimates the following support budget risks for projects in development:

Risk

Projects in Development
Programmed Support

Budget

Projects with support cost estimates higher than G-12 capacity  - 16 projects $26 million

Met PA&ED 7/20/16.  Exceeded PA&ED budget; streamline PCR in June 2016 approved but incorrectly applied to PSE component.  A technical correction will be made to 

the budget.

The right of way (ROW) lead time in the project initiation document (PID) was 6 months because all of the work was anticipated to be done within Caltrans ROW. After 

further analysis the project may need a water diversion system. A preliminary design is being used to determine the need for temporary construction easements (TCEs) 

for access points to the stream beds. The need for TCEs will most likely require a 24 month ROW lead time after appraisal maps are completed. The team is also in the 

process of performing early geotechnical drilling in the PA&ED phase which will determine how deep liquefaction will take place. Once the results are obtained, the 

design of the seismic retrofit will be revised to reflect the findings. This will most likely affect the scope, cost, and schedule of the project, including PA&ED support. The 

plan is to use the project change request and G-12 process if needed to request adjustments in project schedule, support, and capital.

The PS&E support budget increased due to the Los Angeles DOT/Bureau of Engineering's request to include dedicated bicycle lanes on the local street which was not 

part of the original scope. This change in scope required Caltrans to increase the height of the retaining wall as well as additional widening of a local street.

The right of way support increase is due to the following:  the I-405/Getty Center Drive interchange was originally designed as a standard diamond interchange in the I-

405 Sepulveda Pass Design-Build project (EA 120301) that began construction in 2008. However, only the southbound ramps were built per the original design. During 

the property acquisition process, a previously unknown right of way conflict with an existing access easement to adjacent private property was encountered and 

prevented construction of the northbound off- and on-ramps. The cost to mitigate this conflict was deemed overly excessive and would have significantly delayed the 

design-build project, therefore the existing northbound ramps were temporarily modified to accommodate the newly widened I-405. Additional R/W Capital is needed to 

locate several existing drainage pipes in the design stage in the vicinity of the Getty Center interchange at the Route 405 Sepulveda Boulevard undercrossing. 

The Traffic Operations Analysis Report (TOAR) recommended various operational improvements beyond the scope proposed in the PID.  Additional improvements 

include ramp meters and ramp widening at three locations. In addition, ITS elements are also proposed.  The design team is currently evaluating the cost of the 

improvements per the TOAR and the team will reconvene to determine which improvements are necessary but still remain within the programmed Construction 

Capital.  The cost of the additional analysis may require additional funds for PA&ED support.

Note:  Projects dropped excluded from Project counts.

There is an increase in PS&E support due to the additional effort to meet requirements of State Fire Marshal's review and approval, East Bay Municipal Utility District 

(EBMUD) criteria for potable and non-potable water supply, and coordination with local utilities.

This project was not delivered since the proposed bridge design does not meet the US Coast Guard and the City of Oakland’s requirement for a 9-foot vertical clearance 

above the mean high water level of the channel.  Project is on hold and time extension for awarding the construction contract is August of 2017. If the project gets re-

initiated, contract documents need to be re-packaged and additional support costs will be needed.

If additional funds are needed, it 

will most likely occur within the 

next six months.

The original scope of the project proposed to retrofit the truss portion of the bridge.  The support budget was developed based on those assumptions.  During PA&ED 

phase, the preliminary engineering studies conducted by structures maintenance & Investigations and Structures Geotechnical Report prepared for project proposed to 

replace truss portion along with viaduct portion of the structure, thus resulting in PA&ED support increase.

The environmental document was anticipated to be a lower level document during the scoping phase of the project.  The resources for PA&ED were estimated in 

alignment with a lower level environmental document.  It has been determined that the project will not meet the requirements of a lower level environmental document 

and therefore a higher level document will be required.  There are potential impacts to species and historically significant architectural structure that will require field 

surveys, extensive documentation, and coordination with resource agencies.
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Cty Rte Description Program���� Programmed $���� Component

CC 580 Scofield Seismic Retrofit SHOPP $0.9 VH A PS&E Support

$0.9 H A Construction Support

SD 8 Restripe and Improve Signage SHOPP $2.4 VH A PS&E Support

Scl 880 Concrete Median Barrier SHOPP $0.4 H A PS&E Support

Tul 190 SR 190 Lairds Rehab SHOPP $2.4 H A PS&E Support

$1.8 M A Right of Way Support

Var Var Enhance Pedestrian Crossings SHOPP $0.3 L ═ PS&E Support

Nap 29 SR 29 CAPM SHOPP $1.9 M ���� Right of Way Support

Scl Var Upgrade Pump Houses SHOPP $0.1 M ���� Right of Way Support

LEGEND

Risks of needing an allocation extension request are categorized as: VH  Very High H  High

M  Moderate L Low

Category trends are defined as: ���� Higher, ═ Same, or ���� Lower than last report

A Project added D Project to be dropped

Cty Rte Description Program����

Total

Programmed  $ ^ Component

Slo 1 Piedras Blancas Realignment Off-site Mitigation SHOPP $12.0 VH A Fiscal Year Delivery 

Sta 99 SJ and STA Ramp Metering SHOPP $38.9 H ═ Fiscal Year Delivery 

SBd 95 Shoulder Widening & Rumble Strips SHOPP $2.6 H ═ Fiscal Year Delivery 

The project must be split into three contracts due to need to propagate seed and plants prior to construction and planting.  There is an inability to gather native seeds 

due to drought and other factors.  The following is the proposed delivery schedule of the three projects:  1) FY 2016-17 delivery to be a service contract to collect and 

grow seeds,  2) FY 2018-19 delivery to be a service contract to grow plants, and  3) FY 2019-20 delivery for construction and planting.

Supplemental funds are needed to address PS&E support and Construction support increases due to a revised seismic retrofit strategy based on a recently completed 

structural analysis of the Scofield bridge.

The PS&E support cost increase is due to: (1) additional coordination efforts with PG&E to relocate three existing overhead utility poles (2) additional design efforts to re-

align the concrete median barrier to avoid  relocating utilities on a parcel take; there is a risk of potential schedule delays and CFD failure.  G-12 approval of support 

may suffice to complete PS&E.

Supplemental funds may be needed to complete Right of Way Certification.

Risk

Schedule Risks (Allocation Extension)

The increase is due to effort required for 191 locations; each location requires a traffic management plan and coordination with cities and counties.  15 locations require 

Permit to Enter to Construct (PEC).

In managing delivery, Caltrans is taking intelligent and reasonable risks to deliver projects.  In the past ten years, Caltrans has delivered 2,726 out of 2,751 projects 

FY 2016-17 CFD Project Risks

Caltrans has 227 projects valued at $2.2 billion in the FY 2016-17 Contract for Delivery.

High to Very High Risk Delivery

Additional time may be needed for Bureau of Land Management (BLM) to review environmental studies and BLM may require additional studies to be performed before 

they approve the environmental document.  Also, a Right of Way easement will be required from BLM and this may take additional time. Due to coordination with BLM, 

there is a high risk that project may not be delivered this fiscal year.

Potential delays may exist due to design issues. Caltrans staff is working to address the factors that may cause potential delays. 

Notes:  �    STIP - State Transportation Improvement Program, SHOPP - State Highway Operation 

                     and Protection Program, CMAQ - Congestion Management and Air Quality Program, Bond - Proposition 1B

              ^     Total Programmed $ are in millions.  Total Programmed $ includes both programmed support and capital budgets.

Contract For Delivery (CFD) Projects with Significant Risk to Miss Delivery in Fiscal Year

Supplemental funds are needed to complete Right of Way certification for the project due to ongoing negotiations with the Napa Valley Wine Train.

Additional funds are needed to complete the PS&E support phase.

Delays in designing the relocation of transmission lines has created project delays and substantial increase in PS&E and Right-of-Way support.

Risk
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Cty Rte Description Program����

Total

Programmed  $ ^ Component

LA 110 Roadside Safety Improvements SHOPP $2.9 H ═ Fiscal Year Delivery 

LA 110 Upgrade MBGR and Install SHOPP $8.8 H ═ Fiscal Year Delivery 

Concrete Barrier

LA 10 Paint and Rehabilitate Bridge SHOPP $77.5 H ═ Fiscal Year Delivery 

SD 8 I-8 Safety Improvements SHOPP $19.8 H ���� Fiscal Year Delivery 

LA 101 Upgrade Curb Ramps and Sidewalks SHOPP $4.2 H A Fiscal Year Delivery 

SJ 12 Lodi ADA Improvements SHOPP D Fiscal Year Delivery 

Cty Rte Description Program����

Total

Programmed  $ ^ Component

LA 138 Widen Conventional Highway STIP $24.4 M ���� Fiscal Year Delivery 

(Segment 6)

Ala, CC, 80, 580, Install Traffic Operations  Systems (TOS) SHOPP $41.4 M A Fiscal Year Delivery 

Sol 980

Mrn 1 Centerline Rumble Strip SHOPP $19.6 M A Fiscal Year Delivery 

Tul 201, 216 Bridge Rail Replacement SHOPP $18.4 M A Fiscal Year Delivery 

Mno 395 Sheep Ranch Shoulder Improvements SHOPP $16.6 L A Fiscal Year Delivery 

LA 19 Upgrade Curb Ramps and Sidewalks SHOPP $8.1 L ═ Fiscal Year Delivery 

to ADA standards

SBd 40 Remove/replace RSP at South Fork SHOPP $1.5 L ═ Fiscal Year Delivery 

Piute Wash Br

Riv 10, 111 Seismic Retrofit (4 bridges) SHOPP $8.1 L ═ Fiscal Year Delivery 

Environmental permits are at risk due to permit agency delays.

The project is at risk due to the complex design issues at certain curb ramp locations.

Right of Way certification is at risk due to issues acquiring property from the city (4f).  Final impacts to Right of Way unknown until final retaining wall design.

Risk

Access over the Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART), Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) and Burlington Northern Santa Fe (BNSF) rights of way is necessary to install a steel fiber 

optic trunk line on the outside of overpasses as a result of the lack of utility openings inside the structures.  Caltrans will work closely with these railroad companies to 

secure the necessary permits.

Coastal Development Permit (CDP) at risk due to lack of support from Bike Coalition regarding centerline rumble strip installation. 

Moderate to Low Risk Delivery

This location is within an Environmental Historical Area which is a very sensitive location.  An Environmental Impact Report and Environmental Assessment are needed 

for this type of project. In addition, the project will require review and approval of the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO).  The SHPO review and approval process 

may impactthe program delivery year.  This project (EA 29530) and EA 29750 will be combined (EA 2975U) at vote. 

This location is within an Environmental Historical Area which is a very sensitive location. An Environmental Impact Report and Environmental Assessment are needed 

for this type of project. In addition, the project will require review and approval of the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO).  The SHPO review and approval process 

may impactthe program delivery year.  This project and EA 29530 will be combined (EA 2975U) at vote. 

Right of Way Certification is a major risk to delivery due to Railroad facilities near the bridge spans.  Railroad review and coordination can be up to 24 months. 

Right of Way is a risk to delivery because there are several parcels that will be going through the condemnation process.  A shared use agreement/permit with the 

Department of Water Resrouces is also a major risk.

Right of way certification is a risk to delivery.  There may be a need to acquire parcels which will be the critical path. 

There are three permits needed for project (1602 for California Department of Fish & Wildlife,  401  for Calif.  Water Board and 404 for Army Corps of Engineers) that are 

targeted to be executed in the 4th Qtr.  Due to these permits, there is a low risk that project may not be delivered in this fiscal year.

There are three permits needed for project (1602 for California Department of Fish & Wildlife,  401  for Calif. Water Board and 404 for Army Corps of Engineers) that are 

targeted to be executed in the 4th Qtr.  Due to these permits, there is a low risk that project may not be delivered in this fiscal year.

Right of Way certification is a risk. Caltrans staff is working at developing solutions to mitigate Right of Way certification risk.  The parcel that the Department was 

condemning suddenly settled.  Right of Way certification is on schedule without risk.

Risk

There are five permits pending on this project; three from California Department of Fish & Wildlife (1602) and two from Central Valley Flood Control District (CVFCD).
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Cty Rte Description Program����

Total

Programmed  $ ^ Component

SBd 40 Regrade median cross slope SHOPP $5.6 L ═ Fiscal Year Delivery 

SJ 5 SR 4 / I-5 Seismic Retrofit SHOPP D Fiscal Year Delivery 

Risk

During preliminary design the construction staging plan assumed that all work could completed from the bridge deck, thereby removing the need for environmental 

permits and access from underneath the bridge.  As the design progressed, it was determined that access underneath the bridge is needed after all.  The team has 

determined that additional Right of Way is not needed and investigating whether the current staging plan will require a 1602 environmental permit.  Issues were 

addressed.

There are three permits needed for project (1602 for California Department of Fish & Wildlife,  401  for Calif. Water Board and 404 for Army Corps of Engineers) that are 

targeted to be executed in the 4th Qtr.  Due to these permits, there is a low risk that project may not be delivered in this fiscal year.
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Delivery:  Projects Designed and Ready for 

Construction 
 

Contract to Deliver 
Each year since fiscal year 2005–06, the Caltrans Director has signed a Contract for Delivery with each of 

our 12 District Directors committing to deliver projects ready for construction. The Contract for Delivery 

includes a list of major state highway projects for which Caltrans will complete project plans, 

specifications and estimates and secure rights-of-way and permits in that fiscal year.  This allows 

Caltrans to advertise and award construction contracts and begin construction.  

 

In fiscal year 2016-17, Caltrans committed in the Contract for Delivery to deliver 227 projects ready 

for construction, valued at $2.2 billion.  Through the end of the first quarter, Caltrans delivered 28 

projects, or 12 percent of the annual commitment, with an estimated value of $313.5 million.  
 

 

Measure:  Projects Designed and Ready for Construction – 1st Quarter FY 2016-17 
 

Fiscal Year 2016-17 Contract For Delivery 

Year-to-Date thru 1st Quarter Annual Commitment Year-End Projection Goal 

Completed Plan Percent Plan Percent Forecast Percent Percent 

28 29 96% 227 12% 226 99% 100% 
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Program Delivery  
Program delivery includes the Contract for Delivery and additional projects not in the Contract for 

Delivery.  Additional projects include:  Program amendments, projects advanced from a future program 

year, Minor, Major Maintenance, and Emergency projects.  

 

Through the end of the first quarter, fiscal year 2016-17, Caltrans has: 

• delivered 51 additional projects with an estimated value of $90.1 million 

• The sum of all projects delivered from all program funding sources is 79 projects, valued at $403.7 

million 
 

 

Measure:  Contract Value Delivered – 1st Quarter Fiscal Year 2016-17 
 

Fiscal Year 2016-17 Contract for Delivery (millions) 

Year-to-Date thru 1st Quarter Annual Commitment Year-End Projection Goal 

Completed Plan Percent Plan Percent Forecast Percent Percent 

$313.5 $331.3 95% $2,175.8 14% $2,160.4 99% 100% 

 

 
 

 

Contract For Delivery Support Costs 
 

FY 2016-17 Year to Date Contract for Delivery Support Costs 

 

 

 

 

  

CFD Projects 

Completed 

Programmed Support Budget 

(Millions) 

Expended 

(Millions) 

28 $ 41.9 $ 28.1 
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Program Delivery  
 

The table below identifies capital funding programs used to fund delivered projects.    

       
 Contract Contract Contract    

Costs are in millions. Value Value Value Projects Projects   Projects 

 Committed Delivered Delivered Committed Delivered Delivered 

State Transportation Improvement Program* (STIP) $ 282.5 $ 11.0  8 1  

Amended STIP  $ - $ -  - -  

Advanced STIP    $ -   -  

Subtotal – STIP Delivery Commitments $ 282.5 $ 11.0 4% 8 1 13% 

State Highway Operation and Protection Program* (SHOPP) $ 1,807.3 $ 247.7  215 25  

Amended SHOPP $ - $ -  - -  

Advanced SHOPP   $ -   -  

Subtotal – SHOPP Delivery Commitments $ 1,807.3 $ 247.7 14% 215 25 12% 

Minor Program Funds in Contract for Delivery (SHOPP) $ - $ -  - -  

Minor Program (SHOPP)   $ 1.7   2  

Emergency Response – G-11 (SHOPP)   $ 67.1   36  

Subtotal - SHOPP – All Funds   $ 316.4   63  

Partnership (Local and regional funding contributions) * $ 85.8 $ 54.9 64% 4 2  

Advanced Partnership Program $ - $ -  - -  

Maintenance Program    $ 21.4   13  

Total Delivery All Program Funds   $ 403.7   79  

* Programs that are included in the Director’s Contract for Delivery. 

 

  Contract Contract         
Costs are in millions Value Value   Projects Projects   
  Committed Delivered   Committed Delivered   
Caltrans Rail:  STIP Rail Capital Improvements $ 1.0 $ -  1 0   
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Project Delivery Outcomes  
 

The table and chart below provide a distribution of transportation program dollars on projects that have 

been delivered to construction in fiscal year 2016-17. The projects include planned projects as well as 

additional projects for emergency response, program amendments, maintenance program, and minor 

program contracts. 

 

Projects Designed and Ready for Construction by Program Funding (millions) 
 

Transportation Programs Projects 

Program 

Dollars 

Percent Major 

Programs 

(Contract Value) 

Percent All 

Programs 

(Contract Value) 

Preservation Programs      

     State Highway Operation & Protection Program (SHOPP) 25 $ 247.7 78% 61% 

     Emergency Response – G-11 (SHOPP) 36 $ 67.1 21% 17% 

     Minor Program (SHOPP) 2 $ 1.7 1% <1% 

Subtotal - Preservation Programs (SHOPP) 63 $ 316.4 100% 78% 

Improvement Programs      

     Regional Improvement Program (STIP-RIP)  $ 11.0 17% 3% 

     Interregional Improvement Program (STIP-IIP)  $ - - - 

     Partnership Programs (Local & local federal funds) $ 54.9 83% 14% 

     Proposition 1B Bond Programs  $ - - - 

Subtotal - Improvement Programs  3 $ 65.9 100% 16% 

Maintenance Program 13 $ 21.4  5% 

Total 79 $ 403.7  100% 
 

   
 

 

  

  

Preservation 

78 % 

Improvements 

16 % 

Maintenance 5 % 
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Projects Designed and Ready for Construction (Percent) by Contract Value  
 

The bar chart below shows the distribution by percentage of construction contract values for categories 

of project improvements (outcomes) on projects delivered to construction in fiscal year 2016-17.   
 

 Percent of Delivered Contract Values  

 

 

Improvement Programs                        Preservation Programs                           Maintenance Program 

 Projects:   79               Capital Value:  $403.7 Million                                                   
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Project Approval, Environmental Documents 
 

Draft Environmental Documents Completed 
The project team conducts environmental studies to analyze the effect of various project alternatives.  

The result of the studies is an environmental document.  The type of environmental document depends 

on the significance of the impacts. 

 

In fiscal year 2016-17, Caltrans committed to deliver 65 draft environmental documents.  Through 

the end of the first quarter, fiscal year 2016-17, Caltrans completed a total of 7, or 11 percent of the 

annual commitment. 

 

Measure:  Draft Environmental Documents Completed – 1st Quarter FY 2016-17 
 

Fiscal Year 2016-17 

Year-to-Date thru 1st Quarter Annual Commitment Year-End Projection Goal 

Completed Plan Percent Plan Percent Forecast Percent Percent 

7 14 50% 65 11% 65 100% 80% 

 

 

 

Project Approval 
Project approval is also commonly referred to as "PA&ED," which is an abbreviation for the Project 

Approval and Environmental Document project milestone.  Project approval is achieved when the 

Project Report has been signed.  The Project Report includes the selection of the preferred project 

alternative and includes the project's environmental document. 

 

In fiscal year 2016-17, Caltrans committed to deliver 197 project approvals and environmental 

documents.  Through the end of the first quarter, fiscal year 2016-17, Caltrans approved a total of 

34, or 17 percent of the annual commitment. 
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Measure:  Projects Approved, Environmental Documents – 1st Quarter FY 2016-17 
 

Fiscal Year 2016-17 

Year-to-Date thru 1st Quarter Annual Commitment Year-End Projection Goal 

Approved Plan Percent Plan Percent Forecast Percent Percent 

34 48 71% 197 17% 196 99% 90% 
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Right of Way:  Projects Certified 
 

Project Certifications 
Right of way certification is achieved when all needed properties have been obtained, either by 

easement or acquisition, and all railroad and utility constraints are cleared. 

 

In fiscal year 2016-17, Caltrans committed to certify right of way for 222 projects.  Through the end 

of the first quarter, fiscal year 2016-17, Caltrans certified a total of 16 projects, or 7 percent of the 

annual commitment. 

 

Measure:  Projects Certified – 1st Quarter Fiscal Year 2016-17 
 

Fiscal Year 2016-17 

Year-to-Date thru 1st Quarter Annual Commitment Year-End Projection Goal 

Certified Plan Percent Plan Percent Plan Percent Percent 

16 19 84% 222 7% 221 99% 100% 

 

 

 

Allocated Funds Committed 
The Division of Right of Way prepares an annual right of way capital plan and receives an annual 

allocation approved by the California Transportation Commission.  Caltrans reports quarterly how funds 

have been committed against the plan and prepares a report for the Commission after the year has 

closed. 

 

For fiscal year 2016-17, the Right of Way Capital Plan outlines funding needed to keep programmed 

projects on track for delivery as planned. Caltrans requested and received an allocation of $111.6 

million.  Through the end of the first quarter, fiscal year 2016-17, Caltrans committed $32.1 million, 

or 29 percent of the annual right of way allocation approved by the Commission. 
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Measure:  Allocated Funds Committed – 1st Quarter Fiscal Year 2016-17 
 

Fiscal Year 2016-17 (millions) 

Annual Commitment Year-End Projection Goal 

Committed Plan Percent Forecast Percent Percent 

$ 32.1 $ 111.6 29% $ 111.6 100% 100% 

 

 

 

Right of Way Capital Plan 
 

The table below shows different categories of planned right of way capital expenditures for fiscal year 

2016-17.  The table shows the allocation and the actual funds committed by category. 

 

 

Right of Way Capital Funding (millions) 
 

Category 

 
Allocated 

(millions) 

 

Committed 

(millions) 

Committed 

Percent 

 Per Category 

Capital Projects      

    State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) $ 35.1 $ 12.4 35% 

    State Highway Operation and Protection Program (SHOPP) $ 46.0 $ 15.0 33% 

     Subtotal - Capital Projects $ 81.1 $ 27.4 34% 

Other Categories      

     Post-certification $ 25.5 $ 3.9 15% 

     Permit Fees $ 1.0 $ 0.2 22% 

     Damage to Property (Inverse) $ 4.0 $ 0.6 15% 

Subtotal - Other Categories $ 30.5 $ 4.7 15% 

Right of Way Funds – All Categories      

TOTAL $ 111.6 $ 32.1 29% 
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Construction:  Projects Constructed 
 

Projects Constructed 
Construction entails building improvements as shown on the contract plans.  Caltrans oversees the 

contractors work and administers the contract by authorizing payments to the contractor for completed 

work.  The contract is complete when the contract has been accepted by the state resident engineer. 

 

• In fiscal year 2016-17, Caltrans committed to complete construction of 249 projects.  Through the 

end of the first quarter, fiscal year 2016-17, Caltrans has completed 28, or 11 percent of the 

annual commitment. 

• At the end of the first quarter, fiscal year 2016-17, Caltrans had 778 projects valued at $8.8 

billion under construction. 

 

Measure: Projects Constructed – 1st Quarter Fiscal Year 2016-17 
 

Fiscal Year 2016-17 

Year-to-Date thru 1st Quarter Annual Commitment Year-End Projection Goal 

Constructed Plan Percent Plan Percent Forecast Percent Percent 

28 54 52% 249 11% 247 99% 95% 
 

 
 

 

Construction Program Quarterly Status Notes (all contracts)* 
Contractor Payments:  $938 million has been paid to contractors in fiscal year 2016-17. 

Under Construction:  778 construction contracts valued at $8.8 billion are under construction.    

Claims:  Caltrans has 50 construction contracts in post-contract acceptance with notice of potential 

claims in the amount of $46.7 million.   

Arbitration:  Caltrans has 35 contracts in arbitration with claims valued at $151.3 million. 

*As of October 3, 2016 
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Arbitration – Five Year Trend  

 

 
11-12 12-13 13-14 14-15 15-16 

16-17 

End of Q1 

Arbitration Cases Filed 13 15 16 14 14 9 

Arbitration Cases Completed 18 30 22 14 10 1 

Contracts in Arbitration (End of FY) 44 29 23 23 27 35 

 

Construction Outcomes 
 

The table and chart below provides a distribution of transportation program dollars on projects for 

which construction contracts have been accepted in fiscal year 2016-17.  The contracts include planned 

projects as well as additional projects for emergency response, program amendments, major 

maintenance program, and minor program contracts.  

 

Projects Constructed 
Contract Value by Program Funding (millions) 

 

Transportation Programs Projects 

Program 

Dollars 

Percent Major 

Programs 

(Contract Value) 

Percent All 

Programs 

(Contract Value) 

Preservation Programs      

     State Highway Operation & Protection Program (SHOPP)       48 $ 209.1 75% 40% 

     Emergency Response – Major Damage Restoration (SHOPP)  37 $ 57.8 21% 11% 

     Minor Program (SHOPP) 17 $ 11.2 4% 2% 

Subtotal - Preservation Programs (SHOPP)  102 $ 278.1 100% 53% 

Improvement Programs      

     Regional Improvement Program  $ 40.2 7% 2% 

     Interregional Improvement Program  $ 0 0% 0% 

     SHOPP Funds on Improvement Projects  $ 12.7 7% 2% 

     Partnership Programs (Local & local federal funds) $ 79.1 47% 15% 

     Proposition 1B Bond Programs  $ 38.1 22% 7% 

Subtotal - Improvement Programs  4 $ 170.1 100% 32% 

Maintenance Program 42 $ 77.2  15% 

Total 148 $ 525.5  100% 
 

 

 

  

Preservation 

53% 

Maintenance 

15% 
Improvements 

32% 
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Projects Constructed 
Outcomes (Percent) by Contract Value 

 

The bar chart below shows the distribution by percentage of construction contract values for categories 

of project improvements (outcomes) on contracts accepted in fiscal year 2016-17. 

   

 Percent of Constructed Contract Values  

 
 
  

Improvement Programs                         Preservation Programs                     Maintenance Program 

 Projects:   148        Capital Value:  $ 525.5 Million
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Closeout Costs 
 

Summary 
 

Program Costs 

Pursuant to State Transportation Improvement Program guidelines and statutory requirements, Caltrans 

is reporting project closeout by comparing actual costs to final approved budgets.  In consultation with 

Commission staff, project closeout reporting reflects projects where the construction contract was 

accepted two quarters ago. 

 

• Through the end of the first quarter, fiscal year 2016-17, Caltrans has closed out 7 State 

Transportation Improvement Program projects.  The final approved budget for these projects was 

$303 million.  The actual cost to complete these projects was $267 million, or 88 percent of the 

final approved budget. 

• Through the end of the first quarter, fiscal year 2016-17, Caltrans has closed out 51 State 

Highway Operation and Protection Program projects.  The final approved budget for these 

projects was $340 million.  The actual cost to complete these projects was $325 million, or 95 

percent of the final approved budget. 

 

 

 

Measure: Program Costs – 1st Quarter Fiscal Year 2016-17 
 

 

Program 
Budget 

(millions) 

Expended 

(millions) 

Savings 

(millions) 

Percent 

Expended 
Goal 

STIP $303 $267 $36 88% < 100% 

SHOPP $340 $325 $15 96% < 100% 
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Program Budget versus Program Expenditures (all components) 
 

The charts below provide program closeout cost information for completed construction projects.  The 

approved capital and support budgets and expenditures are provided for each project six months after 

construction contract acceptance (list of projects included in the appendix). 

 

State Transportation Improvement Program1 Closeout – Program Costs (millions) 

 
 

A total of 7 State Transportation Improvement Program projects have been completed to date in fiscal 

year 2016-17.  The budget for these projects was $303 million.  The actual cost of the projects 

completed was $267 million, which is 88 percent of the approved budget, resulting in savings of $36 

million. 

 
1  State Transportation Improvement Program includes projects with one or more components funded from the State 

Transportation Improvement Program funds, and all contributor funds on all project components. 

A list of State Transportation Improvement Program closeout projects is included in the appendix, "(A) Caltrans Fiscal 

Year 2016-17 State Transportation Improvement Program Project Closeout". 

 

State Highway Operation and Protection Program Closeout – Program Costs (millions) 

 

A total of 51 State Highway Operation and Protection Program projects have been completed to date in 

fiscal year 2016-17.  The budget for these projects was $340 million.  The actual cost of the projects 

completed was $325 million, which is 95 percent of the approved budget, resulting in savings of $15 

million. 

 
A list of State Highway Operation and Protection Program closeout projects is included in the appendix, "(B) Caltrans Fiscal 

Year 2016-17 State Highway Operation and Protection Program Project Closeout". 
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Commission Initial Allocation, Final Approved Costs, and Expended Costs 

for Allocated Construction Components 
 

The table below provides a comparison between the Commission's initial allocation, final approved costs 

and expended costs for projects that completed construction in the first quarter of fiscal year 2016-17 

(Government Code 14525.5).  This provides an indication of how adjustments subsequently made after 

the initial vote (Commission approved supplemental funds or Caltrans delegated funding authority) 

compare to the initial allocated amounts for each program.  The costs in this table do not include non-

state funds, which were provided in the program budget and expenditure charts on the previous page.  

The table below is generated from the projects listed in Appendix A and Appendix B of this report. 

 

STIP and SHOPP Program Closeout – Construction Costs ($1,000s) 

 
 Construction Support1 Construction Capital 

 
Program 

 
Initial 

Allocation 

Final 
Approved  
Budget3 

 
 

Expended  

 
Initial 

Allocation 

Final 
Approved 
Budget3 

 
 

Expended 

STIP 19,227 27,692 25,511 82,915 80,768 66,757 

CMIA 8,000 8,000 7,973 32,200 17,802 17,8354 

TCRP 0 0 0 41,233 41,233 41,233 

SHOPP2 0  0 0 250,499 246,827 220,021 

 
1 Construction Support totals reported:  Government Code 14525.5 requires the Commission to allocate construction support 

for STIP funds, and requires Caltrans to report on allocated construction components.   

 
2 SHOPP construction support was not allocated by the Commission until July 1, 2016, therefore it is not reported on this 

page.  SHOPP construction support is provided in this report in program budget information reported on the previous page, 

and in the appendix in support information for each project listed. 

 
3 Final Approved Budget is the sum of all approved commission allocations plus delegated G-12 adjustments. 

 
4 In accordance with CMIA guidelines, Caltrans is seeking local funding to address CMIA over-expenditures.  CMIA expenditure 

adjustments will be made when local funding becomes available. 
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Appendix 
 

 
(A) Caltrans Fiscal Year 2016-17 State Transportation 

Improvement Program Project Closeout    

 

(B) Caltrans Fiscal Year 2016-17 State Highway Operation and 

Protection Program Project Closeout 

 

(C) Caltrans Fiscal Year 2016-17 Capital Outlay Support  

G-12 Request Summary 
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Original Approved Actual Approved Actual Approved Actual

Budget
3

Budget
2 Costs Budget

2 Costs Budget
2 Costs

DN 199 SHOULDER WIDENING & BRIDGE WIDENING /REPLACEMENT -$                       6,012$                   4,871$                   15,485$                1,594$                   21,497$                6,465$                   11/12 12/13 (1) Delayed

KIN 198 RECONSTRUCT INTERCHANGE 12TH AVE INTERCHANGE -$                       9,222$                   9,122$                   14,552$                12,620$                23,774$                21,742$                10/11 13/14 (3) Delayed

LA 010 WIDEN FREEWAY & CONSTRUCT HOV LANES (SEGMENT 1) -$                       42,613$                43,972$                149,217$              139,387$              191,830$              183,360$              07/08 07/08 0 On-time

LA 005 WORKER SAFETY; HIGHWAY PLANTING AND IRRIGATION SYSTEMS -$                       906$                      922$                      862$                      818$                      1,768$                   1,740$                   08/09 08/09 0 On-time

IMP 186 CONSTRUCT BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN FACILITIES -$                       1,635$                   1,792$                   1,504$                   1,474$                   3,139$                   3,266$                   12/13 12/13 0 On-time

SD 015 CONSTRUCT DAR AND TRANSIT STATION -$                       23,519$                11,952$                36,416$                36,976$                59,935$                48,928$                10/11 11/12 (1) Delayed

ORA 090 HWY PLANTING INSTALL IRRIGATION SYS -$                       452$                      466$                      813$                      764$                      1,265$                   1,230$                   11/12 10/11 1 Early

84,359$         73,097$         218,849$       193,633$       303,208$       266,730$       

(A)  Caltrans Fiscal Year 2016-17 

State Transportation Improvement Program
1 

Project Closeout

Original Actual

3
  New project in 2014 Program Document or later.

Delivery Year

Years Early,

Delayed, or

On-time

1
  State Transporation Improvement Program includes projects with one or more components funded from State Transportation 

Improvement Program funds.  Includes all contributor funds on all project components.
2

  Budget information includes only budget information if expenditures are reflected in State data systems.  

Excludes local budgets for work implemented by local agencies.

Project Description

Support ($1,000's) Capital ($1,000's) Total ($1,000's)

Totals

1st Quarter
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Early On-Time

1 year 0 years 1 year 3 years

Number of Projects 1 3 2 1

Approved Capital Budget ($1,000's)  $                       813  $               151,583  $                 51,901  $                 14,552 

(A)  Caltrans Fiscal Year 2016-17 

State Transportation Improvement Program
1 

Project Closeout

Delayed

14%

43%

29%
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Original Approved Actual Approved Actual Approved Actual Primary

Budget
1 Budget Costs Budget Costs Budget Costs Unit

LAK 029 Pavement Rehabilitation -$                      1,218$                1,677$               4,469$                   4,289$                     5,687$                  5,966$                      13/14 14/15 (1) Delayed - - -

MEN 128 Culvert Repair -$                      5,422$                5,237$               4,984$                   4,517$                     10,406$                9,754$                      06/07 12/13 (6) Delayed - - -

DN 101 Hinge Restoration -$                      3,046$                2,857$               5,062$                   4,032$                     8,108$                  6,889$                      10/11 12/13 (2) Delayed - - -

HUM 036 Slipout Repair 210$                     210$                   196$                  660$                      530$                         870$                      726$                         14/15 14/15 0 On-time - - -

MEN 1 Bridge Rail Upgrade -$                      600$                   111$                  950$                      692$                         1,550$                  803$                         15/16 15/16 0 On-time - - -

MEN 101 Roadway Preservation 95$                       95$                      57$                     295$                      76$                           390$                      133$                         14/15 14/15 0 On-time - - -

MEN 001 Slipout Repair 60$                       60$                      151$                  400$                      274$                         460$                      426$                         14/15 14/15 0 On-time - - -

MEN 020 Repair Pavement -$                      210$                   98$                     830$                      768$                         1,040$                  866$                         15/16 15/16 0 On-time - - -

LAK 020 MBGR -$                      1,006$                791$                  924$                      801$                         1,930$                  1,592$                      14/15 14/15 0 On-time - - -

LAS 395 Emergency Wall 383$                     383$                   340$                  539$                      522$                         922$                      862$                         14/15 14/15 0 On-time - - -

SHA 299 Roadway Preservation -$                      9,300$                10,077$             27,631$                25,497$                   36,931$                35,574$                    13/14 12/13 1 Early - - -

SIS 005 Pavement Restoration 300$                     300$                   105$                  1,060$                   685$                         1,360$                  790$                         15/16 15/16 0 On-time - - -

LAS 395 Shoulder Widening -$                      3,270$                3,542$               14,337$                13,334$                   17,607$                16,876$                    11/12 13/14 (2) Delayed - - -

ED 049 Pavement Overlay -$                      1,715$                1,957$               6,653$                   5,357$                     8,368$                  7,313$                      13/14 14/15 (1) Delayed - - -

PLA 080 Roadway Preservation -$                      45$                      11$                     310$                      153$                         355$                      164$                         15/16 15/16 0 On-time - - -

59V VAR Fire Damage Repair 50$                       50$                      53$                     400$                      30$                           450$                      83$                           15/16 15/16 0 On-time - - -

COL 020 Upgrade Guardrail -$                      2,206$                2,157$               7,733$                   7,344$                     9,939$                  9,501$                      13/14 13/14 0 On-time - - -

BUT 070 Bridge Safety Improvements -$                      1,665$                2,037$               2,019$                   1,704$                     3,684$                  3,741$                      13/14 13/14 0 On-time - - -

SCL 009 Tieback Wall -$                      801$                   2,945$               2,253$                   2,019$                     3,054$                  4,964$                      11/12 14/15 (3) Delayed - - -

SF 101 Safety Improvement -$                      6,030$                5,520$               3,352$                   2,634$                     9,382$                  8,154$                      13/14 14/15 (1) Delayed - - -

ALA 680 Replace MBGR -$                      373$                   299$                  825$                      752$                         1,198$                  1,051$                      14/15 14/15 0 On-time - - -

SOL 080 Repair Damaged Sound Wall 165$                     165$                   278$                  520$                      239$                         685$                      517$                         14/15 14/15 0 On-time - - -

ALA 024 Roadway Preservation -$                      1,000$                1,185$               4,000$                   3,896$                     5,000$                  5,081$                      12/13 12/13 0 On-time - - -

SCL 152 Savety Improvements -$                      6,824$                9,118$               11,026$                9,941$                     17,850$                19,058$                    08/09 11/12 (3) Delayed - - -

SOL 680 Pavement Rehabilitation -$                      5,865$                5,182$               16,079$                12,408$                   21,944$                17,590$                    14/15 13/14 1 Early - - -

MRN 101 Pavement Restoration 160$                     160$                   337$                  1,740$                   1,519$                     1,900$                  1,856$                      14/15 14/15 0 On-time - - -

SCR 001 Pavement Rehabilitation -$                      2,007$                1,334$               10,951$                9,931$                     12,958$                11,266$                    13/14 13/14 0 On-time - - -

MON 068 Road Signal -$                      806$                   1,310$               1,030$                   788$                         1,836$                  2,098$                      14/15 14/15 0 On-time - - -

SB 001 Curb Ramps -$                      2,480$                3,709$               1,842$                   1,142$                     4,322$                  4,851$                      13/14 13/14 0 On-time - - -

FRE 041 Landscape -$                      612$                   799$                  662$                      622$                         1,274$                  1,421$                      11/12 11/12 0 On-time - - -

KER 099 Highway Pullouts -$                      893$                   803$                  830$                      378$                         1,723$                  1,181$                      14/15 14/15 0 On-time - - -

VAR VAR Pedestrian Signal 770$                     770$                   388$                  263$                      236$                         1,033$                  624$                         14/15 14/15 0 On-time - - -

LA 107 Signal Installation -$                      498$                   901$                  366$                      336$                         864$                      1,237$                      12/13 12/13 0 On-time - - -

LA 110 Pavement Restoration 615$                     615$                   618$                  610$                      516$                         1,225$                  1,134$                      14/15 14/15 0 On-time - - -

LA 405 Roadway Preservation -$                      3,500$                3,941$               3,262$                   2,921$                     6,762$                  6,862$                      12/13 12/13 0 On-time - - -

LA 105 Slope Repair -$                      350$                   834$                  1,005$                   832$                         1,355$                  1,666$                      12/13 12/13 0 On-time - - -

LA 405 Emergency Repair 600$                     600$                   624$                  802$                      725$                         1,402$                  1,349$                      14/15 14/15 0 On-time - - -

LA 010 Emergency Rehab Repair -$                      3,158$                2,718$               11,205$                9,313$                     14,363$                12,030$                    13/14 13/14 0 On-time - - -

RIV 010 Pavement Restoration 835$                     835$                   954$                  5,000$                   3,539$                     5,835$                  4,493$                      15/16 15/16 0 On-time - - -

SBD 040 Rock Slope Protection 136$                     136$                   103$                  650$                      608$                         786$                      711$                         15/16 15/16 0 On-time - - -

RIV 010 Rebuild Bridge 1,170$                  1,170$                1,321$               7,075$                   5,049$                     8,245$                  6,370$                      15/16 15/16 0 On-time - - -

RIV 060 Signal Rehabilitation -$                      990$                   1,559$               1,453$                   1,267$                     2,443$                  2,826$                      13/14 13/14 0 On-time - - -

RIV 060 Concrete Slab  Preservation -$                      1,643$                1,917$               8,556$                   7,786$                     10,199$                9,703$                      13/14 13/14 0 On-time - - -

Years Early,

Delayed, or

On-time

Delivery Year

(B)  Caltrans Fiscal Year 2016-17 

State Highway Operation and Protection

Program Project Closeout

Project Description

Capital ($1,000's) Total ($1,000's) Construction Output
2

ActualOriginalActualOriginal

Support ($1,000's)

1st Quarter

Caltrans
FY 2016-17 First Quarter 

Project Delivery Report
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Original Approved Actual Approved Actual Approved Actual Primary

Budget
1 Budget Costs Budget Costs Budget Costs Unit

Years Early,

Delayed, or

On-time

Delivery Year

(B)  Caltrans Fiscal Year 2016-17 

State Highway Operation and Protection

Program Project Closeout

Project Description

Capital ($1,000's) Total ($1,000's) Construction Output
2

ActualOriginalActualOriginal

Support ($1,000's)

1st QuarterSBD 038 Pavement Rehabilitation -$                      2,598$                2,211$               12,794$                11,748$                   15,392$                13,959$                    11/12 13/14 (2) Delayed - - -

MER 099 Bridge Widen -$                      7,845$                12,311$             26,952$                28,253$                   34,797$                40,564$                    10/11 11/12 (1) Delayed - - -

SJ 012 Pavement Rehabilitation -$                      1,454$                1,012$               7,082$                   6,782$                     8,536$                  7,794$                      15/16 14/15 1 Early - - -

SJ 004 Pavement Restoration -$                      2,573$                3,144$               8,976$                   8,072$                     11,549$                11,216$                    14/15 12/13 2 Early - - -

SJ 099 Ramp Metering -$                      860$                   1,820$               1,883$                   1,703$                     2,743$                  3,522$                      13/14 13/14 0 On-time - - -

IMP   7 Emergency Repair -$                      4,535$                3,805$               12,510$                11,650$                   17,045$                15,454$                    12/13 13/14 (1) Delayed - - -

ORA 055 Stormwater Safety Project -$                      360$                   357$                  1,130$                   924$                         1,490$                  1,281$                      14/15 14/15 0 On-time - - -

ORA 005 Emergency Irrigation Repair 119$                     119$                   115$                  888$                      887$                         1,007$                  1,002$                      14/15 14/15 0 On-time - - -

93,426$       104,922$    246,827$       220,021$         340,253$      324,943$         

Percentage 

of Budget 

Expended

Number of 

Projects

Percentage of 

Projects

Approved 

Support 

Budget 

($1,000's)

Actual 

Support Cost 

($1,000's)

Over (Under) 

Budget 

($1,000's)

% Over 

(Under) 

Budget

< 80% 10 20% 6,623$             4,010$           (2,613)$            

80% to 120% 25 49% 58,896$           57,983$         (913)$                

> 120% 16 31% 27,907$           42,929$         15,022$           

Total 51 100% 93,426$           104,922$      11,496$           12%

Totals
1

  New project in 2014 Program Document or later.

2
  New project in 2016 Program Document or later.

FY 2016-17 SHOPP Project Closeout Support Expenditure Analysis

Caltrans
FY 2016-17 First Quarter 

Project Delivery Report
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On-Time

2 years 1 year 0 years 1 year 2 years 3 years 6 years

Number of Projects 1 3 36 5 3 2 1

Approved Capital Budget ($1,000's)  $          8,976  $       50,792  $      82,667  $         53,937  $           32,193  $        13,279  $          4,984 

(B)  Caltrans Fiscal Year 2016-17 

State Highway Operation and Protection

Program Project Closeout

FY 16-17 SHOPP Closeout Delivery Year Summary

Early Delayed
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July 2016 August 2016 September 2016

Year-to-Date

End of Q1

Program

No. of 

Projects

Increase

($1,000's)

No. of 

Projects

Increase

($1,000's)

No. of 

Projects

Increase

($1,000's)

No. of 

Projects

Increase

($1,000's)

STIP 1 153$            2 1,000$        0 -$                 3 1,153$        

SHOPP 44 5,210$        31 4,649$        39 7,330$        114 17,189$      

Total 45 5,363$        33 5,649$        39 7,330$        117 18,342$      

  Note:  The above table summarizes COS G-12 increases only.  Any COS Savings are reported in the             

             Project Delivery Report at project closeout (see Appendix A and Appendix B).

(C)  Caltrans Fiscal Year 2016-17 

Capital Outlay Support G-12 Request Summary

The table below summarizes G-12 funding requests for the Capital Outlay Support program for FY 2016-17.

Caltrans
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  State of California     California State Transportation Agency 
   DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

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

M e m o r a n d u m 
To: CHAIR AND COMMISSIONERS 

CALIFORNIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION 
CTC Meeting: January 18-19, 2017 

Reference No.: 2.5e.(1) 
Action Item 

From:  NORMA ORTEGA 
Chief Financial Officer 

Prepared by: Bruce De Terra, Chief 
Division of Transportation 
Programming 

Subject: SUPPLEMENTAL FUNDS ALLOCATION FOR PREVIOUSLY VOTED PROJECT 
RESOLUTION FA-16-13 

RECOMMENDATION 

The California Department of Transportation (Department) recommends that the California 

Transportation Commission (Commission) allocate an additional $685,000 in construction capital and 

$321,000 for construction support for the State Highway Operation and Protection Program (SHOPP) 

project (PPNO 4620), on Route 110, in Los Angeles County. 

ISSUE 

Additional funds are needed a previously approved project in order to award the construction 
contract. 

RESOLUTION 

Resolved, that $685,000 be allocated from the Budget Act of 2016, Budget Act Item 
2660-302-0042 and 2660-302-0890, to provide funds to award the following project. 

Dist-Co-Rte Component 
Original 
Amount 

Allocation 
Adjustment 

Revised 
Allocation 

% Increase 
Above Original 

Amount 
    07-LA-110 Const Capital $1,699,000 $685,000 $2,384,000 40.3% 

Const Support $405,000 $321,000 $726,000 79.3% 

Tab 50
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“Provide a safe, sustainable, integrated and efficient transportation system 

to enhance California’s economy and livability” 
 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
 
This project will install safety lighting in the city of Los Angeles along northbound Route 110 between 
Route 101 and Route 5, in Los Angeles County. 

 
PROJECT LOCATION 
 
  

  
 
 
FUNDING STATUS 

 

This safety project was programmed in the 2014 SHOPP for $1,420,000 for construction capital in 

Fiscal Year 2015-16.  The Department, using G-11 safety authority, allocated $1,699,000 in May, 

2016.  Additional funds in the amount of $685,000 in construction capital are needed in order to 

award this contract, which results in an increase of 40.3 percent over original allocation. 

Additional funds in the amount of $321,000 is also needed for construction support, resulting in an 

increase of 79.3 percent over the programmed amount. 
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“Provide a safe, sustainable, integrated and efficient transportation system 

to enhance California’s economy and livability” 
 

REASONS FOR COST INCREASE 
 
Bids for this project were opened on September 7, 2016, and the Department received five bids, 

ranging from 1.6 percent below the Engineer’s Estimate to 96.7 percent above the Engineer’s 

Estimate.  The lowest bidder was disqualified as they did not meet the Disadvantage Business 

Enterprise (DBE) requirements.  The second low bidder failed to submit the required documents in 

a timely manner, and therefore, was also disqualified.  The Department is now preparing to award 

the contract to the third bidder.   

 

The reason for the cost increase is due to the type and the number of lights needed for this project.  

Typical standard lights were planned for this project during the Project Initiation Document (PID) 

phase.  However, this segment of Route 110 is considered historic, resulting in the need to install 

decorative lights, which are more costly than the standard lights.  Also, due to narrow shoulders in 

this area, the decorative lights had to be custom built to be “breakaway” as there is no room to 

install a barrier in front of the light poles. 

 

In addition, the project was programmed during the PID phase for 43 lights, with a standard 200-

foot separation.  However, during project delivery, because of multiple on ramps and off ramps 

within the project limits, the spacing configuration of the light poles had to be changed requiring 

more lights to be installed.  Furthermore, in some areas such as at the tunnel entrances and exits, as 

well as locations with a retaining wall, lights are needed to be installed on both sides of the 

freeway.  The new light spacing and configuration resulted in an increase in the number of lights to 

63.  The Engineer’s Estimate for the bid documents was not adequately adjusted for this increase 

resulting in the need for additional funds.  The increase in the number of lights will also require 

additional time needed by the Department’s staff for more inspection in the field which causes an 

increase in the construction support for this project. 

  

The Department is seeking supplemental funds in the amount of $685,000 to award this project to 

the third bidder and $321,000 for construction support. 

 

DETERMINATION 
 
The Department has determined that re-advertising this project would not result in lower bids and 
recommends that this request of $685,000 for construction capital and $321,000 for construction 
support be approved for this project. 
 
 
Attachment 
 

 



CTC Financial Vote List
2.5    Highway Financial Matters

January 18-19, 2017

Project #
Allocation Amount

Recipient
RTPA/CTC

County
Dist-Co-Rte

Postmile

Project Title
Location

Project Description
Project Support Expenditures

PPNO
Program

Funding Year
Item #

Fund Type
Program Codes

Project ID
Adv Phase

EA

Resolution FA-16-132.5e.(1) Supplemental Funds for Previously Voted Projects

State
Federal

Current Amount
by Fund Type

State
Federal

Additional
Amount by
Fund Type

State
Federal
Revised

Amount by
Fund Type

In the city of Los Angeles, on northbound lanes from
Route 101 to Route 5. Outcome/Output: Install safety
lighting to improve safety and reduce the number
and severity of collisions.

Supplemental funds are needed to Award.

Total revised amount $2,705,000

07-4620
SHOPP/2015-16

302-0042 $34,000 $34,000
SHA

302-0890 $1,665,000 $1,665,000
FTF

20.20.201.010

SHOPP/
001-0890 $321,000 $321,000

FTF
20.10.201.010

SHOPP/
302-0042 $14,000 $14,000

SHA
302-0890 $671,000 $671,000

FTF
20.20.201.010
0713000224

4
29770

$1,006,000

Department of
Transportation

LACMTA
Los Angeles
07-LA-110
23.7/25.5
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 State of California     California State Transportation Agency 
 DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

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

M e m o r a n d u m 
To: CHAIR AND COMMISSIONERS 
 CALIFORNIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION 

CTC Meeting: January 18-19, 2017 

Reference No.: 2.5e.(2) 
Action Item

From:  NORMA ORTEGA 
Chief Financial Officer 

Prepared by: Bruce De Terra, Chief 
Division of Transportation 
Programming 

Subject: SUPPLEMENTAL FUNDS ALLOCATION FOR PREVIOUSLY VOTED PROJECT 
RESOLUTION FA-16-14 

RECOMMENDATION 

The California Department of Transportation (Department) recommends that the California 
Transportation Commission (Commission) allocate an additional $618,000 in construction capital to 
the State Highway Operation and Protection Program (SHOPP) project (PPNO 6550), on Route 395, 
in Mono County. 

ISSUE 

Additional funds are needed for the previously approved project, in order to award the construction 
contract. 

RESOLUTION 

Resolved, that $618,000 be allocated from the Budget Act of 2014, Budget Act Item 
2660-303-0042, to provide funds to award the following project. 

Dist-Co-Rte 

Original  
Allocation 
Amount 

Allocation 
Adjustment 

Revised 
Allocation 

% Increase 
Above  

Original  
Allocation 

    09-Mno-395 $2,402,000 $618,000 $3,020,000 25.7% 

Tab 51
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“Provide a safe, sustainable, integrated and efficient transportation system 

to enhance California’s economy and livability” 
 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
 
This project is located in Mono County on Route 395 at the Crestview Maintenance Station, and will 
replace a 1932 era building used to store large snow equipment and house maintenance personnel 
during snow removal and avalanche operations. The new building will be compliant with the 
Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) and Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) 
standards.   

 
PROJECT LOCATION 
 
  

  
 
 
FUNDING STATUS 

 
This project was programmed in the 2014 SHOPP for $2,300,000 for Construction Capital in 
Fiscal Year 2016-17 and was voted in August 2016 for $2,402,000.  Additional funds in the 
amount of $618,000 in construction capital are now needed in order to award this contract.  This 
request for $618,000 in supplemental funds results in an overall increase of 25.7 percent over the 
originally approved vote amount.   
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“Provide a safe, sustainable, integrated and efficient transportation system 

to enhance California’s economy and livability” 
 

REASONS FOR COST INCREASE 
 
Bids were opened on November 8, 2016; five bids were received. The lowest responsible bid was 
25.7 percent higher than the Engineer’s Estimate.  The Department performed a bid analysis to 
evaluate the difference(s) between the Engineer’s Estimate and lowest responsible bid, and the 
Building Work (Lump Sum) item came in significantly higher than anticipated.  Based on 
discussions with the low bidder, the increase was due to costs associated with materials, freight, 
and the limited number of local subcontractors available due to the remote project location.  
Although, the Engineer’s Estimate, when developed, took these factors into account, the estimate 
was not high enough to reflect the actual market conditions. 
 
The Department is seeking supplemental funds in the amount of $618,000 to award the contract to 
the low bidder. 
 
 
DETERMINATION 
 
The Department has determined that re-advertising this project would not result in lower bids and 
recommends that this request of $618,000 for construction capital be approved to allow this contract to 
be awarded. 
 
 
 
Attachment 



CTC Financial Vote List
2.5    Highway Financial Matters

January 18-19, 2017

Project #
Allocation Amount

Recipient
RTPA/CTC

County
Dist-Co-Rte

Postmile

Project Title
Location

Project Description
Project Support Expenditures

PPNO
Program

Funding Year
Item #

Fund Type
Program Codes

Project ID
Adv Phase

EA

Resolution FA-16-142.5e.(2) Supplemental Funds for Previously Voted Projects

State
Federal

Current Amount
by Fund Type

State
Federal

Additional
Amount by
Fund Type

State
Federal
Revised

Amount by
Fund Type

In Mono County, at the Crestview Maintenance
Station (L5705).
Outcome/Output: Construct new equipment storage
building and fire suppression system.

Supplemental funds are needed to Award.

Total revised amount $3,020,000

09-6650
SHOPP/2016-17

303-0042 $2,402,000 $2,402,000
SHA

20.20.201.352

SHOPP/2014-15
303-0042 $618,000 $618,000

SHA
20.20.201.352
0912000044

4
35610

$618,000

Department of
Transportation

MCLTC
Mono

09-Mno-395
34.1
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  State of California     California State Transportation Agency 
   DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

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

M e m o r a n d u m 
To: CHAIR AND COMMISSIONERS 

CALIFORNIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION 
CTC Meeting: January 18-19, 2017 

Reference No.: 2.5e.(3) 
Action Item 

From:  NORMA ORTEGA 
Chief Financial Officer 

Prepared by: Bruce De Terra, Chief 
Division of Transportation 
Programming 

Subject: SUPPLEMENTAL CAPITAL OUTLAY SUPPORT PROGRAMMING ACTION FOR 
PREVIOUSLY APPROVED PROJECTS 
RESOLUTION FA-16-11 

RECOMMENDATION 

The California Department of Transportation (Department) recommends that the California 
Transportation Commission (Commission) approve additional funds for pre-construction activities 
for the SHOPP project described in the table below. 

BACKGROUND 

The passage of Senate Bill 486 has increased the purview of the Commission over the State 
Highway Operation Protection Program (SHOPP), which includes an increase of responsibility for 
the approval of capital outlay support (COS) cost increases beyond the limits provided by Resolution 
G-16-12; which was approved by the Commission in January 2016.  (It should be noted that the 
authority under Resolution G-16-12 also applies to projects in the State Transportation Improvement 
Program (STIP) as well as the SHOPP.)  Therefore COS cost increases, exceeding the limits in the 
program, must also be approved by the Commission. 

Dist-PPNO 
EA 

County 
Route Project Description Project ID 

Program 
Fiscal Year 

Program Code 

04-0756K 
0G642 

Marin 
SR 1 

Near the Point Reyes Station, at 
the Lagunitas Creek Bridge No. 
27-0023. Replace bridge. 

0413000350 
SHOPP 
18-19 

20.20.201.113 

Component 

2016 SHOPP 
Programmed 

Amount 
G-12 

Adjustment 
Expended 
Amount 

Supplemental 
Funds 

Request for: 
Revised 
Amount 

Percentage 
Increase 

PA&ED $2,300,000 $0 $2,079,000 $1,887,000 $4,187,000 82% 

Tab 52
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“Provide a safe, sustainable, integrated and efficient transportation system 

to enhance California’s economy and livability” 
 

REASONS FOR COST INCREASE 
 
The Lagunitas Creek Bridge project is replacing an 86 year-old bridge on State Route 1 in Marin 
County which provides connectivity from the south for the community of Point Reyes Station.  
The bridge is immediately adjacent and parallel to the San Andreas Fault and is a critical 
emergency response route for the larger West Marin County area.  The Project Initiation 
Document (PID), which was the basis for the original programmed cost, called for a three-span 
pre-cast bridge that would be constructed in the same footprint as the existing bridge.  The 
underlying objective of constructing the new bridge in the same footprint as the original bridge 
was intended to minimize environmental and right-of-way impacts at this extremely sensitive 
location.   
 
The Project Approval and Environmental Document (PA&ED) phase of the project was 
originally programmed in the 2014 SHOPP for $1,200,000.  The PA&ED phase was scheduled 
for delivery in Fiscal Year (FY) 2016-17.  In late 2015, it became clear that additional project 
alternatives, beyond replacing the bridge in the same footprint, would need to be studied.  The 
expanded environmental studies and resulting coordination with a wider range of regulatory 
agencies, require additional structure design and right-of-way work and more extensive public 
engagement. 
 
All this work fell within the PA&ED project phase and necessitated an increase in funding for 
the phase and an extension of the project schedule.  As a result, the programmed amount for 
PA&ED was increased to $2,300,000 in the 2016 SHOPP, with the PA&ED reprogrammed to 
FY 2018-19. 
   
The existing bridge consists of two 11-foot lanes (one in each direction), with no shoulder and a 
four-foot wide sidewalk on one side of the bridge.   This section of State Route 1 is an extremely 
popular bicycling route, providing connectivity between the community of Point Reyes Station 
and Point Reyes National Seashore.  As part of the bridge replacement alternatives study process, 
it is now necessary to increase the project scope beyond what was originally scoped in the PID or 
addressed in the 2016 SHOPP by including the widening of adjoining highway shoulders to 
accommodate bicyclists and pedestrians and to extend one culvert within the widened study area.  
Further complicating and adding to the PA&ED costs are several private businesses that border 
the widened project boundaries.  The expanded project footprint, additional alternatives, 
extensive community input and broadened regulatory agency review and permitting requirements 
necessitate additional environmental studies, more extensive topographic mapping, more detailed 
hydrological study, multiple bridge design studies, preliminary designs for culvert widening and 
a culvert retrofit Advance Planning Study. 
 
The Department is still determining, through the alternatives analysis process, what the selected 
alternative and final project scope will be. Therefore, construction capital is not being adjusted at 
this time.  Depending on the alternative selected, the Department may have to modify the 
construction capital and construction support programmed amounts as the project gets closer to 
delivery in FY 2018-19.  Therefore, the Department is requesting an additional $1,887,000 to 
complete PA&ED and select the final alternative scope. 
 



State of California California State Transportation Agency 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION  

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

M e m o r a n d u m 
To: CHAIR AND COMMISSIONERS 

CALIFORNIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION 
CTC Meeting: January 18-19, 2017 

Reference No.:  2.4c.(1) 
Action Item 

From:  NORMA ORTEGA 
Chief Financial Officer 

Prepared by: Jennifer S. Lowden, Chief 
Division of Right of Way  
and Land Surveys 

Subject: AIRSPACE LEASE – GOLDEN GATE BRIDGE AND HIGHWAY TRANSPORTATION 
DISTRICT REQUEST TO APPROVE TERMS, CONDITIONS AND EXECUTION OF A 
LONG TERM LEASE  

RECOMMENDATION 

The California Department of Transportation (Department) recommends that the California 
Transportation Commission (Commission) approve terms and conditions of a new lease to  
Golden Gate Bridge and Highway Transportation District (GGBHTD). 

BACKGROUND 

At the October 2016 meeting, the Commission approved a request to authorize execution of a long 

term lease with the Transbay Joint Powers Authority (TJPA) and GGBHTD.  The Commission 

further approved an 85 percent discount of the Fair Market Lease Rate (FMLR) as an exception to 

the 20 percent Commission - Resolution G-03-03 discount, a 25-year lease term, a yearly three 

percent fixed escalation rate with no re-evaluation for market conditions during the lease term, a  

re-evaluation every five years for legal requirements, subleases to other public mass transit agencies 

at a 85 percent or greater discount of the FMLR, no sub-leases for commercial non-mass transit 

purposes unless competitively bid with 100 percent of the “off hours” lease revenue paid to the 

Department to be deposited in the State Highway Account and with this Action Item, the actual 

lease agreement with all terms and conditions is presented for approval to the Commission.  The 

terms and conditions as approved by the Commission have been accepted by the Federal Highway 

Administration in a Public Interest Finding dated 12/12/2016.  

The subject parcel (parcel) is currently under a long term lease for parking purposes with 
GGBHTD.  The parcel is a 116,450 square foot, rectangular parcel.  The parcel is located under 
Interstate 280 in the City of San Francisco (City).  The use is for bus parking and storage. 

Tab 53
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“Provide a safe, sustainable, integrated and efficient transportation system 
to enhance California’s economy and livability” 

 

BENEFITS TO THE DEPARTMENT: 

 

Executing a long term lease with GGBHTD will enhance the City’s downtown area by creating a 
more livable, transportation friendly neighborhood.  Transportation is the State’s largest aggregate 
source of greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions accounting for nearly 40 percent of all carbon based 
pollutants.  Existing Governor’s Executive Orders and State laws call for gradually reducing GHG 
over coming decades, through a series of actions.  It is in the Department’s best interest to authorize 
the execution of this lease with GGBHTD, as the State will benefit financially by having a secure, 
long-term revenue stream and benefit from an anticipated reduction in GHG emissions, moving the 
State closer to mandated GHG reductions.  The Department, therefore, requests approval of the 
terms and conditions of a new lease to GGBHTD.  
 
LEASE TERMS 
 
New Lease 
Term:  25 years (ending February 28, 2042) 
Rent:  $19,800/mo. (beginning March 1, 2017) 
Annual Increase:  Three percent 
Re-evaluation: None 

Next Rent Increase:  March 1, 2018 
Appraised Value:  $132,753/mo. ($1.14/square foot/month) 
 

SUMMARY 
 
It is in the Department’s best interest to authorize execution of the 25-year lease term as previously 
approved.  We therefore request approval of the terms and conditions of the new lease to 
GGBHTD. 
 
Attachments: 
Exhibit A:  Proposed Lease  
Exhibit B:  Airspace Map and Aerial Map 
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AIRSPACE LEASE 
 

 
ARTICLE 1.  SUMMARY OF LEASE PROVISIONS 

Landlord: California Department of Transportation 

Tenant: Golden Gate Bridge Highway and Transportation District 

Premises: Located in the City of San Francisco, County of San Francisco, State of 
California, known as Lease Area No. 04-SF-BT-05 and more particularly 
described in Article 2. 

Lease Term: 25 years, commencing March 1, 2017 and expiring on February 28, 2042 Monthly 

Rent:  $19,800.00/month (116,450sf x $01.14/sf/mo x 85% discount, rounded)  

Security Deposit:  $ N/A (Article 18) 

Use: Bus and vehicle parking, staging and dispatching, as a bus driver rest area, and for office 

functions related to Tenant’s public transportation operations (Article 5) 

Comprehensive General Liability Insurance:  $5,000,000.  (Article 10) 

Insurance provider:  Golden Gate Bridge Highway and Transportation District is Self Insured. 

Address for Notices:  (Article 18) 

To Landlord: 
Via US Mail:     In Person: 

Department of Transportation   Department of Transportation 
Right of Way Airspace MS 11  Right of Way Airspace MS 11 
P.O. Box 23440    111 Grand Avenue 
Oakland, CA 94623-0440   Oakland, CA 94612-3771 
 

To Tenant: Golden Gate Bridge Highway and Transportation District  
Presidio Station P. O. Box 9000 
San Francisco, CA 94129 
Attention:  General Manager  

Tenant Contact:   Norma Jellison 
Manager of Real Estate Services and Property Development Office Phone:  
(415) 257-4564 

References in this Article 1 to the other Articles are for convenience and designate other 
Articles where references to the particular item contained in the Summary of Lease Provisions 
appear.  Each reference in this Lease to the Summary of Lease Provisions contained in this Article 
1 shall be construed to incorporate all of the terms provided under the Summary of Lease 
Provisions.  In the event of any conflict between the Summary of Lease Provisions and the balance 
of the Lease, the latter shall control. 
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(Lease Area No. 04-SF-BT-05) 
(Account No. 04-A70001-05-23) 

 
STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
AIRSPACE LEASE 

 

THIS LEASE, dated ________________ , 2017 (“Execution Date”), is by and between the 
STATE OF CALIFORNIA, acting by and through its Department of Transportation, hereinafter 
called "Landlord," and GOLDEN GATE BRIDGE HIGHWAY AND TRANSPORTATION 
DISTRICT, hereinafter called "Tenant." 
 

W I T N E S S E T H 
 

For and in consideration of the rental and of the covenants and agreements hereinafter set 
forth to be kept and performed by the Tenant, Landlord hereby leases to Tenant and Tenant hereby 
leases from Landlord the Premises herein described for the term, at the rental and subject to and 
upon all of the terms, covenants and agreements hereinafter set forth. 

 
This Lease supersedes and replaces in its entirety that certain Lease entered into and 

commencing on December 1, 2010 between Landlord and Tenant (hereinafter "2010 Lease").  
 

 
ARTICLE 2.  PREMISES 

Landlord hereby leases to Tenant, and Tenant hereby leases from Landlord, for the term, 
at the rent, and upon the covenants and conditions hereinafter set forth, that certain Premises 
known as Airspace Lease Area No.04-SF-BT-05, situated in the City of San Francisco, County of 
San Francisco, said land or interest herein being shown on the map or plat marked "Exhibit A," 
attached hereto and by this reference made a part hereof. 

Landlord acknowledges that Tenant, under the terms of the 2010 Lease constructed 
improvements and installed moveable modular units as further described in Article 6 
IMPROVEMENTS.   

EXCEPTING THEREFROM all those portions of the above-described property occupied 
by the supports and foundations of the existing structure. 

ALSO EXCEPTING THEREFROM all that portion of said property above a horizontal 
plane 5 feet below the underside of the superstructure of the existing structure, which plane extends 
to a line 10 feet, measured horizontally, beyond the outermost protrusion of the superstructure of 
said existing structure. 
 
ARTICLE 3.  TERM 

The base term of this Lease shall be TWENTY-FIVE (25) YEARS from the 
Commencement Date.  The Commencement Date shall be one month after the Execution Date of 
the Lease. 
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There are no Renewal Options associated with the Lease.  
 
ARTICLE 4.  RENT 

4.1 Monthly Rent 

Tenant shall pay to Landlord as Monthly Rent, without deduction, setoff, prior notice, or 
demand, the sum of $19,800.00, representing 116,450 square feet of rentable space, as shown on 
Exhibit B, multiplied by $0.17/SF per month (“Monthly Rental Rate”). The Monthly Rental Rate 
represents the fair market rental rate of $1.14/SF per month established pursuant to a written 
appraisal approved by Landlord (“Fair Market Rental Rate or FMRR”), less an 85% discount, as 
authorized by the California Transportation Commission at its October 20, 2016 meeting rounded 
to the nearest $5. Rent shall be paid in advance on the first day of each month, and continue during 
the term and any extensions.  All rent shall be paid to Landlord at the following address:  State of 
California, Department of Transportation, Attention:  Cashier, P.O. Box 168019, Sacramento, CA  
95816-3819 or State of California, Department of Transportation, 1820 Alhambra Boulevard, 2nd 
Floor, Sacramento, CA.  Each payment shall state on the check the rental account number 04-
A70001-05-22.  

4.2 Annual Rent Adjustment  

Beginning one year following the Commencement Date as defined in Article 3, Term, and 
continuing thereafter on each anniversary thereof (“Anniversary Date”), Monthly Rent shall be 
adjusted by a fixed escalation rate of three percent (3%) rounded to the nearest $5.  There shall be 
no reevaluation of the rent throughout the lease term.  Landlord shall not be required to provide 
any further notice to Tenant regarding annual rent adjustments during the Lease term.  Table 4.2.1 
provides Tenant’s rent obligation for the 25 year term. 

 
Table 4.2.1 
 
Lease Year                                 Period Rent
Year 1 March 1, 2017 – February 28, 2018 $19,800.00 
Year 2 March 1, 2018 – February 28, 2019 $20,395.00 
Year 3 March 1, 2019 – February 28, 2020 $21,005.00 
Year 4 March 1, 2020 – February 28, 2021 $21,635.00 
Year 5 March 1, 2021 – February 28, 2022 $22,285.00 
Year 6 March 1, 2022 – February 28, 2023 $22,955.00 
Year 7 March 1, 2023 – February 28, 2024 $23,640.00 
Year 8 March 1, 2024 – February 28, 2025 $24,350.00 
Year 9 March 1, 2025 – February 28, 2026 $25,080.00 
Year 10 March 1, 2026 – February 28, 2027 $25,835.00 
Year 11 March 1, 2027 – February 28, 2028 $26,610.00 
Year 12 March 1, 2028 – February 28, 2029 $27,405.00 
Year 13 March 1, 2029 – February 28, 2030 $28,230.00 
Year 14 March 1, 2030 – February 28, 2031 $29,075.00 
Year 15 March 1, 2031 – February 28, 2032 $29,945.00 
Year 16 March 1, 2032 – February 28, 2033 $30,845.00 
Year 17 March 1, 2033 – February 28, 2034 $31,770.00 
Year 18 March 1, 2034 – February 28, 2035 $32,725.00 
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Year 19 March 1, 2035 – February 28, 2036 $33,705.00 
Year 20 March 1, 2036 – February 28, 2037 $34,715.00 
Year 21 March 1, 2037 – February 28, 2038 $35,760.00 
Year 22 March 1, 2038 – February 28, 2039 $36,830.00 
Year 23 March 1, 2039 – February 28, 2040 $37,935.00 
Year 24 March 1, 2040 – February 28, 2041 $39,075.00 
Year 25 March 1, 2041 – February 28, 2042 $40,245.00 

 
4.3 Reevaluation on Change in Use 
 
 Landlord expressly reserves the right to establish a new minimum monthly rent as a 
condition to Landlord’s approval of any use of the Premises not specifically permitted by Section 
5.1 and as a condition to any amendment to or changes in the uses permitted by that section.  
 
ARTICLE 5.  USE 

5.1 Specified Use 

The Premises shall be used and occupied by Tenant only and exclusively for the purposes 
of bus and vehicle parking, staging and dispatching, as a bus driver rest area, and for office 
functions related to Tenant’s public transportation operations.  Any other purpose requires the prior 
written consent of Landlord. Tenant may locate on the Premises movable modular units in 
furtherance of the permitted purposes described herein. No semis, semi-trailers or other storage 
trailers or large containers are allowed on the Premises.   

5.2 Condition of Premises 

Tenant hereby accepts the Premises in the condition existing as of the Execution Date, 
subject to all applicable zoning, municipal, county, state, and federal laws, ordinances and 
regulations governing and regulating the use of the Premises, and accepts this Lease subject thereto 
and to all matters disclosed thereby and by any exhibits attached hereto. Landlord acknowledges 
that Tenant, under the Terms and Conditions of the 2010 Lease, corrected conditions encountered 
on the Premises and made improvements to the Premises as described in Article 6 
IMPROVEMENTS 

Tenant acknowledges that, at the time that the 2010 Lease was executed, neither Landlord 
nor any agent of Landlord made any representation or warranty with respect to the condition of 
the Premises or the suitability thereof for the conduct of Tenant's business at that time, nor had 
Landlord agreed to undertake any modification, alteration or improvement to the Premises except 
as provided in the 2010 Lease. 

Except as may be otherwise expressly provided in this Lease, at the time of taking 
possession of the Premises under the 2010 Lease, Tenant agreed to accept the Premises in its then-
existing conditions, i.e., "as is," and that the Landlord was not be obligated to make any 
improvements or modifications thereto except to the extent that may otherwise be expressly 
provided in this Lease.  

Tenant represents and acknowledges that it has made a sufficient investigation of the 
conditions of the Premises existing immediately prior to the execution of the 2010 Lease and this 
Lease (including investigation of the surface, subsurface, and groundwater for contamination and 
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hazardous materials) and is satisfied that the Premises would and does safely support the type of 
Improvements constructed and maintained by Tenant upon the Premises, that the Premises is 
otherwise fully fit physically and lawfully for the uses required and permitted by this Lease and 
that Tenant accepts all risks associated therewith. 

Landlord shall disclose any and all known hazardous materials that are present at or on the 
property. The Landlord shall be responsible for any and all costs related to the presence of any 
hazardous materials existing at or on the property prior to the tenancy of the Tenant. 

Tenant agrees that, except as otherwise expressly provided in this Lease, Tenant is solely 
responsible without any cost or expense to the Landlord to take all actions necessary, off as well 
as on the Premises to improve and continuously use the Premises as required by this Lease and in 
compliance with all applicable laws and regulations.  

5.3 Compliance with Law 

Tenant shall not use the Premises or permit anything to be done in or about the Premises 
which will conflict in a material way with any applicable law, statute, zoning restriction, ordinance, 
or governmental rule or regulation or requirements of duly constituted public authorities now in 
force or which may hereafter be in force, or with the requirements of the State Fire Marshal or 
other similar body now or hereafter constituted, relating to or affecting the condition, use or 
occupancy of the Premises.  The judgment of any court of competent jurisdiction or the admission 
of Tenant in any action against Tenant, whether Landlord be a party thereto or not, that Tenant has 
materially violated any applicable law, statute, ordinance or governmental rule, regulation, or 
requirement, shall be conclusive of that fact as between Landlord and Tenant.  Tenant shall not 
allow the Premises to be used for any unlawful purpose, nor shall Tenant cause, maintain or permit 
any nuisance in, on or about the Premises.  Tenant shall not commit or suffer to be committed any 
waste in or upon the Premises. 

5.4 Petroleum Products 

Tenant shall not install facilities for, nor operate on the Premises, a gasoline or petroleum 
supply station.  Tenant shall not permit on the Premises any vehicles used or designed for the 
transportation or storage of gasoline or petroleum products.  Tenant shall also not permit on the 
Premises any bulk storage of gasoline or petroleum products.  

Landlord acknowledges that vehicles will be parked on the Premises, which contain 
petroleum products.  Tenant may use petroleum products in connection with its public 
transportation operations on the Premises, subject to compliance with all applicable federal, state 
and local requirements.  

5.5 Explosives and Flammable Materials 

The Premises shall not be used for the manufacture of flammable materials or explosives, 
or for any storage of flammable materials, explosives, or other materials or other purposes deemed 
by Landlord to be a potential fire or other hazard to the transportation facility.  The operation and 
maintenance of the Premises shall be subject to regulations of Landlord so as to protect against 
fire or other hazard impairing the use, safety and appearance of the transportation facility.  The 
occupancy and use of the Premises shall not be such as will permit hazardous or unreasonably 
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objectionable smoke, fumes, vapors or odors to rise above the surface of the traveled way of the 
transportation facility.  

5.6 Hazardous Materials 

Tenant shall at all times and in all respects comply with all applicable federal, state, and 
local laws, ordinances and regulations, including, but not limited to, the Federal Water Pollution 
Control Act (33 U.S.C. section 1251, et seq.), Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (42 U.S.C. 
section 6901, et seq.), Safe Drinking Water Act (42 U.S.C. section 300f, et seq.), Toxic Substances 
Control Act (15 U.S.C. section 2601, et seq.), Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. section 7401, et seq.) 
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act (42 U.S.C. section 
9601, et seq.), Safe Drinking Water and Toxic Enforcement Act (California Health and Safety 
Code section 25249.5, et seq.), other applicable provisions of the California Health and Safety 
Code (section 25100, et seq., and section 39000, et seq.), California Water Code (section 13000, 
et seq.), and other comparable state laws, regulations, and local ordinances relating to industrial 
hygiene, environmental protection or the use, analysis, generation, manufacture, storage, disposal, 
or transportation of any oil, flammable explosives, asbestos, urea formaldehyde, radioactive 
materials, or waste, or other hazardous, toxic, contaminated or polluting materials, substances or 
wastes, including, without limitation, any "hazardous substances" under any such laws, ordinances 
or regulations (collectively "Hazardous Materials Laws").  As used in the provisions of this Lease, 
"hazardous materials" include any "hazardous substance" as that term is defined in section 25316 
of the California Health and Safety Code and any other material or substance listed or regulated 
by any Hazardous Materials Law or posing a hazard to health or the environment.  Except as 
otherwise expressly permitted in this Lease, Tenant shall not use, create, store or allow any 
hazardous materials on the Premises.  Fuel stored in a motor vehicle for the exclusive use in such 
vehicle is excepted. 

In no case shall Tenant cause or allow the deposit or disposal of any hazardous materials 
on the Premises.  Landlord, or its agents or contractors, shall at all times have the right to go upon 
and inspect the Premises and the operations thereon to assure compliance with the requirements 
herein stated.  This inspection may include taking samples of substances and materials present for 
testing, and/or the testing of soils or underground tanks on the Premises. 

In the event Tenant breaches any of the provisions of this Section, this Lease may be 
terminated immediately by Landlord and be of no further force or effect.  It is the intent of the 
parties hereto that Tenant shall be responsible for and bear the entire cost of removal and disposal 
of hazardous materials introduced to the Premises during Tenant's period of use and possession as 
owner, operator or Tenant of the Premises.  Tenant shall also be responsible for any clean-up and 
decontamination on or off the Premises necessitated by the introduction of such hazardous 
materials on the Premises. Tenant shall not be responsible for or bear the cost of removal or 
disposal of hazardous materials introduced to the Premises by any party other than Tenant during 
any period prior to commencement of Tenant's period of use and possession of the Premises as 
owner, operator or Tenant. 

Tenant shall further hold Landlord, and its officers and employees, harmless from all 
responsibility, liability and claim for damages resulting from the use of hazardous materials on the 
Premises during Tenant’s period of use and possession of the Premises. 
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5.7 Signs 

Not more than two (2) advertising signs of a size not greater than thirty (30) square feet of 
surface area may be erected on the Premises.  The wording on these signs shall be limited to 
Tenant's name or trade name or logo.  The location of all these signs shall be subject to Landlord's 
prior approval.  None of these signs shall be attached to or painted on any bridge structure or 
building without the express written consent of Landlord.  All of these signs shall also comply 
with all applicable requirements of local governmental entitles, including governmental approval 
and payment of any fees, as applicable. 

Except as set forth in the previous paragraph of this Section, Tenant shall not construct, 
erect, maintain, or permit any sign, banner or flag upon the Premises without the prior written 
approval of Landlord.  Tenant shall not place, construct or maintain upon the Premises any 
advertising media that include moving or rotating parts, searchlights, flashing lights, loudspeakers, 
phonographs or other similar visual or audio media.  The term "sign" means any card, cloth, paper, 
metal, painted, or wooden sign of any character placed for any purpose on or to the ground or any 
tree, wall, bush, rock, fence, building, structure, trailer, or thing.  Landlord may remove any 
unapproved sign, banner or flag existing on the Premises, and Tenant shall be liable to and shall 
reimburse Landlord for the cost of such removal plus interest as provided in Section 18.11 from 
the date of completion of such removal.  

5.8 Landlord's Rules and Regulations 

Tenant shall faithfully observe and comply with the rules and regulations that Landlord 
shall from time to time promulgate and has furnished to Tenant, for the protection of the 
transportation facility and the safety of the traveling public. Landlord reserves the right from time 
to time to make reasonable modifications to said rules and regulations.  The additions and 
modifications to those rules and regulations shall be binding upon Tenant upon delivery of a copy 
of them to Tenant. 

5.9 Wrecked Vehicles 

Tenant shall not park or store wrecked or inoperable vehicles of any kind on the Premises. 
Tenant may from time to time require interim storage of disabled buses until they can be reasonably 
towed/removed from the Premises, but in no event shall such storage for transport back to Tenant’s 
maintenance facilities be for periods longer than 48 hours.  

5.10 Vending 

Tenant shall be allowed to install vending machines inside its modular units for the sole 
purpose of providing food and beverages to bus drivers and other employees of Tenant using the 
facilities. No vending of any kind or character shall otherwise be conducted, permitted or allowed 
upon the Premises.  

5.11 Water Pollution Control 

Tenant  shall comply with all applicable State and Federal water pollution control 
requirements regarding storm water and non-storm water discharges from the tenant’s leasehold 
area and will be responsible for all applicable permits including but not limited to the National 
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) General Permit and Waste Discharge 
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Requirements for Discharges of Stormwater Associated with Industrial Activities (Excluding 
Construction), the NPDES General Permit for Stormwater Discharges Associated with 
Construction and Land Disturbance Activities, and the Caltrans Municipal Separate Storm Sewer 
System NPDES Permit, and permits and ordinances issued to and promulgated by municipalities, 
counties, drainage districts, and other local agencies regarding discharges of storm water and non-
storm water to sewer systems, storm drain systems, or any watercourses under the jurisdiction of 
the above agencies.  Copies of the current storm water related NPDES permits are available on the 
State Water Resources Control Board’s website at 
http://www.swrcb.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/stormwater/. 

Tenant understands the discharge of non-storm water into the storm sewer system is 
prohibited unless specifically authorized by one of the permits or ordinances listed above.  In order 
to prevent the discharge of non-storm water into the storm sewer system, vehicle or equipment 
washing, fueling, maintenance and repair on the Premises is prohibited.   

In order to prevent the discharge of pollutants to storm water resulting from contact with 
hazardous material, the storage or stockpile of hazardous material on Premises is strictly 
prohibited. 

Tenant shall implement and maintain the Best Management Practices (BMPs) shown in the 
attached Stormwater Pollution Prevention Fact Sheet(s) for: Parking and Storage marked “Exhibit 
C.”  Tenant shall identify any other potential sources of storm water and non-storm water pollution 
resulting from Tenant’s activities on the premises, which are not addressed by the BMPs, contained 
in the attached Fact Sheet(s), and shall implement additional BMPs to prevent pollution from those 
sources.  Additional BMPs may be obtained from 2 other manuals:  

(1) Right of Way Property Management and Airspace Storm Water Guidance Manual 
available for review online at:  www.dot.ca.gov/hq/row/rwstormwater, and  

(2) Construction Site Best Management Practices Manual, available for review online at:  
www.dot.ca.gov/hq/construc/stormwater/manuals.htm.  
In the event of conflict between the attached fact sheet(s), the above-referenced manuals, and this 
Lease, this Lease shall control. 

Tenant shall provide Landlord with the Standard Industrial Classification (SIC) code 
applicable to Lessee’s facilities and activities on the lease premises.  A list of SIC codes regulated 
under the General Industrial Permit SIC codes may be found at the State Water Resources Control 
Board website: 
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/stormwater/gen_indus.shtml.   
Other SIC codes may be found at www.osha.gov/pls/imis/sicsearch.html. 

Landlord, or its agents or contractors, shall at all times have the right to enter and inspect 
the Premises and the operations thereon to assure compliance with the applicable permits, and 
ordinances listed above.  Inspection may include taking samples of substances and materials 
present for testing, and/or the testing of storm sewer systems or watercourses on the Premises. 
 
ARTICLE 6.  IMPROVEMENTS 

No improvements of any kind shall be placed in, on, or, upon the Premises, and no 
alterations shall be made in, on, or, upon the Premises without the prior written consent of 
Landlord. 

Landlord and Tenant agree that Tenant, subject to the issuance of an Encroachment Permit 
by Landlord and with the prior consent and approval of Landlord, has installed improvements 
necessary for its public transportation operations, including but not limited to grading, paving, 
striping, new entrances, driveways, sidewalks, fences, gates, soundwall, lighting and security 
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measures, landscaping, column protection and all associated utility connections including electric, 
water, sewer and fire safety services to the Premises.  ("Improvements").  In addition, Tenant has 
installed moveable modular units, all as generally depicted on Exhibit D that is incorporated into 
the Lease, and as more specifically shown on the as built plans provided to Landlord in accordance 
with the terms of the 2010 Lease.  

 
6.1 Encroachment Permit 

 
 Tenant, prior to construction or alteration of its Improvements on or of the leased Premises 
under the terms of the 2010 Lease, did obtain an executed Encroachment Permit from Landlord. 
 
6.2 Soil Testing 
 
 At Tenant's sole cost and expense, Tenant did secure soil compaction tests and other tests 
as necessary for construction of Tenant's Improvements and for the support of the Improvements 
on the underlying land or structures thereon.  Tenant agrees that Landlord made no representation 
regarding existing soil compaction or structural capability of the land or any existing structure 
thereon.  Responsibility for any loss or damage caused by inadequate soil compaction or other 
structural capacity for Tenant's Improvements as constructed and installed shall be subject to the 
indemnification provisions of Section 10.1 of this Lease. 
 
6.3 Standard of Construction 
 
 Tenant agrees that the Improvements and construction upon the Premises are:  (a)  
consistent with all fire safety requirements and Tenant secured the necessary occupancy permit 
from the City and County of San Francisco, (b)  approved by the Landlord, and (c) in every material 
respect complies with the applicable laws, ordinances and regulations, federal, state, municipal or 
otherwise, that govern construction of the same.  Tenant did not and shall not construct or place 
on the leased Premises any improvements which impair Landlord's ability to maintain, operate, 
use, repair or improve any part of the transportation facility situated on the leased Premises or on 
adjoining real property. Responsibility for any loss or damage caused by reason of the construction 
of said improvements shall be subject to the indemnification provisions of Section 10.1. 
 
6.4 "As-Built" Plans 
 
 Within ninety (90) days after completion of construction of Improvements, Tenant did 
furnish to Landlord, at Tenant's expense, and Landlord did receive and accept one set of "As-Built" 
plans, according to a scale and size designated by Landlord, showing said improvements as 
constructed in detail, including the location of underground and aboveground utility lines.  

 
 
 
 
 
ARTICLE 7.  SURRENDER OF PREMISES AT EXPIRATION OR TERMINATION OF 

LEASE 
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At the expiration or earlier termination of this Lease, Tenant shall peaceably and quietly 
leave, surrender, and yield up to Landlord the Premises together with all appurtenances and 
fixtures in good order, condition and repair, reasonable wear and tear excepted.  
 
ARTICLE 8.  OWNERSHIP AND REMOVAL OF IMPROVEMENTS AND PERSONAL 

PROPERTY 

8.1 Ownership of Improvements 

All Landlord approved Improvements constructed and placed on the Premises pursuant to 
Article 6 shall, at the expiration or termination of this Lease, vest in Landlord.  Tenant shall not 
remove any of these Improvements from the Premises nor waste, destroy or modify them in any 
way.  Tenant shall deliver these Improvements to Landlord in good condition and repair, 
reasonable wear and tear excepted, without compensation to Tenant, any subtenant or third party, 
free and clear of all claims to or against them by Tenant, any subtenant or third party, and Tenant 
shall defend and hold Landlord harmless from all liability arising from such claims or from the 
exercise by Landlord of its rights under this section.  Landlord and Tenant covenant for themselves 
and all persons claiming under or through them that the Improvements are real property.  

Landlord and Tenant agree that in any event whereby Landlord requires early termination 
of this Lease, Landlord will reimburse to Tenant the then unamortized costs of all Landlord 
approved improvements installed by Tenant in accordance with a ten year amortization period.    

8.2 Removal of Personal Property and Ownership at Termination 

Any signs, movable modular units, or other appurtenances placed on the Premises by 
Tenant under this Lease are the personal property of Tenant.  At the expiration or earlier 
termination of this Lease, Tenant shall remove all personal property placed on the Premises and 
shall restore the Premises to its previous condition, except Improvements, surfacing, wheel rails, 
and column guards, at Tenant's sole expense.  Any personal property not removed by Tenant after 
thirty (30) days from Landlord's sending written notice to Tenant may be removed by Landlord.  
Tenant shall be liable to Landlord for all costs incurred by Landlord in effecting the removal of 
personal property and restoring the Premises.  Landlord may, in its sole discretion, declare all 
personal property not removed by Tenant to be abandoned by Tenant and this property shall, 
without compensation to Tenant, become Landlord's property, free and clear of all claims to or 
against it by Tenant or any other person. 

 
8.3 Removal of Improvements at Termination 
 
 Upon the expiration , Landlord may, upon written notice, require Tenant to remove, at the 
sole cost and expense of Tenant, and not later than one hundred and eighty (180) days after the 
expiration or earlier termination of this Lease, all structures, buildings and improvements of any 
kind whatsoever placed or maintained on the Premises, whether below, on or above the ground by 
Tenant, except for Article 6 Improvements constructed or installed upon the Premises, and paving 
and substructure; and Tenant shall, upon the expiration or earlier termination of this Lease, 
immediately restore, and quit and peacefully surrender possession of the Premises to Landlord in 
at least as good and usable condition, acceptable to Landlord, as the same was in at the time of 
first occupation thereof by Tenant, except for Improvements, ordinary wear and tear excepted, and 
shall, in any event, leave the Premise including Article 6 Improvements.  Should Tenant fail to so 
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remove and restore the Premises except for Improvements, Landlord may sell, remove or demolish 
the same, and in the event of said sale, removal or demolition, Tenant shall reimburse Landlord 
for any cost or expense thereof in excess of any consideration received by Landlord as a result of 
such sale, removal or demolition except for Improvements, paving and substructures. 
 
ARTICLE 9.  MAINTENANCE AND REPAIRS 

9.1 Tenant's Obligations 

Tenant, at its own cost and expense, shall maintain the Premises, and keep it free of all 
grass, weeds, debris, and flammable materials of every description.  Tenant shall ensure that the 
Premises is at all times in an orderly, clean, safe, and sanitary condition.  Landlord requires a high 
standard of cleanliness, consistent with location of the Premises as an adjunct of the California 
State Highway System. 

 
 Landlord and Tenant recognize that because of the length of the term of this Lease it may 
be necessary for Tenant to perform certain substantial maintenance, repair, rehabilitation or 
reconstruction (hereinafter collectively referred to as "repair" or "repairs") of the improvements in 
order to ensure that the Premises are kept in first-class order, repair and condition. 
 
 "First-class order, repair and condition", as used herein, shall mean the maintenance, repair, 
renovation or replacement of buildings, equipment, furniture, fixtures, landscaping and 
appurtenances necessary to keep the Premises in efficient and attractive condition, given the nature 
and age of the improvements at any time during the term of this Lease.  Landlord and Tenant do 
not intend by the immediately preceding sentence that a property item is not first-class merely 
because of ordinary and reasonable wear and tear that does not materially and substantially reduce 
the attractiveness and utility of the item given the nature and age of the improvements at any time 
during the term of this Lease. 

 
Tenant hereby expressly waives the right to make repairs at the expense of Landlord and 

waives the benefit of the provisions of Sections 1941 and 1942 of the California Civil Code or any 
successor thereto. 

Tenant shall take all steps necessary to protect effectively the piers and columns, if any, of 
the Bay Bridge west approach structures from damage incident to Tenant's use of the Premises and 
any improvements, all without expense to Landlord.  Tenant shall, at its own cost and expense, 
repair in accordance with Landlord's standards any damage to property owned by Landlord on the 
Premises, including, but not limited to, all piers and columns of the Bay Bridge west approach 
structure, caused by Tenant, subtenants, invitees or any other third parties, but excluding damage 
caused by Landlord or its contractors or invitees.  At Tenant's request, Landlord will repair the 
damage to its property, and Tenant agrees to reimburse Landlord promptly after demand for the 
amount Landlord has reasonably expended to complete the repair work.  

Tenant shall designate in writing to Landlord a representative who shall be responsible for 
the day-to-day operation and level of maintenance, cleanliness and general order of the Premises. 

 
9.2 Landlord's Rights 

In the event Tenant fails to perform Tenant's obligations under this Article, Landlord shall 
give Tenant notice to do such acts as are reasonably required to so maintain the Premises.  If within 
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ninety (90) days after Landlord sends written notice to repair, Tenant fail to do the work and 
diligently proceed in good faith to prosecute it to completion, Landlord shall have the right, but 
not the obligation, to do such acts and expend such funds at the expense of Tenant as are reasonably 
required to perform such work.  Any amount so expended by Landlord shall be paid by Tenant 
promptly after demand plus interest as provided in Section 18.11 from the date of completion of 
such work to date of payment.  Landlord shall have no liability to Tenant for any damage, 
inconvenience or interference with the use of the Premises by Tenant as a result of performing any 
such work. 

ARTICLE 10.  INSURANCE 

10.1 Exemption of Landlord from Liability 

This Lease is made upon the express condition that Landlord is to be free from all liability 
and claims for damages by reason of any injury to any person or persons, including Tenant, or 
property of any kind whatsoever and to whomsoever belonging, including Tenant, from any cause 
or causes resulting from the operation or use of the Premises by Tenant, its agents, customers, or 
business invitees, excepting only that resulting from the active negligence or willful misconduct 
of Landlord, its employees, agents or officers. Tenant hereby covenants and agrees to indemnify 
and save harmless Landlord from all liability, loss, cost, and obligation on account of any such 
injuries or losses except for liability, injury, loss or damage caused by Landlord’s active negligence 
or willful misconduct. 
 
10.2 Commercial General Liability Insurance 

Tenant shall at its own cost and expense procure and keep in force during the term of this 
Lease comprehensive bodily injury liability and property damage liability insurance adequate to 
protect Landlord, its officers, agents, and employees, against any liability to the public resulting 
from injury or death of any person or damage to property in connection with the area, operation or 
condition of the Premises, including any and all liability of Landlord for damage to vehicles parked 
on the Premises.  Such insurance shall be in an amount of not less than $5,000,000 combined single 
limit for bodily injury and property damage.  The limits of such insurance shall not limit the 
liability of Tenant.  All insurance required hereunder shall be with companies to be approved by 
Landlord.  All such policies shall be written as primary policies, not contributing with and not in 
excess of coverage which Landlord may carry.  Said policies shall name the State as an additional 
insured and shall insure against the contingent liabilities, if any, of Landlord and the officers, 
agents, and employees of Landlord and shall obligate the insurance carriers to notify Landlord, in 
writing, not less than thirty (30) days prior to the cancellation thereof, or any other change affecting 
the coverage of the policies.  If said policies contain any exclusion concerning property in the care, 
custody or control of the insured, an endorsement shall be attached thereto stating that such 
exclusion shall not apply with regard to any liability of the State of California, its officers, agents, 
or employees.  Tenant shall furnish to Landlord a Certificate of Insurance acceptable to Landlord 
within not more than ten (10) days after execution thereof.  Landlord shall retain the right at any 
time to review the coverage, from, and amount of the insurance required hereby.  If, in the opinion 
of Landlord, the insurance provisions in this Lease do not provide adequate protection for Landlord 
and for members of the public using the Premises, Landlord may require Tenant to obtain insurance 
sufficient in coverage, form and amount to provide adequate protection.  Landlord's requirements 
shall be reasonable but shall be designed to assure protection from and against the kind and extent 
of the risks which exist at the time a change in insurance is required.  Landlord shall notify Tenant 
in writing of changes in the insurance requirements; and if Tenant does not deposit copies of 
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acceptable insurance policies with Landlord incorporating such changes within sixty (60) days of 
receipt of such notice, this Lease may be terminated, at Landlord's option, without further notice 
to Tenant, and be of no further force and effect. 
 
10.3 Business Automobile Liability Insurance 

Tenant shall obtain and keep in effect at all times during the term of this Lease business 
automobile liability insurance in an amount not less than $1,000,000 for each occurrence combined 
single limit for bodily injury and property damage, including coverage for owned, non-owned and 
hired automobiles, as applicable.  Any deductible under such policy shall not exceed $10,000 each 
occurrence. 

10.4 Workers' Compensation Insurance 

Tenant shall obtain and keep in effect at all times during the term of this Lease workers' 
compensation insurance, including employers' liability, in an amount not less than $1,000,000 for 
each accident, covering all employees employed in or about the Premises to provide statutory 
benefits as required by the laws of the State of California.  Said policy shall be endorsed to provide 
that the insurer waives all rights of subrogation against Landlord. 

10.5 Failure to Procure and Maintain Insurance 

If Tenant fails to procure or maintain the insurance required by this Article in full force 
and effect, this Lease may be terminated immediately by Landlord after providing ten (10) business 
days’ written notice to Tenant to cure, and Tenant fails to do so.  In addition, if Tenant fails to 
procure or maintain the insurance required by this Article, Tenant shall cease and desist from 
operating any business on the Premises and the improvements erected thereon and shall prevent 
members of the public from gaining access to the Premises during any period in which such 
insurance policies are not in full force and effect. 

10.6 Self-Insurance Coverage 

Notwithstanding any other provision of this Agreement, the insurance required under 
Article 10 may include a self-insurance program, and Landlord hereby consents thereto.  No such 
self-insurance program shall diminish the rights and privileges to which Landlord would otherwise 
have been entitled to under the terms of this Agreement had there been a third-party insurer.   

 

 

10.7 Waiver of Subrogation 
 
 Tenant hereby waives any and all rights of recovery against Landlord, or against the 
officers, employees, agents and representatives of Landlord, for loss of or damage to Tenant or its 
property or the property of others under its control to the extent that such loss or damage is insured 
against under any insurance policy in force at the time of such loss or damages.  Tenant shall give 
notice to its insurance carrier or carriers that the foregoing waiver of subrogation is contained in 
the Lease. 
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ARTICLE 11.  PAYMENT OF TAXES 

Tenant agrees to pay and discharge, or cause to be paid and discharged when due, before 
the same become delinquent, all applicable taxes, assessments, impositions, levies and charges of 
every kind, nature and description, whether general or special, ordinary or extraordinary, which 
may at any time or from time to time during the term of this Lease, by or according to any law or 
governmental, legal, political, or other authority whatsoever, directly or indirectly, be taxed, 
levied, charged, assessed or imposed upon or against, or which shall be or may be or become a 
lien upon the Premises or any buildings, improvements or structures at any time located thereon, 
or any estate, right, title or interest of Tenant in and to the Premises, buildings, improvements or 
structures.  Specifically, and without placing any limitation on Tenant's obligations under the 
immediately preceding sentence, Tenant shall pay when due, before delinquency, any and all 
applicable possessory interest taxes, parking taxes, workers' compensation, taxes payable to the 
California Franchise Tax Board, personal property taxes on fixtures, equipment and facilities 
owned by Tenant, whether or not the same have become so fixed to the land as to comprise a part 
of the real estate. 

Tenant understands that any possessory interest of Tenant created in the Premises by this 
Lease may be subject to property taxation and that Tenant may be liable for payment of any such 
tax levied on such interest.  Any obligation of Tenant under this Article, including possessory 
interest tax that the city or county may impose upon Tenant's interest herein, shall not reduce any 
rent due Landlord hereunder and any such obligation shall become the liability of and be paid by 
Tenant. In the event Tenant defaults in the payment of any of the obligations set forth in this 
Article, this Lease may be terminated upon providing ten (10) days’ written notice to Tenant to 
cure, and Tenant fails to do so. 

Landlord and Tenant acknowledge that Tenant is a governmental agency not subject to the 
payment of property taxes and/or possessory use taxes.  Should Premises be subleased as outlined 
in Article 16, Assignments, Transfers, Subleases Encumbrances below, sublessee shall be fully 
responsible for payment of all applicable property and/or possessory use taxes or any other taxes 
applicable to the use of the Premises as a public parking lot, without contribution from either 
Landlord or Tenant. 
 
ARTICLE 12.  RIGHT OF ENTRY and TERMINATION OF LEASE 
 
12.1 Inspection, Maintenance, Construction and Operation of Freeway Structures 
 
 Landlord, through its agents or representatives, and other city, county, state and federal 
agencies, through their agents or representatives, shall have full right and authority to enter in and 
upon the Premises and any building or improvements situated thereon at any and all reasonable 
times during the term of this Lease for the purpose of inspecting the same without interference or 
hindrance by Tenant, its agents or representatives 

 Landlord further reserves the right of entry for the purpose of inspecting the Premises, or 
the doing of any and all acts necessary or proper on said Premises in connection with the protection, 
maintenance, reconstruction, and operation of the freeway structures and its appurtenances; 
provided, further, that Landlord reserves the further right, at its discretion, to immediate possession 
of the same in case of any national or other emergency, or for the purpose of preventing sabotage, 
and for the protection of said freeway structures, in which event the term of this Lease shall be 
extended for a period equal to the emergency occupancy by Landlord, and during said period 
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Tenant shall be relieved, to the degree of interference, from the performance of conditions or 
covenants specified herein.  Landlord further reserves the right of entry by any authorized officer, 
engineer, employee, contractor or agent of the Landlord for the purpose of performing any 
maintenance activities upon the property which Tenant has failed to perform.  All agreements 
which Tenant enters into for the sublease or use of all or any part of the leased Premises shall 
contain a provision, approved by Landlord, which describes Landlord's right of entry as set forth 
in this Article. 
 
12.2 Future Transportation Projects 
 
 (a)  Landlord's Right to Possession of Premises. 
 Tenant understands and acknowledges that Landlord may, during the Term of this Lease, 
construct an "Approved and Funded Transportation Project", which may require the temporary or 
permanent use of all or a portion of the Premises.  An "Approved and Funded Transportation 
Project" is defined as a proposed transportation facility to be constructed by Landlord that has been 
environmentally cleared, has all necessary permits and approvals, where the funds necessary to 
construct the facility have been authorized and are available to Landlord (regardless of the source 
of the funds) and where Landlord after consideration of all of the available sites, has reasonably 
determined that the transportation facility requires the use of all or a portion of the Premises, and 
where construction of the transportation facility can reasonably be expected to be commenced 
within 180 days following termination of this Lease as provided in this Section 12.2. 
 
 In the event Landlord determines that the Premises or any portion thereof will be affected 
by an "Approved and Funded Transportation Project", Landlord shall immediately notify Tenant 
of its intent to take possession of all or a portion of the Premises and shall provide Tenant with at 
least one hundred eighty (180) days written notice within which to vacate the required area.  
Landlord's notice to Tenant shall indicate the area of the Premises to be taken.  If possession is to 
be a temporary use of all or part of the Premises, Landlord shall additionally state in such notice 
to Tenant Landlord's reasonable estimate of the period of time of such temporary use by Landlord.  
If possession is to be a permanent use of all or part of the Premises, Landlord shall additionally 
state in such notice the extent of the permanent use and shall have the right to unilaterally modify 
the Lease to reflect the newly defined Premises, and if the entire Premises is affected, Landlord 
shall have the right to unilaterally terminate the lease.  Upon the date Landlord is entitled to 
possession of the Premises, or portion thereof, Tenant shall peaceably surrender possession of the 
Premises, or portion thereof, and comply with the restriction as stated in the notice.  The failure of 
Tenant to vacate the required area of the Premises shall constitute a material default and breach of 
this Lease entitling Landlord to exercise its rights and remedies. 
 
 (b)  Reduction of Monthly Rent if Lease Remains Effective 
 For the period during which Landlord has taken possession of the Premises under this 
section, and if this Lease remains effective, Tenant shall be entitled to receive a reduction in 
Monthly Rent for the term of Landlord's use of the area of the Premises used by Landlord.  The 
rent will be reduced by the same percentage as the useable square footage reduction as required by 
State’s project. 
 
 (c)  Tenant's Sole Rights; Tenant's Waiver. 
 Landlord's taking of possession of the Premises under this Section 12.2 does not constitute 
a taking or damaging entitling Tenant to compensation under any Condemnation provisions.  
Tenant’s sole remedy shall be the reduction in Monthly Rent as provided in Article 12.2(b) herein, 
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and the agreed upon reimbursement for unamortized improvements costs as described in Article 
8.1, if applicable, against Landlord for Tenant's inability to possess or use part or all of the area of 
the Premises as a result of an "Approved and Funded Transportation Project". Otherwise, Tenant 
expressly agrees to hold Landlord harmless from any and all liability for, and expressly waives 
any right it may have to recover against Landlord, damages to the Premises, any improvements 
constructed on the Premises or improvements thereon, and damages to any other property, project 
or operations including any claim for loss of business goodwill or resulting from Tenant's inability 
to use or possess all or any portion of the Premises as a result of an "Approved and Funded 
Transportation Project".  Tenant expressly recognizes that it is not entitled to receive benefits under 
the federal or state Uniform Relocation Assistance Act (United States Code, title 42, Section 4601, 
et seq.; California Government Code, Section 7260, et seq.) as a result of Landlord's use or 
possession of any portion of the Premises an "Approved and Funded Transportation Project".  
Landlord agrees that, if possible, it will minimize the effect of any required construction on 
Tenant's use of the Premises, both in the construction phase and in the permanent effect on the 
Premises in connection with an "Approved and Funded Transportation Project" and will restore 
the Premises and Tenant’s Improvements to their preexisting condition at no cost to Tenant in the 
event that Landlord requires the temporary use of all or a portion of the Premises. 
 
12.3 Maintenance Work and Retrofitting of Freeway Structures 
 
 Tenant understands and agrees that Landlord may be required to perform maintenance or 
retrofit work on all or a part of the freeway structures which are situated on and above the Premises.  
Landlord shall have the right to impose such restrictions on Tenant's right to enter, occupy, and 
use the Premises and to maintain the existing improvements or construct improvements thereon as 
Landlord deems are necessary to enable it to complete construction of all freeway structural retrofit 
work without interference from Tenant. 
 
 In the event Landlord determines that it needs to obtain possession of all or a portion of the 
Premises, or needs to place restrictions on Tenant's use of the Premises, Landlord shall, at least 
thirty (30) days prior to the effective date of the commencement of such possession or restrictions 
notify Tenant in writing describing the extent of the possession or restrictions and the effective 
date of their commencement.  Upon the effective date of said notice, Tenant shall peaceably 
surrender possession of the Premises and comply with the restrictions as stated therein.  The 
minimum monthly rent stated in Section 4.1, as adjusted and reevaluated in accordance with 
Sections 4.2, 4.3, 4.4, and 16.2, shall be reduced by an amount equal to the proportion of the area 
of the Premises which Tenant is restricted from using or which has been surrendered to Landlord 
bears to the total area of the leased Premises.  This reduction in rent shall be Tenant's sole remedy, 
other than the agreed upon reimbursement of unamortized improvement costs as described in 
Article 8.1, if applicable, against Landlord for Tenant's inability to possess or use the entire area 
of the Premises.  Otherwise,  Tenant expressly agrees to hold Landlord harmless from any and all 
liability for, and expressly waives any right it may have to recover against Landlord, damages to 
the Premises, any improvements constructed on the Premises, and waives its right to use or possess 
any portion of the Premises or improvements thereon, and damages to any other property, project 
or operation caused by Landlord's possession, imposition of restrictions or Tenant's inability to use 
or possess all or any portion of the Premises.  In addition, Tenant expressly recognizes that it is 
not entitled to receive benefits under the federal or state Uniform Relocation Assistance Acts 
(United States Code, title 42, Section 4601, et seq.; California Government Code, Section 7260, et 
seq.) as a result of Landlord's use or possession of any portion of the Premises. 
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 Tenant shall conduct its operations on the Premises in such a manner so as not to interfere 
with Landlord's or its contractor's performance of any structural retrofit work done on or above the 
Premises.  Tenant acknowledges that the performance of the structural retrofit work may cause 
damage to paving or other improvements constructed by Tenant on the Premises.   At the 
conclusion of the retrofit work, Landlord shall restore the Premises and Tenant’s improvements to 
their preexisting condition at no cost to Tenant.  
 
12.4 Termination by Mutual Consent 

Notwithstanding any provision herein to the contrary, this Lease may be terminated, and 
the provisions of this Lease may be altered, changed or amended by mutual consent of Landlord 
and Tenant.  

12.5 Termination by One Party 

Notwithstanding any provision herein to the contrary, this Lease may be terminated at any 
time by Tenant upon providing Landlord with ninety (90) days prior notice in writing, or by 
Landlord upon providing Tenant with ninety (90) days prior notice in writing, but in no event shall 
the notice be given before March 1, 2042, except as provided for in Articles 12.1, 12.2 and 12.3, 
above.  Notices of termination under this section shall be delivered in accordance with the 
provisions of Section 18.13 to the addresses set forth in Article 1.  Notwithstanding the foregoing, 
Tenant may cancel this Lease with 90 days notice in the event that Tenant terminates its regional 
bus operations between San Francisco and the North Bay.  

If at the time Tenant terminates this Lease, the entire cost of Tenant's Improvements has 
not been amortized over the remaining term, those Improvements shall become the property of 
Landlord, and Landlord shall not refund or otherwise reimburse Tenant for the remaining 
unamortized cost of the Improvements.   

ARTICLE 13.  CONDEMNATION BY PUBLIC ENTITIES OTHER THAN LANDLORD 
 
13.1 Definitions 
 
 (a) "Condemnation" means (1) the exercise of the power of eminent domain, whether 
by legal proceedings or otherwise, by a public entity having that power, that is, a condemnor, and 
(2) a voluntary sale or transfer to any condemnor, either under the threat of condemnation or while 
legal proceedings in condemnation are pending. 
 (b) "Award" means all compensation, sums, or anything of value awarded, paid or 
received upon a total or partial condemnation of the leased Premises. 

(c) "Substantial taking" means a taking of a portion of the leased Premises by 
condemnation which, assuming a reasonable amount of reconstruction on the remainder, 
substantially impairs Tenant's ability to use the remainder for the purposes permitted under this 
Lease. 
 
13.2 Termination of Lease as to Part Condemned 
 
 In the event the whole or any part of the Premises is taken by condemnation by a public 
entity, other than Landlord, in the lawful exercise of its power of eminent domain, this Lease shall 
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cease as to the whole or the part condemned upon the date possession of the whole or that part is 
taken by the public entity. 
 
13.3 Partial Taking 
 
 If a part of the leased Premises is taken by condemnation but there is no substantial taking 
of the Premises, Tenant shall continue to be bound by the terms, covenants, and conditions of this 
Lease. However, if the fair rental value of the remainder will be less than the rent required by this 
Lease, the minimum monthly rent and adjusted minimum monthly rent shall be reduced to an 
amount equal to the fair rental value as of the date possession of the part is taken by the public 
entity. 
 If the part taken by condemnation constitutes a substantial taking of the leased Premises, 
Tenant may elect to: 
 (a) Terminate this Lease and be absolved of obligations hereunder which have not 
accrued at the date possession is taken by the public entity; or 
 (b) Continue to occupy the remainder of the Premises and remain bound by the terms, 
covenants and conditions of this Lease.  If Tenant elects to continue to occupy the remainder, and 
if the fair rental value of the remainder will be less than the rent required by this Lease, the 
minimum monthly rent and adjusted minimum monthly rent shall be reduced to the fair rental 
value as of the date possession of the part is taken by the public entity. 
 Tenant shall give notice in writing of its election to terminate this Lease hereunder within 
thirty (30) days of the date possession of the part is taken by the public entity.  If Tenant fails to 
give Landlord its written notice of termination within the time specified, this Lease shall remain 
in full force and effect except that the minimum monthly rental shall be reduced as provided in 
this section. 
  
13.4 Adjustment of Rent 
 
 Should a portion of the Premises be condemned and the rent be reduced as provided above, 
the reduced rent shall continue to be subject to adjustment and reevaluation in accordance with 
Article 4 and Article 16.2. 
 
13.5 Compensation 
 
 Landlord shall be entitled to receive and shall receive all compensation for the 
condemnation of all or any portion of the Premises by exercise of eminent domain except as 
hereinafter provided.  Tenant shall be entitled to that portion of said compensation which 
represents the present worth as of the date possession is taken by the public entity of the remaining 
use under the Lease of all improvements constructed by Tenant on the leased Premises located 
within the part taken by the public entity.  Tenant may also assert a claim for loss of business 
goodwill under the provisions of Section 1263.510 of the California Code of Civil Procedure.  
Tenant shall assert no claim for loss of bonus value.  For the purposes of this Article, 
"condemnation bonus value" means that value attributable to the fact that the rental rate Tenant is 
obligated to pay under this Lease is less than the fair market lease rate of the Premises as defined 
in Article 4 above. 

 If all or a portion of the leased Premises is condemned at a time when Tenant possesses an 
interest in real property located outside the leased Premises (hereinafter called "outside property"), 
Tenant may claim entitlement to an award of damages accruing to the outside property by reason 
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of the severance therefrom of the condemned portion of the leased Premises as provided in the 
Eminent Domain Law (California Code of Civil Procedure Sections 1230.010 through 1273.050). 
 
ARTICLE 14.  UTILITIES 

Tenant shall pay when due, and shall hold Landlord harmless from any liability for, all 
charges for water, gas, heat, light, power, telephone, sewage, air conditioning and ventilating, 
scavenger, janitorial and landscaping services and all other materials and utilities supplied to the 
Premises.  Landlord shall not be liable in damages or otherwise for any failure or interruption of 
any utility service furnished to the Premises, and no such failure or interruption shall entitle Tenant 
to terminate this Lease. 

 
ARTICLE 15.  DEFAULT 

15.1 Default 

The occurrence of any of the following shall constitute a material breach and default of this 
Lease by Tenant. 

(a)  Any failure by Tenant to pay rent or any other monetary sums required to be paid 
hereunder, where such failure continues for ten (10) days after written notice thereof has been 
given by Landlord to Tenant. 

(b)  The abandonment or vacation of the Premises by Tenant.  Failure to occupy and 
operate the Premises for thirty (30) consecutive days following the mailing of written notice from 
Landlord to Tenant calling attention to the abandonment shall be deemed an abandonment or 
vacation. 

(c)  The making by Tenant of any general assignment or general arrangement for the 
benefit of creditors; the filing by or against Tenant of a petition to have Tenant adjudged bankrupt 
or of a petition for reorganization or arrangement under any law relating to bankruptcy (unless, in 
the case of a petition filed against Tenant the same is dismissed within sixty (60) days); the 
appointment of a trustee or receiver to take possession of substantially all of Tenant's assets, where 
possession is not restored to Tenant within forty-five (45) days; or the attachment, execution or 
other judicial seizure of substantially all of Tenant's assets, where such seizure is not discharged 
within thirty (30) days. 

(d)  The failure by Tenant to comply with any applicable provision of any applicable 
law, statute, zoning restriction, ordinance or governmental rule, regulation or requirement as set 
forth in Section 5.3 of this Lease. 

(e)  The failure by Tenant to comply with the requirements regarding hazardous 
materials as set forth in Section 5.6 of this Lease. 

(f)  The construction by Tenant of any improvements on the Premises contrary to the 
provisions of Article 6 of this Lease. 

(g)  The failure by Tenant to pay any tax, assessment, imposition, levy or charge of any 
kind applicable to Tenant as set forth in Article 11 of this Lease. 
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(h)  The failure by Tenant to observe and perform any material provision of this Lease 
to be observed or performed by Tenant, where such failure continues for thirty (30) days after 
written notice thereof by Landlord to Tenant; provided, however, that if the nature of such default 
is such that it cannot be reasonably cured within such thirty (30) day period, Tenant shall not be 
deemed to be in default if Tenant shall within such period commence such cure and thereafter 
diligently prosecute the same to completion. 

15.2 Landlord's Remedies 

In the event of any material default or breach by Tenant, Landlord may at any time 
thereafter, without limiting Landlord in the exercise of any fight of remedy at law or in equity 
which Landlord may have by reason of such default or breach, terminate Tenant's right to 
possession by any lawful means, in which case this Lease shall immediately terminate and Tenant 
shall immediately surrender possession of the Premises to Landlord.  In such event Landlord shall 
be entitled to recover from Tenant all damages incurred by Landlord by reason of Tenant's default 
including, but not limited to, the following: 

(a)  The worth at the time of award of any unpaid rent which had been earned at the 
time of such termination; plus 

(b)  The worth at the time of award of the amount by which the unpaid rent which would 
have been earned after termination until the time of award exceeds the amount of such rental loss 
that is proved could have been reasonably avoided; plus 

(c)  The worth at the time of award of the amount by which the unpaid rent for the 
balance of the term after the time of award exceeds the amount of such rental loss that is proved 
could be reasonably avoided; plus 

(d)  Any other amount necessary to compensate Landlord for all the detriment 
proximately caused by Tenant's failure to perform its obligations under this Lease or which in the 
ordinary course of events would be likely to result therefrom; plus 

(e)  At Landlord's election, such other amounts in addition to or in lieu of the foregoing 
as may be permitted from time to time by applicable State law.  Upon any such re-entry Landlord 
shall have the right to make any reasonable repairs, alterations or modifications to the Premises, 
which Landlord in its sole discretion deems reasonable and necessary.  As used in subparagraphs 
(a) and (b) above, the "worth at the time of award" is computed by including interest on the 
principal sum at a rate one percent (1%) above the discount rate of the Federal Reserve Bank of 
San Francisco from the date of default.  As used in subparagraph (c) above, the "worth at the time 
of award" is computed by discounting such amount at a rate one percent (1%) above the discount 
rate of the Federal Reserve Bank of San Francisco at the time of award.  The term "rent" as used 
in this Article shall be deemed to be and to mean rent to be paid pursuant to Article 4 and all other 
monetary sums required to be paid by Tenant pursuant to the terms of this Lease. 

ARTICLE 16.  ASSIGNMENTS, TRANSFERS, SUBLEASES AND ENCUMBRANCES 

16.1 Prohibition on Assignments, Transfers and Subleases 

Tenant acknowledges that this Lease does not include the right to Sublease any portion of 
the Premises.  Tenant shall not voluntarily assign or transfer all or any part of its interest in this 
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Lease or in the Premises, or allow any other person or entity (except Tenant's authorized 
representatives) to occupy or use all or any part of the Premises.  

16.2 Encumbrances 

Tenant shall not encumber the Premises in any manner whatsoever. 

ARTICLE 17.  NONDISCRIMINATION 

Tenant, for itself, its personal representatives, successors in interest, and assigns, as a part 
of the consideration hereof, does hereby covenant and agree as a covenant running with the land 
that: (1) no person, on the ground of race, color, or national origin shall be excluded from 
participation in, be denied the benefits of, or otherwise subjected to discrimination in the use of 
said facilities, (2) in connection with the construction of any improvements on said land and the 
furnishing of services thereon, no discrimination shall be practiced in the selection of employees 
and contractors, by contractors in the selection and retention of first-tier subcontractors, and by 
first-tier subcontractors in the selection and retention of second-tier subcontractors, (3) such 
discrimination shall not be practiced against the public in its access to and use of the facilities and 
services provided for public accommodations (such as eating, sleeping, rest, recreation, and 
vehicle servicing) constructed or operated on, over, or under the Premises, and (4) Tenant shall 
use the land in compliance with all other requirements imposed pursuant to Title 49, Code of 
Federal Regulations, Part 21 (49 C.F.R., Part 21) and as said regulations may be amended.  In the 
event of breach of any of the above nondiscrimination covenants, the Landlord shall have the right 
to terminate this Lease, and to re-enter and repossess said land and the facilities thereon, and hold 
the same as if said Lease had never been made or issued. 

 
ARTICLE 18.  ADDITIONAL PROVISIONS 

18.1 Quiet Enjoyment 

Landlord covenants and agrees with Tenant that upon Tenant paying rent and other 
monetary sums due under the Lease and performing its covenants and conditions, Tenant shall and 
may peaceably and quietly have, hold and enjoy the Premises for the term. 

18.2 Captions, Attachments, Defined Terms 

The captions of the Articles of this Lease are for convenience only and shall not be deemed 
to be relevant in resolving any question of interpretation or construction of any section of this 
Lease. Exhibits attached hereto, and addenda and schedules initiated by the parties, are deemed by 
attachment to constitute part of this Lease and are incorporated herein.  The words "Landlord" and 
"Tenant," as used herein, shall include the plural as well as the singular.  Words used in neuter 
gender include the masculine and feminine and words in the masculine or feminine gender include 
the neuter.  If there be more than one Landlord or Tenant, the obligations hereunder imposed upon 
Landlord or Tenant shall be joint and several.  If the Tenants are husband and wife, the obligations 
shall extend individually to their sole and separate property as well as to their community property. 

18.3 Entire Agreement 

This instrument along with any exhibits and attachments, including addenda hereto 
constitutes the entire agreement between Landlord and Tenant relative to the Premises and this 
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agreement and the exhibits and attachments may be altered, amended or revoked only by an 
instrument in writing signed by both Landlord and Tenant.  Landlord and Tenant agree hereby that 
all prior or contemporaneous oral agreements between and among themselves and their agents and 
representatives relative to the leasing of the Premises are merged in or revoked by this agreement.   

18.4 Legislative Changes; Severability 

Every five years, Lessor will review legislation enacted by the California legislature in the 
prior 5 year period to ascertain if any legislation enacted would have a material impact on the 
Lease.  Parties will negotiate in good faith as to the materiality and effect of new legislation.   

 
If any terms or provision of this Lease shall, to any extent, be determined by a court of 

competent jurisdiction to be invalid or unenforceable, the remainder of this Lease shall not be 
affected thereby, and each term and provision of this Lease shall be valid and be enforceable to 
the fullest extent permitted by law. 

18.5 Costs of Suit 

If Tenant or Landlord shall bring any action for any relief against the other, declaratory or 
otherwise, arising out of this Lease, including any suit by Landlord for the recovery of rent or 
possession of the Premises, the losing party shall pay the successful party a reasonable sum for 
attorney's fees which shall be deemed to have accrued on the commencement of such action and 
shall be paid whether or not such action is prosecuted to judgment.  Should Landlord, without fault 
on Landlord's part, be made a party to any litigation instituted by Tenant or by any third party 
against Tenant, or by or against any person holding under or using the Premises by license of 
Tenant, or for the foreclosure of any lien for labor or materials furnished to or for Tenant or any 
such other person or otherwise arising out of or resulting from any act or transaction of Tenant or 
of any such other person, Tenant shall save and hold Landlord harmless from any judgment 
rendered against Landlord or the Premises or any part thereof, and all costs and expenses, including 
reasonable attorney's fees, incurred by Landlord in connection with such litigation. 

18.6 Time, Joint and Several Liability 

Time is of the essence of this Lease and each and every provision hereof.  All the terms, 
covenants and conditions contained in this Lease to be performed by either party if such party shall 
consist of more than one person or organization, shall be deemed to be joint and several, and all 
rights and remedies of the parties shall be cumulative and non-exclusive of any other remedy at 
law or in equity. 

 

18.7 Binding Effect; Choice of Law 

The parties hereto agree that all the provisions hereof are to be construed as both covenants 
and conditions as though the words importing such covenants and conditions were used in each 
separate section hereof; and all of the provisions hereof shall bind and inure to the benefit of the 
parties hereto and their respective heirs, legal representatives, successors and assigns.  This Lease 
shall be governed by the laws of the State of California. 

18.8 Waiver 
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No covenant, term or condition or the breach thereof shall be deemed waived, except by 
written consent of the party against whom the waiver is claimed and any waiver or the breach of 
any covenant, term or condition shall not be deemed to be a waiver of any preceding or succeeding 
breach of the same or any other covenant, term or condition.  Acceptance by Landlord of any 
performance by Tenant after the time the same shall have become due shall not constitute a waiver 
by Landlord of the breach or default of any covenant, term or condition. Acceptance by Landlord 
of any performance by Tenant after the time the same shall have become due shall not constitute 
a waiver by Landlord of the breach or default of any covenant, term or condition unless otherwise 
expressly agreed to by Landlord in writing. 

18.9 Surrender of Premises 

The voluntary or other surrender of this Lease by Tenant, or a mutual cancellation thereof, 
shall not work a merger and shall, at the option of the Landlord, terminate all or any existing 
subleases or subtenancies, or may, at the option of Landlord, operate as an assignment to it of any 
or all such subleases or subtenancies. 

18.10 Holding Over 

If Tenant remains in possession of all or any part of the Premises after the expiration of the 
term hereof, with or without the express or implied consent of Landlord, such tenancy shall be 
from month to month only and not a renewal hereof or an extension for any further term, and in 
such case, rent and other monetary sums due hereunder shall be payable at the time specified in 
this Lease and such month-to-month tenancy shall be subject to every other term, covenant, 
condition and agreement contained herein, except that the monthly rental rate set forth in Section 
4.1 shall be increased by ten percent (10%) effective the first month of the holdover period. 
Landlord further reserves the right to review the rental rates of all holdover tenants periodically 
for the purpose of making reasonable adjustments to the monthly rental payments. 

18.11 Interest on Past Due Obligations 

Except as expressly herein provided, any amount due to Landlord not paid when due shall 
bear interest at a rate one percent (1%) above the discount rate of the Federal Reserve Bank of San 
Francisco from the due date.  Payment of such interest together with the amount due shall excuse 
or cure any default by Tenant under this Lease. 

18.12 Recording Memorandum of Lease  

Following execution of this Airspace Lease, either party, at its sole expense shall be entitled 
to record a memorandum of lease agreement in the official records of the City and County of San 
Francisco.  Upon termination or expiration of this Airspace Lease, Tenant shall execute and record 
a quitclaim deed as to its leasehold interest. 

18.13 Notices 

All notices or demands of any kind required or desired to be given by Landlord or Tenant 
hereunder shall be in writing and shall be deemed delivered forty-eight (48) hours after depositing 
the notice or demand in the United States mail, certified or registered, postage prepaid, addressed 
to the Landlord or Tenant respectively at the addresses set forth in Article 1. 
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18.14 No Reservation 

Submission of this instrument for examination or signature by Tenant does not constitute 
a reservation of or option for lease; it is not effective as a lease or otherwise until execution and 
delivery by both Landlord and Tenant. 

18.16 Force Majeure 

If either Landlord or Tenant shall be delayed or prevented from the performance of any act 
required hereunder by reason of acts of God, governmental restrictions, regulations or controls 
(except those reasonably foreseeable in connection with the uses contemplated by this Lease) or 
other cause without fault and beyond the control of the party obligated (except financial inability), 
performance of such act shall be excused for the period of the delay and the period for the 
performance of any such act shall be extended for a period equivalent to the period of such delay.  
In the event of partial destruction of the Premises, rent shall abate for the portion of the Premises 
that is rendered unusable by the Tenant by reason of the destruction, until it is restored by Landlord.  
In the event of complete destruction, the Landlord has the option to restore or terminate the Lease, 
in which event Tenant shall be relieved from its rent obligation.  Nothing in this clause shall excuse 
Tenant from prompt payment of any taxes, insurance or any other charge required of Tenant, 
except as may be expressly provided in this Lease. 

18.17 Liens 

(a) Exemption of Landlord from Liability 
 
 Tenant shall at all times indemnify and save Landlord harmless from all claims for labor 
or materials in connection with construction, repair, alteration, or installation of structures, 
improvements, equipment or facilities within the premises for work undertaken by Tenant or 
Tenant’s contractors, and from the cost of defending against such claims, including attorney fees. 

  
 
 
 
 
In Witness Whereof Landlord and Tenant have executed this Lease as of the date first written 
above. 
 
 
LANDLORD: STATE OF CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
 
 
 
 
Dated: ________________       By: ____________________________________ 
      LINDA M. EMADZADEH,  
      District Office Chief 
      R/W Airspace, Excess Lands and LPA 
     
 



 

 25  
12803959.2 

TENANT:  GOLDEN GATE BRIDGE HIGHWAY AND TRANSPORTATION DISTRICT  
 
 
 

Dated: ________________       By: ____________________________________ 
 DENIS J. MULLIGAN  
 Its: General Manager 
Approved as to Form 
 

By: ________________________________ 
  Its: Legal Counsel  
 
Attest: 
 
By:_________________________________  
       AMORETTE KO WONG 
 Its: Secretary of the District 
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EXHIBIT A 
 

Between 3rd and 4th Streets between Perry and Stillman St. 
 

 
 

 
 

Looking northeast from Perry St 
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EXHIBIT B 
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EXHIBIT C 
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EXHIBIT D 

 
San Francisco Bus Facility Construction 

Contract No. 2011-BT-1 
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State of California California State Transportation Agency 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

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

M e m o r a n d u m 
To: CHAIR AND COMMISSIONERS 

CALIFORNIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION 
CTC Meeting:  January 18-19, 2017 

Reference No.:  2.4c.(2)
Action Item 

From:  NORMA ORTEGA 
Chief Financial Officer 

Prepared by: Jennifer S. Lowden, Chief 
Division of Right of Way 
and Land Surveys 

Subject: AIRSPACE LEASE – TRANSBAY JOINT POWERS AUTHORITY REQUEST TO  
APPROVE TERMS, CONDITIONS AND EXECUTION OF A LONG TERM LEASE 

RECOMMENDATION 

The California Department of Transportation (Department) recommends that the California 
Transportation Commission (Commission) approve terms and conditions of a new lease to  
Transbay Joint Powers Authority (TJPA). 

BACKGROUND 

At the October 2016 meeting, the Commission approved a request to authorize execution of a long 

term lease with the Transbay Joint Powers Authority (TJPA) and Golden Gate Bridge and 

Highway Transportation Department.  The Commission further approved an 85 percent discount of 

the Fair Market Lease Rate (FMLR) as an exception to the 20 percent Commission - Resolution  

G-03-03 discount, a 25-year lease term, a yearly three percent fixed escalation rate with no  

re-evaluation for market conditions during the lease term, a re-evaluation every five years for legal 

requirements, subleases to other public mass transit agencies at a 85 percent or greater discount of 

the FMLR, no sub-leases for commercial non-mass transit purposes unless competitively bid with 

100 percent of the “off hours” lease revenue paid to the Department to be deposited in the State 

Highway Account and with this Action Item, the actual lease agreement with all terms and 

conditions is presented for approval to the Commission.  The terms and conditions as approved by 

the Commission have been accepted by the Federal Highway Administration in a Public Interest 

Finding dated 12/12/2016.  

The subject parcel (parcel) is currently under a month to month lease for parking purposes with a 
private entity.  The parcel is a 106,480 square foot, rectangular parcel.  The parcel is located under 
Interstate 280 in the City of San Francisco (City).  The proposed use is to sub-lease site to 
Alameda-Contra Costa Transit District for off hour, short-term bus parking and storage instead of 
driving buses across the Bay Bridge to the East Bay storage yards. 

Tab 54



CHAIR AND COMMISSIONERS Reference No.  2.4c.(2) 
CALIFORNIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION January 18-19, 2017 

 Page 2 of 2 
 

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

 

BENEFITS TO THE DEPARTMENT: 

 

Executing a long term lease with TJPA will enhance the City’s downtown area by creating a more 
livable, transportation friendly neighborhood.  Transportation is the State’s largest aggregate 
source of greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions accounting for nearly 40 percent of all carbon based 
pollutants.  Existing Governor’s Executive Orders and State laws call for gradually reducing GHG 
over coming decades, through a series of actions.  It is in the Department’s best interest to 
authorize the execution of this lease with GGBHTD, as the State will benefit financially by having 
a secure, long-term revenue stream and benefit from an anticipated reduction in GHG emissions, 
moving the State closer to mandated GHG reductions.  The Department, therefore, requests 
approval of the terms and conditions of a new lease to TJPA.  

 
LEASE TERMS 
 
New Lease 
Term:  25 years (ending February 28, 2042) 
Rent:  $21,562/mo. (beginning March 1, 2017) 
Annual Increase:  Three percent 
Re-evaluation:  None 

Next Rent Increase:  March 1, 2018 
Appraised Value:  $143,748/mo. ($1.35/square foot/month) 
 

SUMMARY 
 
It is in the Department’s best interest to authorize execution of the 25-year lease term as previously 
approved.  We therefore request approval of the terms and conditions of the new lease to TJPA. 
 
Attachments 
Exhibit A - Proposed Lease  
Exhibit B - Airspace Map and Aerial Map  
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(Lease Area No. 04-SF-BT-04) 
(Account No. 04-A70001-04-24) 

 
STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
AIRSPACE LEASE 

 
THIS LEASE, dated       is by and between the STATE OF CALIFORNIA, 
acting by and through its Department of Transportation, hereinafter called "Landlord," and the 
TRANSBAY JOINT POWERS AUTHORITY, hereinafter called "Tenant." 
 

W I T N E S S E T H 
 

 For and in consideration of the rental and of the covenants and agreements hereinafter set forth 
to be kept and performed by the Tenant, Landlord hereby leases to Tenant and Tenant hereby leases 
from Landlord the Premises herein described for the term, at the rental and subject to and upon all of 
the terms, covenants and agreements hereinafter set forth. 
 
ARTICLE 1.  SUMMARY OF LEASE PROVISIONS 
 
Landlord:  California Department of Transportation 
 
Tenant:  Transbay Joint Powers Authority 
 
Premises:  04-SF-BT-04 located in the City and County of San Francisco, State of California, and more 
particularly described in Article 2. 
 
Lease Term:  25 Years, commencing March 1, 2017 and expiring on February 28, 2042 
 
Monthly Rent:  $ 21,562.00 (Article 4) 
 
Security Deposit:  $ 0.00 (Article 18) 
 
Use:  Parking and staging facility for mass transit vehicles operating through the Transbay Transit 
Center  (Article 5)  
 
Comprehensive General Liability Insurance:  $5,000,000.  (Article 10) 
 Insurance provider:          . 
 Policy number:          . 
Business Automobile Liability Insurance: $1,000,000.  (Article 10) 
 Insurance provider:          . 
 Policy number:          . 
Garage Keeper's Legal Liability Insurance: $1,000,000.  (Article 10) 
 Insurance provider:          . 
 Policy number:          . 
Workers' Compensation Insurance: $1,000,000. (Article 10) 
 Insurance provider:          . 
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 Policy number:          . 
 
 
Addresses for Notices:  (Article 19) 
 
To Landlord: 
 
Department of Transportation 
Right of Way Airspace Development MS 11 
US Mail:  PO Box 23440, Oakland, CA 94623-0440 
Street Address:  111 Grand Avenue, 13th floor Oakland, CA 94612-3771 
 
To Tenant:     Transbay Joint Powers Authority 

201 Mission Street, Suite 2100 
San Francisco, California 94105 

 Email:                 Phone:    
 

References in this Article 1 to the other Articles are for convenience and designate other Articles 
where references to the particular item contained in the Summary of Lease Provisions appear.  Each 
reference in this Lease to the Summary of Lease Provisions contained in this Article 1 shall be construed 
to incorporate all of the terms provided under the Summary of Lease Provisions.  In the event of any 
conflict between the Summary of Lease Provisions and the balance of the Lease, the latter shall control. 
 
ARTICLE 2.  PREMISES 
 

Landlord hereby leases to Tenant, and Tenant hereby leases from Landlord, for the term, at the 
rent, and upon the covenants and conditions hereinafter set forth, that certain Premises with an 
approximate area of 106,480sf known as Freeway Lease Area No. 04-SF-BT-04, situated under the Bay 
Bridge West Approach SF-80 elevated freeway structure between 2nd and 3rd Streets in the City and 
County of San Francisco, said land or interest therein being shown on the map marked "Exhibit A," 
attached hereto and by this reference made a part hereof. 

EXCEPTING THEREFROM all those portions of the above-described Premises occupied by the 
supports and foundations of the existing structure. 

ALSO EXCEPTING THEREFROM all that portion of the Premises above a horizontal plane 5 
feet below the underside of the superstructure of the existing structure, which plane extends to a line 10 
feet, measured horizontally, beyond the outermost protrusion of the superstructure of the structure. 

California Civil Code Section 1938 requires commercial landlords to disclose to tenants whether 
the property being leased has undergone inspection by a Certified Access Specialist ("CASp") to 
determine whether the property meets all applicable construction-related accessibility requirements. 
Tenant is hereby advised that the Premises have NOT been inspected by a CASp. 
 
ARTICLE 3.  TERM 
 

The term of this Lease shall be for 25 Years, commencing March 1, 2017 (Commencement Date), 
and expiring on February 28, 2042. 
 
ARTICLE 4.  RENT 
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4.1 Monthly Rent 
 
 Tenant shall pay to Landlord as Monthly Rent, without deduction, setoff, prior notice, or demand, 
the sum of $21,562.00, representing 106,480 square feet of net rentable area, as shown on Exhibit A, 
multiplied by $0.2025/sf per month (“Monthly Rental Rate”). The Monthly Rental Rate represents the 
fair market rental rate of $1.35/sf per month established pursuant to a written appraisal approved by 
Landlord (“Fair Market Rental Rate or FMRR”), less an 85% discount, as authorized by the California 
Transportation Commission at its October 20, 2016 meeting.  
 Monthly rent for the first month or portion of it shall be paid on the Term commencement date.  
Minimum monthly rent for any partial month shall be prorated at the rate of 1/30th of the minimum 
monthly rent per day.  All rent checks shall have printed on their face the following tenancy reference 
number 04-A70001-04-24 and shall be paid to Landlord at the following address:  State of California, 
Department of Transportation, Attention: Cashier, P. O. Box 168019, Sacramento, CA 95816-8019.   
 
4.2 Annual Rent Adjustment 
 

Beginning one year following the Commencement Date as defined in Article 3, Term, and 
continuing thereafter on each anniversary thereof (“Anniversary Date”), Monthly Rent provided for in 
Section 4.1 shall be adjusted by a fixed escalation rate of three percent (3%) rounded to the closest $1.00.  
Landlord shall not be required to provide any further notice to Tenant regarding annual rent adjustments 
during the Lease term.  Table 4.2.1 provides Tenant’s rent obligation for the 25 year term. 
 
Table 4.2.1 
 
Lease Year                                 Period  Rent
Year 1 March 1, 2017 – February 28, 2018 $21,562.00 
Year 2 March 1, 2018 – February 28, 2019 $22,209.00 
Year 3 March 1, 2019 – February 28, 2020 $22,875.00 
Year 4 March 1, 2020 – February 28, 2021 $23,561.00 
Year 5 March 1, 2021 – February 28, 2022 $24,268.00 
Year 6 March 1, 2022 – February 28, 2023 $24,996.00 
Year 7 March 1, 2023 – February 28, 2024 $25,746.00 
Year 8 March 1, 2024 – February 28, 2025 $26,519.00 
Year 9 March 1, 2025 – February 28, 2026 $27,314.00 
Year 10 March 1, 2026 – February 28, 2027 $28,134.00 
Year 11 March 1, 2027 – February 28, 2028 $28,978.00 
Year 12 March 1, 2028 – February 28, 2029 $29,847.00 
Year 13 March 1, 2029 – February 28, 2030 $30,742.00 
Year 14 March 1, 2030 – February 28, 2031 $31,665.00 
Year 15 March 1, 2031 – February 28, 2032 $32,614.00 
Year 16 March 1, 2032 – February 28, 2033 $33,593.00 
Year 17 March 1, 2033 – February 28, 2034 $34,601.00 
Year 18 March 1, 2034 – February 28, 2035 $35,639.00 
Year 19 March 1, 2035 – February 28, 2036 $36,708.00 
Year 20 March 1, 2036 – February 28, 2037 $37,809.00 
Year 21 March 1, 2037 – February 28, 2038 $38,943.00 
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Year 22 March 1, 2038 – February 28, 2039 $40,112.00 
Year 23 March 1, 2039 – February 28, 2040 $41,315.00 
Year 24 March 1, 2040 – February 28, 2041 $42,554.00 
Year 25 March 1, 2041 – February 28, 2042 $43,831.00 
 
4.3 Landlord's Compensation upon Sublease of Tenant's Leasehold  
 

(a) In the event that Tenant voluntarily subleases any of Tenant's rights in the Premises, Tenant 
shall pay to Landlord compensation in connection with the transaction in an amount equal to 100 percent 
(100%) of any and all consideration, whether in present payments or in future payments, which Tenant 
receives from a subtenant in excess of the amount of rent Tenant is obligated to pay to Landlord under 
this Lease. 

(b) Payment by Tenant of the amount of compensation required under this Section 4.3 is a 
condition to Landlord's giving its consent to any sublease under Article 16, and Landlord may withhold 
its consent to any such sublease until this compensation has been paid.  In addition, before Landlord 
gives its consent to any such transaction, Tenant shall deliver to the subtenant a written summary of all 
sums due and owing to Landlord under this section and shall deliver to Landlord a written 
acknowledgement by the subtenant that said person affirms that the sums are due and owing to Landlord 
and that said person accepts responsibility for ensuring that such sums are paid directly to Landlord. 

 
4.4 Reevaluation on Change in Use 
 
 Landlord expressly reserves the right to establish a new minimum monthly rent as a condition to 
Landlord’s approval of any use of the Premises not specifically permitted by Section 5.1 and as a 
condition to any amendment to or changes in the uses permitted by that section.  
 
4.5 Reevaluation on Transfer 
 
 Landlord expressly reserves the right to establish a new minimum monthly rent as a condition 
to Landlord’s specific approval of any transfer, or assignment of this Lease or any subletting of all or 
any portion of the Premises; provided, however, that Tenant shall have the right from time to time, 
upon notice to, but without the consent of Landlord, to transfer this Lease or use and occupancy of all 
or any of the Premises to any person or entity that directly or indirectly controls, is controlled by or is 
under common control with Tenant for any or all of the uses permitted under this Lease without any 
such new minimum monthly rent and without obtaining Landlord’s consent. 
 
ARTICLE 5.  USE 
 
5.1 Specified Use 
 

The Premises shall be used and occupied by Tenant only and exclusively for the purpose of 
operating a parking and staging facility for public mass transit vehicles routing through the Transbay 
Transit Center and for no other purpose whatsoever without obtaining prior written consent of Landlord 
and the concurrence of the Federal Highway Administration.  Landlord expressly reserves the right to 
establish a new minimum monthly rent as a condition to Landlord’s approval of any use of the leased 
premises not specifically permitted by this section. 
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5.2 Condition of Premises 
 

Tenant hereby accepts the Premises in the AS-IS condition existing as of the date of the 
execution hereof, subject to all applicable zoning, municipal, county, state and federal laws, ordinances 
and regulations governing and regulating the use of the Premises, and accepts this Lease subject thereto 
and to all matters disclosed thereby and by any exhibits attached hereto.  Tenant acknowledges that 
neither Landlord nor any agent of Landlord has made any representation or warranty with respect to the 
condition of the Premises or the suitability thereof for the conduct of Tenant’s business, nor has Landlord 
agreed to undertake any modification, alteration or improvement to the Premises except as provided in 
this Lease. 

Except as may be otherwise expressly provided in this Lease, the taking of possession of the 
Premises by Tenant shall in itself constitute acknowledgement that the Premises are in good and 
Tenantable condition, and Tenant agrees to accept the Premises in its presently existing condition "as 
is", and that the Landlord shall not be obligated to make any improvements or modifications thereto 
except to the extent that may otherwise be expressly provided in this Lease. 

Tenant represents and acknowledges that it has made a sufficient investigation of the conditions 
of the Premises existing immediately prior to the execution of this Lease (including investigation of the 
surface, subsurface and groundwater for contamination and hazardous materials) and is satisfied that the 
Premises will safely support the type of improvements, if any, to be constructed and maintained by 
Tenant upon the Premises, that the Premises is otherwise fully fit physically and lawfully for the uses 
required and permitted by this Lease and that Tenant accepts all risks associated therewith. 

Tenant acknowledges that (1) Landlord has informed Tenant prior to the commencement of the 
term of this Lease that the Landlord does not know nor has reasonable cause to believe that any release 
of any hazardous material has come to be located on or beneath the Premises; (2) prior to the 
commencement of the term of this Lease, the Landlord has made available to Tenant, for review and 
inspection, records in the possession or control of the Landlord which might reflect the potential 
existence of hazardous materials on or beneath the Premises; (3) Landlord has provided Tenant access 
to the Premises for a reasonable time and upon reasonable terms and conditions for purposes of providing 
to Tenant the opportunity to investigate, sample and analyze the soil and groundwater on the Premises 
for the presence of hazardous materials; (4) by signing this Lease Tenant represents to Landlord that, 
except as otherwise may be stated on “Exhibit C” attached hereto and by this reference incorporated 
herein, Tenant does not know nor has reasonable cause to believe that any release of hazardous material 
has come to be located on or beneath the Premises and (5) with respect to any hazardous material which 
Tenant knows or has reasonable cause to believe has come or will come to be located on or beneath the 
Premises, Tenant has listed the hazardous material on attached “Exhibit C” and agrees promptly to 
commence and complete the removal of or other appropriate remedial action regarding the hazardous 
material at no cost or expense to Landlord and in full compliance with all applicable laws, regulations, 
permits, approvals and authorizations.  The phrase “hazardous material,” as used herein, has the same 
meaning as that phrase has in Section 5.7 of this Lease. 

Tenant agrees that, except as otherwise expressly provided in this Lease, Tenant is solely 
responsible without any cost or expense to the Landlord to take all actions necessary, off as well as on 
the Premises to improve and continuously use the Premises as required by this Lease and in compliance 
with all applicable laws and regulations. 
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5.3 Compliance with Law 
 

Tenant shall not use the Premises or permit anything to be done in or about the Premises which 
will in any way conflict with any law, statute, zoning restriction, ordinance or governmental rule or 
regulation or requirements of duly constituted public authorities now in force or which may hereafter be 
in force, or with the requirements of the State Fire Marshal or other similar body now or hereafter 
constituted, relating to or affecting the condition, use or occupancy of the Premises.  The judgment of 
any court of competent jurisdiction or the admission of Tenant in any action against Tenant, whether 
Landlord be a party thereto or not, that Tenant has violated any law, statute, ordinance or governmental 
rule, regulation or requirement, shall be conclusive of that fact as between Landlord and Tenant.  Tenant 
shall not allow the Premises to be used for any unlawful purpose, nor shall Tenant cause, maintain or 
permit any nuisance in, on or about the Premises.  Tenant shall not commit or suffer to be committed 
any waste in or upon the Premises. 
 
5.4 Compliance with Requirements of Lease Application 
 

By executing this Lease, Tenant certifies that all the statements made in the Lease Application 
for this Lease are true and correct.  If at any time during the term of this Lease Landlord discovers that 
any statement Tenant made in the Airspace Lease Application is false, this Lease may be terminated 
immediately by Landlord and be of no further force or effect. 

 
5.5 Petroleum Products 
 

Tenant shall not install facilities for, nor operate on the Premises, a gasoline or petroleum supply 
station. Tenant shall not permit on the Premises any vehicles used or designed for the transportation or 
storage of gasoline or petroleum products. Tenant shall also not permit on the Premises any bulk storage 
of gasoline or petroleum products. 
 
5.6 Explosives and Flammable Materials 
 

The Premises shall not be used for the manufacture of flammable materials or explosives, or for 
any storage of flammable materials, explosives or other materials or other purposes deemed by Landlord 
to be a potential fire or other hazard to the transportation facility.  The operation and maintenance of the 
Premises shall be subject to regulations of Landlord so as to protect against fire or other hazard impairing 
the use, safety and appearance of the transportation facility.  The occupancy and use of the Premises 
shall not be such as will permit hazardous or unreasonably objectionable smoke, fumes, vapors or odors 
to rise above the surface of the traveled way of the transportation facility. 
 
5.7 Hazardous Materials 
 

Tenant shall at all times and in all respects comply with all federal, state and local laws, 
ordinances and regulations, including, but not limited to, the Federal Water Pollution Control Act (33 
U.S.C. section 1251, et seq.), Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (42 U.S.C. section 6901, et seq.), 
Safe Drinking Water Act (42 U.S.C. section 300f, et seq.), Toxic Substances Control Act (15 U.S.C. 
section 2601, et seq.), Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. section 7401, et seq.), Comprehensive Environmental 
Response, Compensation and Liability Act (42 U.S.C. section 9601, et seq.), Safe Drinking Water and 
Toxic Enforcement Act (California Health and Safety Code section 25249.5, et seq.), other applicable 
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provisions of the California Health and Safety Code (section 25100, et seq., and section 39000, et seq.), 
California Water Code (section 13000, et seq.), and other comparable state laws, regulations and local 
ordinances relating to industrial hygiene, environmental protection or the use, analysis, generation, 
manufacture, storage, disposal or transportation of any oil, flammable explosives, asbestos, urea 
formaldehyde, radioactive materials or waste, or other hazardous, toxic, contaminated or polluting 
materials, substances or wastes, including, without limitation, any “hazardous substances” under any 
such laws, ordinances or regulations (collectively “Hazardous Materials Laws”).  As used in the 
provisions of this Lease, “hazardous materials” include any “hazardous substance” as that term is defined 
in section 25316 of the California Health and Safety Code and any other material or substance listed or 
regulated by any Hazardous Materials Law or posing a hazard to health or the environment.  Except as 
otherwise expressly permitted in this Lease, Tenant shall not use, create, store or allow any hazardous 
materials on the premises.  Fuel stored in a motor vehicle for the exclusive use in such vehicle is 
excepted. 

In no case shall Tenant cause or allow the deposit or disposal of any hazardous materials on the 
Premises.  Landlord, or its agents or contractors, shall at all times have the right to go upon and inspect 
the Premises and the operations thereon to assure compliance with the requirements herein stated.  This 
inspection may include taking samples of substances and materials present for testing, and/or the testing 
of soils or underground tanks on the Premises. 
 In the event Tenant breaches any of the provisions of this Section, this Lease may be terminated 
immediately by Landlord and be of no further force or effect.  It is the intent of the parties hereto that 
Tenant shall be responsible for and bear the entire cost of removal and disposal of hazardous materials 
introduced to the Premises during Tenant’s period of use and possession as owner, operator or Tenant 
of the Premises.  Tenant shall also be responsible for any clean-up and decontamination on or off the 
Premises necessitated by the introduction of such hazardous materials on the Premises.  Tenant shall not 
be responsible for or bear the cost of removal or disposal of hazardous materials introduced to the 
Premises by any party other than Tenant during any period prior to commencement of Tenant’s period 
of use and possession of the Premises as owner, operator or Tenant. 
 Tenant shall further hold Landlord, and its officers and employees, harmless from all 
responsibility, liability and claim for damages resulting from the presence or use of hazardous materials 
on the Premises during Tenant's period of use and possession of the Premises. 
 
5.8 Signs 
 
 Not more than four (4) advertising signs of a size not greater than thirty (30) square feet of surface 
area may be erected on the Premises.  The wording on these signs shall be limited to Tenant's name or 
trade name, the words "Parking," or "Auto Parking," a statement of rates, and a directional arrow.  The 
location of all these signs shall be subject to Landlord's prior approval.  None of these signs shall be 
attached to or painted on any bridge structure or building without the express written consent of 
Landlord.  All of these signs shall also comply with all applicable requirements of local governmental 
entitles, including governmental approval and payment of any fees. 
 Except as set forth in the previous paragraph of this Section, Tenant shall not construct, erect, 
maintain or permit any sign, banner or flag upon the Premises without the prior written approval of 
Landlord. Tenant shall not place, construct or maintain upon the Premises any advertising media that 
include moving or rotating parts, searchlights, flashing lights, loudspeakers, phonographs or other 
similar visual or audio media. The term "sign" means any card, cloth, paper, metal, painted or wooden 
sign of any character placed for any purpose on or to the ground or any tree, wall, bush, rock, fence, 
building, structure, trailer or thing.  Landlord may remove any unapproved sign, banner or flag existing 
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on the Premises, and Tenant shall be liable to and shall reimburse Landlord for the cost of such removal 
plus interest as provided in Section 19.11 from the date of completion of such removal. 
 
5.9 Landlord's Rules and Regulations 
 
 Tenant shall faithfully observe and comply with the rules and regulations that Landlord shall 
from time to time promulgate for the protection of the transportation facility and the safety of the 
traveling public.  Landlord reserves the right from time to time to make reasonable modifications to said 
rules and regulations.  The additions and modifications to those rules and regulations shall be binding 
upon Tenant upon delivery of a copy of them to Tenant. 
 
5.10 Wrecked Vehicles 
 
 Tenant shall not park or store wrecked or inoperable vehicles of any kind on the Premises. 
 
5.11 Vending 
 

No third party vending of any kind or character shall be conducted, permitted or allowed upon 
the Premises without the prior express written consent of Landlord. 
 
5.12 Water Pollution Control 
 

Tenant  shall comply with all applicable State and Federal water pollution control requirements 
regarding storm water and non-storm water discharges from the tenant’s leasehold area and will be 
responsible for all applicable permits including but not limited to the National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System (NPDES) General Permit and Waste Discharge Requirements for Discharges of 
Stormwater Associated with Industrial Activities (Excluding Construction), the NPDES General Permit 
for Stormwater Discharges Associated with Construction and Land Disturbance Activities, and the 
Caltrans Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System NPDES Permit, and permits and ordinances issued to 
and promulgated by municipalities, counties, drainage districts, and other local agencies regarding 
discharges of storm water and non-storm water to sewer systems, storm drain systems, or any 
watercourses under the jurisdiction of the above agencies.  Copies of the current storm water related 
NPDES permits are available on the State Water Resources Control Board’s website at 
http://www.swrcb.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/stormwater/. 

Tenant understands the discharge of non-storm water into the storm sewer system is prohibited 
unless specifically authorized by one of the permits or ordinances listed above.  In order to prevent the 
discharge of non-storm water into the storm sewer system, vehicle or equipment washing, fueling, 
maintenance and repair on the Premises is prohibited.   

In order to prevent the discharge of pollutants to storm water resulting from contact with 
hazardous material, the storage or stockpile of hazardous material on Premises is strictly prohibited. 

Tenant shall implement and maintain the Best Management Practices (BMPs) shown in the 
attached Stormwater Pollution Prevention Fact Sheet(s) for: Parking and Storage marked “Exhibit B.”  
Tenant shall identify any other potential sources of storm water and non-storm water pollution resulting 
from Tenant’s activities on the premises, which are not addressed by the BMPs, contained in the attached 
Fact Sheet(s), and shall implement additional BMPs to prevent pollution from those sources.  Additional 
BMPs may be obtained from 2 other manuals:  
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(1) Right of Way Property Management and Airspace Storm Water Guidance Manual available 
for review online at:  www.dot.ca.gov/hq/row/rwstormwater, and  

(2) Construction Site Best Management Practices Manual, available for review online at:  
www.dot.ca.gov/hq/construc/stormwater/manuals.htm.  
In the event of conflict between the attached fact sheet(s), the above-referenced manuals, and this Lease, 
this Lease shall control. 

Tenant shall provide Landlord with the Standard Industrial Classification (SIC) code applicable 
to Lessee’s facilities and activities on the lease premises.  A list of SIC codes regulated under the General 
Industrial Permit SIC codes may be found at the State Water Resources Control Board website:  
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/stormwater/gen_indus.shtml.  Other SIC codes 
may be found at www.osha.gov/pls/imis/sicsearch.html. 

Landlord, or its agents or contractors, shall at all times have the right to enter and inspect the 
Premises and the operations thereon to assure compliance with the applicable permits, and ordinances 
listed above.  Inspection may include taking samples of substances and materials present for testing, 
and/or the testing of storm sewer systems or watercourses on the Premises. 

 
ARTICLE 6.  IMPROVEMENTS 
 
6.1 No Improvements Without Prior Written Consent of Landlord 
 

Tenant has provided to Landlord for review and approval design plans and specifications for the 
Transbay Transit Center Program Bus Storage Project Contract No. 16-XX-BSF-000.  Landlord may 
consent to the proposed improvements upon issuance of an executed Encroachment Permit. 

No additional improvements of any kind beyond the scope of work included and approved within 
Contract No. 16-XX-BSF-000 shall be placed in, on, or upon the Premises, and no alterations shall be 
made in, on, or upon the Premises without the prior written consent of Landlord and the concurrence of 
the Federal Highway Administration.  Tenant may, at its sole expense, install and maintain any additional 
fencing and entrances that may be required by its use of the Premises, subject to the approval of the 
location by Landlord, the Federal Highway Administration and the City and County of San Francisco; 
provided that Tenant shall at its sole expense construct and maintain sidewalks and driveways at the 
locations where the additional entrances are installed.  In the event Tenant violates any of the provisions 
of this Article, this Lease may be terminated immediately by Landlord and be of no further force or 
effect. 
 
6.2 Encroachment Permit 
 
 Tenant, prior to construction or alteration of any improvements on or of the leased premises, shall 
obtain an executed Encroachment Permit from Landlord. 
 Issuance by Landlord of an Encroachment Permit shall be contingent upon Tenant's providing, 
at Landlord’s sole discretion, all or a combination of, the following, to the extent applicable: 
 (a) Final construction plans and detailed specifications.  All such plans and specifications 
submitted by Tenant to Landlord shall be subject to the review and approval of Landlord, the State Fire 
Marshal and if on an interstate freeway the Federal Highway Administration. 
 (b) Evidence of coverage that assures Landlord that sufficient monies will be available to 
complete the proposed construction or alteration.  The amount of coverage shall be at least equal to the 
total estimated construction cost.  Such coverage shall take one of the following forms: 
 (1) Completion bond issued to Landlord as obligee. 
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 (2) Performance bond and labor and material bond or performance bond containing the 
provisions of the labor and material bond supplied by Tenant's contractor or contractors, provided said 
bonds are issued jointly to Tenant and Landlord as obligees. 
 (3) Satisfactory evidence of availability of funds necessary for completion of the proposed 
construction or alteration. 
 (4) Any combination of the above. 
 All bonds shall be issued by a company qualified to do business in the State of California and 
acceptable to Landlord.  All bonds be in a form acceptable to Landlord and shall ensure faithful and full 
observance and performance by Tenant of all terms, conditions, covenants and agreements relating to 
the construction of improvements within the leased premises. 
 (c) Liability insurance as provided in Article 10. 
 (d) A copy of a building permit issued by the appropriate local jurisdiction. 
 (e) A copy of Tenant's contract with the general contractor actually performing construction. 
 (f) Note and Deed of Trust, if any. 
 (g) Loan escrow instructions, if any. 
 (h) Final landscaping and irrigation plans and detailed specifications including a maintenance 
plan for litter removal, watering, fertilization and replacement of landscaping. 
 (i) Evidence of compliance with the applicable provisions of all federal, state and local 
environmental statutes, laws, regulations and ordinances. 
 Tenant agrees to diligently apply for and meet all requirements for issuance of the Encroachment 
Permit and Landlord agrees to not unreasonably withhold issuance of said Encroachment Permit.  Tenant 
is obligated to  deliver to Landlord the documents described in subdivisions (a) through (i) of this section 
regardless of whether an Encroachment Permit may have been issued inadvertently before these 
documents have been provided to Landlord. 
 
6.3 Planning and Zoning 
 

Tenant’s use and proposed improvements shall be subject to all applicable zoning, municipal, 
county, state and federal laws, ordinances and regulations governing and regulating the use of the 
Premises. 

 
6.4 Standard of Construction 
 
 Tenant agrees that any improvements or construction upon the premises shall:  (a) be consistent 
with all fire safety requirements including State Fire Marshall approval, (b) be subject to the approval of 
Landlord, and (c) in every respect comply with the laws, ordinances and regulations, federal, state, 
municipal or otherwise, that may govern construction of the same.  Tenant shall not construct or place 
on the leased premises any improvements which impair Landlord's ability to maintain, operate, use, 
repair or improve any part of the transportation facility situated on the leased premises or on adjoining 
real property. Tenant shall save Landlord harmless of and from any loss or damage caused by reason of 
the construction of said improvements. 
 
6.5 Soil Testing 
 
 At Tenant's sole cost and expense, Tenant shall secure soil compaction tests and other tests as 
necessary for construction of Tenant's improvements and for the support of the improvements on the 
underlying land or structures thereon.  Tenant shall notify Landlord of the location of all test borings, 
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which shall not interfere in any manner with the operation of the facility by Landlord.  Tenant hereby 
agrees that Landlord is making no representation regarding existing soil compaction or structural 
capability of the land or any existing structure thereon.  Responsibility for any loss or damage caused by 
inadequate soil compaction or other structural capacity for Tenant's proposed improvements shall be 
subject to the indemnification provisions of Section 10.1 
 
6.6 Commencement of Construction 
 
 Tenant shall commence construction of the improvements described in Tenant's final 
construction plans and detailed specifications within 180 days of the date of execution of this Lease.  For 
the purposes of this Article, construction shall be deemed to have commenced upon the issuance by 
Landlord of an encroachment permit under Section 7.1.  In the event construction is not commenced 
within the time set forth herein, this Lease may be terminated by Landlord and thereafter be of no further 
force and effect. 
 
6.7 Completion of Construction and Occupancy of Improvements 
 
 Construction of the improvements shall be completed consistent with the approved construction 
plans within two years after the commencement of construction.  Tenant shall not occupy or use any of 
the improvements until Tenant has received final building approval and a Certificate of Occupancy from 
the appropriate local agency and Landlord has issued to Tenant an executed Encroachment Permit 
Completion Notice.  In the event Tenant violates any of the provisions of this section, this Lease may be 
terminated by Landlord and be of no further force and effect. 
 
6.8 "As-Built" Plans 
 
 Within ninety (90) days after completion of construction of improvements or alterations, 
Tenant shall furnish Landlord, at Tenant's expense, one set of "As-Built" plans, according to a scale 
and size designated by Landlord, showing said improvements as constructed in detail, including the 
location of underground and aboveground utility lines. 
 
6.9 Termination If Required Construction Proves Economically Infeasible 
 

This Lease requires Tenant to submit plans for any proposed improvements and construction 
activities conducted on the premises and to obtain an Encroachment Permit prior to beginning any 
construction related activities on the premises.  If Landlord’s Encroachment Permits office reviews 
Tenant’s plans, and thereafter requires Tenant to construct certain improvements or to employ certain 
construction methods as a condition of the Encroachment Permit, Tenant shall have the option to elect 
not to proceed with the construction or to terminate this lease agreement if the required improvements 
or construction methods prove economically infeasible to Tenant. 
 
ARTICLE 7.  SURRENDER OF PREMISES AT EXPIRATION OR TERMINATION OF LEASE 
 
 At the expiration or earlier termination of this Lease, Tenant shall peaceably and quietly leave, 
surrender, and yield up to Landlord the Premises together with all appurtenances and fixtures in good 
order, condition and repair, reasonable wear and tear excepted. 
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ARTICLE 8.  OWNERSHIP AND REMOVAL OF IMPROVEMENTS AND PERSONAL 
PROPERTY 
 
8.1 Ownership of Improvements During Term 
 
 All improvements constructed on the premises by Tenant as permitted or required by this Lease 
shall, during the term of this Lease, be and remain the property of Tenant; provided, however, that 
Tenant's rights and powers with respect to the improvements are subject to the terms and limitations of 
this Lease and Tenant's interest in such improvements shall terminate upon the expiration or earlier 
termination of this Lease.  Following completion of construction, Tenant shall not remove any 
improvements from the premises nor waste, destroy or modify any improvements on the premises, except 
as specifically permitted by this Lease.  At the expiration or termination of this lease, all improvements 
constructed on the premises by Tenant shall vest in Landlord.  Tenant shall deliver said improvements 
to Landlord in good condition and repair, reasonable wear and tear excepted, without compensation to 
Tenant, any subtenant or third party, free and clear of all claims to or against them by Tenant, any 
subtenant or third party, and Tenant shall defend and hold Landlord harmless from all liability arising 
from such claims or from the exercise by Landlord of its rights under this section.  In the event said 
improvements are not delivered to Landlord in good condition and repair, reasonable wear and tear 
excepted, Landlord shall make the necessary maintenance and repairs and Tenant shall be liable to and 
shall reimburse Landlord for any such expenditures made, plus interest as provided in Section 22.11 
from the date of completion of work.  Landlord and Tenant covenant for themselves and all persons 
claiming under or through them that the improvements are real property. 
 
8.2 Removal of Personal Property and Ownership at Termination 
 
 At the expiration or earlier termination of this Lease, Landlord may, at Landlord's sole election, 
require the removal from the premises, at Tenant's sole cost and expense, of all personal property (other 
than fixtures), or of certain personal property (other than fixtures), as specified in the notice provided for 
below.  A demand to take effect at the normal expiration of the term shall be effected by notice given at 
least thirty (30) days before the expiration date.  A demand to take effect on any other termination of the 
term of this Lease shall be effectuated by notice given concurrently with notice of such termination or 
within ten (10) days after such termination.  Tenant shall be liable to Landlord for costs incurred by 
Landlord in effecting the removal of personal property which Tenant has failed to remove after demand 
pursuant to this Section 8.2. 
 Tenant may remove any personal property from time to time within forty-five (45) days of the 
expiration of the term.  Tenant shall repair all damage (structural or otherwise) caused by any such 
removal.  Any personal property not removed by Tenant within forty-five (45) days following expiration 
of the term shall be deemed to be abandoned by Tenant and shall, without compensation to Tenant, 
become the Landlord's property, free and clear of all claims to or against them by Tenant or any other 
person. 
 
8.3 Removal of Improvements at Termination 
 
 Upon the expiration or earlier termination of this Lease, Landlord may, upon written notice, 
require Tenant to remove, at the sole cost and expense of Tenant, and not later than ninety (90) days 
after the expiration or earlier termination of this Lease, all structures, buildings and improvements of 
any kind whatsoever placed or maintained on the premises, whether below, on or above the ground by 
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Tenant or others, including, but not limited to, foundations, structures, buildings, utility lines, 
switchboards, transformer vaults and all other service facilities constructed or installed upon the 
premises; and Tenant shall, upon the expiration or earlier termination of this Lease, immediately restore, 
and quit and peacefully surrender possession of the premises to Landlord in at least as good and usable 
condition, acceptable to Landlord, as the same was in at the time of first occupation thereof by Tenant 
or others, ordinary wear and tear excepted, and shall, in any event, leave the surface of the ground in a 
level, graded condition, with no excavations, holes, hollows, hills or humps.  Should Tenant fail to so 
remove said structures, buildings and improvements and restore the premises, Landlord may sell, remove 
or demolish the same, and in the event of said sale, removal or demolition, Tenant shall reimburse 
Landlord for any cost or expense thereof in excess of any consideration received by Landlord as a result 
of such sale, removal or demolition. 
 
8.4 Liens 
 

(a)  Exemption of Landlord from Liability 
 
 Tenant shall at all times indemnify and save Landlord harmless from all claims for labor or 
materials in connection with construction, repair, alteration, or installation of structures, improvements, 
equipment or facilities by Tenant or Tenant’s agents within the premises, and from the cost of defending 
against such claims, including attorney fees. 
 

(b) Tenant's Obligations 
 
 In the event a lien is imposed upon the premises as a result of such construction, repair, alteration 
or installation by Tenant or Tenant’s agents, Tenant shall either: 
 (1) Record a valid Release of Lien, or 
 (2) Deposit sufficient cash with Landlord to cover the amount of the claim on the lien in 
question and authorize payment to the extent of said deposit to any subsequent judgment holder that may 
arise as a matter of public record from litigation with regard to a lienholder claim, or 
 (3) Procure and record a bond in accordance with Section 3143 of the California Civil Code, 
which frees the premises from the claim of the lien and from any action brought to foreclose the lien. 
 Should Tenant fail to accomplish one of the three optional actions within 15 days after the filing 
of such a lien, the Lease shall be in default and shall be subject to immediate termination. 
 
ARTICLE 9.  MAINTENANCE AND REPAIRS 
 
9.1 Tenant's Obligations 
 
 Tenant, at its own cost and expense, shall maintain the Premises, and keep it free of all grass, 
weeds, debris, and flammable materials of every description.  Tenant shall ensure that the Premises is at 
all times in an orderly, clean, safe, and sanitary condition.  Landlord requires a high standard of 
cleanliness, consistent with the location of the Premises as an adjunct of the California State Highway 
System.   

Tenant hereby expressly waives the right to make repairs at the expense of Landlord and waives 
the benefit of the provisions of Sections 1941 and 1942 of the California Civil Code or any successor 
thereto. 
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 Tenant shall take all steps necessary to protect effectively the fences, guardrails, and the piers 
and columns, if any, of the all structures from damage incident to Tenant's use of the Premises and any 
improvements, all without expense to Landlord.  Tenant shall, at its own cost and expense, repair in 
accordance with Landlord's standards any damage to any property owned by Landlord, including, but 
not limited to, all fences, guardrails, piers and columns, caused by Tenant, subtenants, invitees or other 
third parties.  At Tenant's request, Landlord will repair the damage to its property, and Tenant agrees to 
reimburse Landlord promptly after demand for the amount Landlord has reasonably expended to 
complete the repair work.  
 Tenant shall be responsible for the care, maintenance, and any required pruning of trees, shrubs, 
or any other landscaping on the Premises.  Tenant assumes the liability for any damage or injury caused 
by any falling branches or other such materials from any tree or shrub whether the branches fall due to 
lack of maintenance or act of god or any other natural or unnatural causes.  Tenant’s liability insurance 
required within Article 10 shall cover any damage caused by any falling tree or shrub branches or other 
materials; and, furthermore, per the same Article 10, Tenant covenants and agrees to indemnify and save 
harmless Landlord from all liability, loss, cost, and obligation on account of any injuries or losses caused 
by any falling branches or material from any tree or shrub. 
 Tenant shall designate in writing to Landlord a representative who shall be responsible for the 
day-to-day operation and level of maintenance, cleanliness and general order. 
 
9.2 Landlord's Rights 
 
 In the event Tenant fails to perform Tenant's obligations under this Article, Landlord shall give 
Tenant notice to do such acts as are reasonably required to so maintain the Premises.  If within ten (10) 
days after Landlord sends written notice to repair, Tenant fails to do the work and diligently proceed in 
good faith to prosecute it to completion, Landlord shall have the right, but not the obligation, to do such 
acts and expend such funds at the expense of Tenant as are reasonably required to perform such work.  
Any amount so expended by Landlord shall be paid by Tenant promptly after demand plus interest as 
provided in Section 19.11 from the date of completion of such work to date of payment.  Landlord shall 
have no liability to Tenant for any damage, inconvenience or interference with the use of the Premises 
by Tenant as a result of performing any such work. 
 
9.3 Retention of Existing Improvements 
 
 Landlord may at its option retain existing State improvements including fencing, lighting and 
irrigation facilities.  If Landlord elects to retain any improvements, Tenant shall remove same and deliver 
same to Landlord's nearest maintenance station at no cost to Landlord. 
 
ARTICLE 10.  INSURANCE 
 
10.1 Exemption of Landlord from Liability 
 
 This Lease is made upon the express condition that Landlord is to be free from all liability and 
claims for damages by reason of any injury to any person or persons, including Tenant, or property of 
any kind whatsoever and to whomsoever belonging, including Tenant, from any cause or causes resulting 
from the operation or use of the Premises by Tenant, its agents, customers or business invitees.  Tenant 
hereby covenants and agrees to indemnify and save harmless Landlord from all liability, loss, cost and 
obligation on account of any such injuries or losses. 
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10.2 Commercial General Liability Insurance 
 
 Tenant shall at its own cost and expense procure and keep in force during the term of this Lease 
comprehensive bodily injury liability and property damage liability insurance adequate to protect 
Landlord, its officers, agents and employees, against any liability to the public resulting from injury or 
death of any person or damage to property in connection with the area, operation or condition of the 
Premises, including any and all liability of Landlord for damage to vehicles parked on the Premises.  
Such insurance shall be in an amount of not less than $5,000,000 combined single limit for bodily injury 
and property damage.  The limits of such insurance shall not limit the liability of Tenant.  All insurance 
required hereunder shall be with companies to be approved by Landlord.  All such policies shall be 
written as primary policies, not contributing with and not in excess of coverage which Landlord may 
carry.  Said policies shall name the State as an additional insured and shall insure against the contingent 
liabilities, if any, of Landlord and the officers, agents, and employees of Landlord and shall obligate the 
insurance carriers to notify Landlord, in writing, not less than thirty (30) days prior to the cancellation 
thereof, or any other change affecting the coverage of the policies.  If said policies contain any exclusion 
concerning property in the care, custody or control of the insured, an endorsement shall be attached 
thereto stating that such exclusion shall not apply with regard to any liability of the State of California, 
its officers, agents, or employees.  Tenant shall furnish to Landlord a Certificate of Insurance acceptable 
to Landlord within not more than ten (10) days after execution thereof.  Landlord shall retain the right 
at any time to review the coverage, form, and amount of the insurance required hereby.  If, in the opinion 
of Landlord, the insurance provisions in this Lease do not provide adequate protection for Landlord and 
for members of the public using the Premises, Landlord may require Tenant to obtain insurance sufficient 
in coverage, form and amount to provide adequate protection.  Landlord's requirements shall be 
reasonable but shall be designed to assure protection from and against the kind and extent of the risks 
which exist at the time a change in insurance is required.  Landlord shall notify Tenant in writing of 
changes in the insurance requirements; and if Tenant does not deposit copies of acceptable insurance 
policies with Landlord incorporating such changes within sixty (60) days of receipt of such notice, this 
Lease may be terminated, at Landlord's option, without further notice to Tenant, and be of no further 
force and effect. 
  
10.3 Business Automobile Liability Insurance 
 
 Tenant shall obtain and keep in effect at all times during the term of this Lease business 
automobile liability insurance in an amount not less than $1,000,000 for each occurrence combined 
single limit for bodily injury and property damage, including coverage for owned, non-owned and hired 
automobiles, as applicable.  Any deductible under such policy shall not exceed $10,000 each occurrence. 
 
10.4 Garage Keeper's Legal Liability Insurance  
 

If Tenant’s use involves any auto repair or storage of customer vehicles, Tenant shall obtain and 
keep in effect at all times during the term of this Lease garage keeper's legal liability insurance in an 
amount not less than $1,000,000 for each occurrence combined single limit for loss and damage to 
vehicles in Tenant's care, custody or control caused by fire, explosion, theft, riot, civil commotion, 
malicious mischief, vandalism or collision, with any deductible not exceeding $1,000 for each 
occurrence, and coverage for non-automobile property customarily left in the custody of a garage with 
a limit of $5,000. 
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10.5 Workers' Compensation Insurance 
 
 Tenant shall obtain and keep in effect at all times during the term of this lease workers' 
compensation insurance, including employers' liability, in an amount not less than $1,000,000 for each 
accident, covering all employees employed in or about the Premises to provide statutory benefits as 
required by the laws of the State of California.  Said policy shall be endorsed to provide that the insurer 
waives all rights of subrogation against Landlord. 
 
10.6 Failure to Procure and Maintain Insurance 
 
 If Tenant fails to procure or maintain the insurance required by this Article in full force and 
effect, this Lease may be terminated immediately by Landlord and be of no further force or effect.  In 
addition, if Tenant fails to procure or maintain the insurance required by this Article, Tenant shall cease 
and desist from operating any business on the Premises and the improvements erected thereon and shall 
prevent members of the public from gaining access to the Premises during any period in which such 
insurance policies are not in full force and effect. 
 
10.7 Waiver of Subrogation 
 
 Tenant hereby waives any and all rights of recovery against Landlord, or against the officers, 
employees, agents and representatives of Landlord, for loss of or damage to Tenant or its property or the 
property of others under its control to the extent that such loss or damage is insured against under any 
insurance policy in force at the time of such loss or damages.  Tenant shall give notice to its insurance 
carrier or carriers that the foregoing waiver of subrogation is contained in the Lease. 
 
10.8 Self-Insurance Coverage 
 
 Notwithstanding any other provision of this Agreement, the insurance required under Article 10 
may include a self-insurance program, subject to Landlord’s prior express written consent and approval.  
No such self-insurance program shall diminish the rights and privileges to which Landlord would 
otherwise have been entitled to under the terms of this Agreement had there been a third-party insurer. 
 Tenant’s self insurance shall include such coverage as would have been covered by 
Commercial General Liability Insurance with respect to the Premises with limits of liability not less 
than Five Million Dollars ($5,000,000) per occurrence with no aggregate limit.  Tenant shall provide 
Landlord with a certificate of self-insurance specifying the extent of self-insurance coverage hereunder 
and containing a waiver of subrogation provision reasonably satisfactory to Landlord.  Tenant shall 
notify Landlord in writing not less than thirty (30) days prior to the effective date of the termination of 
its self-insurance coverage and shall obtain the insurance coverage required by this Article effective on 
that termination date.  Execution of this Lease Agreement shall be Tenant’s acknowledgment that 
Tenant will be bound by all laws as if the Tenant were an insurer as defined under California Insurance 
Code Section 22 (7-1.12B(5)). 
 
ARTICLE 11.  PAYMENT OF TAXES 
 
 Tenant agrees to pay and discharge, or cause to be paid and discharged when due, before the 
same become delinquent, all taxes, assessments, impositions, levies and charges of every kind, nature 
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and description, whether general or special, ordinary or extraordinary, which may at any time or from 
time to time during the term of this Lease, by or according to any law or governmental, legal, political, 
or other authority whatsoever, directly or indirectly, be taxed, levied, charged, assessed or imposed upon 
or against, or which shall be or may be or become a lien upon the Premises or any buildings, 
improvements or structures at any time located thereon, or any estate, right, title or interest of Tenant in 
and to the Premises, buildings, improvements or structures.  Specifically, and without placing any 
limitation on Tenant's obligations under the immediately preceding sentence, Tenant shall pay when due, 
before delinquency, any and all possessory interest taxes, parking taxes, workers' compensation, taxes 
payable to the California Franchise Tax Board, personal property taxes on fixtures, equipment and 
facilities owned by Tenant, whether or not the same have become so fixed to the land as to comprise a 
part of the real estate.   
 Tenant understands that any possessory interest of Tenant created in the Premises by this Lease 
may be subject to property taxation and that Tenant may be liable for payment of any such tax levied on 
such interest. Any obligation of Tenant under this Article, including possessory interest tax that the city 
or county may impose upon Tenant's interest herein, shall not reduce any rent due Landlord hereunder 
and any such obligation shall become the liability of and be paid by Tenant.  In the event Tenant defaults 
in the payment of any of the obligations set forth in this Article, this Lease may be terminated 
immediately by Landlord and be of no further force or effect. 
 
ARTICLE 12.  RIGHT OF ENTRY 
 
12.1 Inspection, Maintenance, Construction and Operation of Freeway Structures 
 
 Landlord, through its agents or representatives, and other city, county, state and federal agencies, 
through their agents or representatives, shall have full right and authority to enter in and upon the 
Premises and any building or improvements situated thereon at any and all reasonable times during the 
term of this Lease for the purpose of inspecting the same without interference or hindrance by Tenant, 
its agents or representatives. 
 
 Landlord further reserves the right of entry for the purpose of inspecting the Premises, or the 
doing of any and all acts necessary or proper on said Premises in connection with the protection, 
maintenance, reconstruction, and operation of the freeway structures and its appurtenances; provided, 
further, that Landlord reserves the further right, at its discretion, to immediate possession of the same in 
case of any national or other emergency, or for the purpose of preventing sabotage, and for the protection 
of said freeway structures, in which event the term of this Lease shall be extended for a period equal to 
the emergency occupancy by Landlord, and during said period Tenant shall be relieved, to the degree of 
interference, from the performance of conditions or covenants specified herein.  Landlord further 
reserves the right of entry by any authorized officer, engineer, employee, contractor or agent of the 
Landlord for the purpose of performing any maintenance activities upon the property which Tenant has 
failed to perform after the expiration of the applicable cure period specified in Article 9. 
 
12.2 Future Transportation Projects 
 

(a) Landlord's Right to Possession of Premises. 
 

Tenant understands and acknowledges that Landlord may, during the Term of this Lease, 
construct an "Approved and Funded Transportation Project", which may require the temporary or 
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permanent use of all or a portion of the premises.  An "Approved and Funded Transportation Project" is 
defined as a proposed transportation facility to be constructed by Landlord where the funds necessary to 
construct the facility are available to Landlord (regardless of the source of the funds) and where the 
transportation facility can reasonable be expected to be constructed within a reasonable period of time 
following termination of this Lease as provided in this Article. 
 In the event Landlord determines that the premises or any portion thereof will be affected by an 
"Approved and Funded Transportation Project", Landlord shall immediately notify Tenant of its intent 
to take possession of all or a portion of the premises and shall provide Tenant with at least ninety (90) 
days written notice within which to vacate the required area.  Landlord's notice to Tenant shall indicate 
the area of the premises to be taken.  If possession is to be a temporary use of all or part of the premises, 
Landlord shall additionally state in such notice to Tenant Landlord's reasonable estimate of the period 
of time of such temporary use by Landlord.  If possession is to be permanent, Landlord shall have the 
right to terminate the Lease.  Upon the date Landlord is entitled to possession of the premises, or portion 
thereof, Tenant shall peaceably surrender possession of the premises, or portion thereof, and comply 
with the restriction as stated in the notice.  The failure of Tenant to vacate the required area of the 
premises shall constitute a material default and breach of this Lease entitling Landlord to exercise its 
rights and remedies. 
 

(b) Reduction of Monthly Rent if Lease Remains Effective 
 

For the period during which Landlord has taken possession of the premises under this section, 
and if this Lease remains effective, Tenant shall be entitled to receive a reduction in Monthly Rent for 
the term of Landlord's use of the area of the premises used by Landlord.  The rent will be reduced by the 
same percentage as the useable square footage reduction as required by State’s project.   

 
(c) Tenant's Sole Rights; Tenant's Waiver. 

 
Landlord's taking of possession of the premises under this Section 12.2 does not constitute a 

taking or damaging entitling Tenant to compensation under any Condemnation provisions.  The 
reduction in Monthly Rent as provided herein shall be Tenant's sole remedy against Landlord for Tenant's 
inability to possess or use part or all of the area of the premises as a result of an "Approved and Funded 
Transportation Project", and Tenant expressly agrees to hold Landlord harmless from any and all liability 
for, and expressly waives any right it may have to recover against Landlord, damages to the Premises, 
any improvements constructed on the premises or improvements thereon, and damages to any other 
property, project or operations including any claim for loss of business goodwill or resulting from 
Tenant's inability to use or possess all or any portion of the premises as a result of an "Approved and 
Funded Transportation Project".  In addition, Tenant expressly recognizes that it is not entitled to receive 
benefits under the federal or state Uniform Relocation Assistance Act (United States Code, Section 7260, 
et seq.) as a result of Landlord's use or possession of any portion of the premises an "Approved and 
Funded Transportation Project".  Landlord agrees to instruct its authorized representatives to minimize 
the effect of any required construction on Tenant's use of the premises, both in the construction phase 
and in the permanent effect on the premises in connection with an "Approved and Funded Transportation 
Project". 
 
12.3 Maintenance Work and Retrofitting of Freeway Structures 
 
 Tenant understands and agrees that Landlord may be required to perform maintenance or retrofit 



Exhibit A 

19 

work on all or a part of the freeway structures that are situated on and above the premises.  Landlord 
shall have the right to impose such restrictions on Tenant's right to enter, occupy, and use the premises 
and to maintain the existing improvements or construct improvements thereon as Landlord deems are 
necessary to enable it to complete construction of all freeway maintenance or structural retrofit work 
without interference from Tenant. 

In the event Landlord determines that it needs to obtain possession of all or a portion of the 
premises, or needs to place restrictions on Tenant's use of the premises, Landlord shall, if possible, at 
least thirty (30) days prior to the effective date of the commencement of such possession or restrictions 
notify Tenant in writing describing the extent of the possession or restrictions and the effective date of 
their commencement.  Upon the effective date of said notice, Tenant shall peaceably surrender 
possession of the premises and comply with the restrictions as stated therein.  The minimum monthly 
rent stated in Section 4.1, as adjusted in Section 4.2, shall be reduced by an amount equal to the 
proportion which the area of the portion of the premises which Tenant is restricted from using or which 
has been surrendered to Landlord bears to the total area of the leased premises.  This reduction in rent 
shall be Tenant's sole remedy against Landlord for Tenant's inability to possess or use the entire area of 
the premises, and Tenant expressly agrees to hold Landlord harmless from any and all liability for, and 
expressly waives any right it may have to recover against Landlord, damages to the premises, any 
improvements constructed on the premises, and waives its right to use or possess any portion of the 
premises or improvements thereon, and damages to any other property, project or operation caused by 
Landlord's possession, imposition of restrictions or Tenant's inability to use or possess all or any portion 
of the premises.  In addition, Tenant expressly recognizes that it is not entitled to receive benefits under 
the federal or state Uniform Relocation Assistance Acts (United States Code, title 42, Section 4601, et 
seq.; California Government Code, Section 7260, et seq.) as a result of Landlord's use or possession of 
any portion of the premises. 

Tenant shall conduct its operations on the premises in such a manner so as not to interfere with 
Landlord's or its contractor's performance of any structural retrofit work done on or above the premises.  
Tenant acknowledges that the performance of the structural retrofit work may cause damage to paving 
or other improvements constructed by Tenant on the premises.  Tenant expressly agrees to hold Landlord 
harmless from all such damage to its improvements, except that at the conclusion of the retrofit work, 
Landlord shall restore the premises to their preexisting condition at no cost to Tenant.  
 
12.4 Reinstitution of Lease. 
 

If Landlord takes possession of all or a portion of the Premises in accordance with the 
preceding provisions of this Article 12, Landlord shall notify Tenant that Landlord has completed the 
use or work requiring such repossession within thirty days after Landlord completes such use or work, 
and if requested by Tenant in writing within ninety days thereafter, either (i) in the case of a partial 
repossession by Landlord, Tenant shall be entitled to lease the entire Premises (i.e., the initial Premises 
leased before Landlord’s repossession) and pay the corresponding minimum monthly rent for the 
remainder of the Lease term and (ii) in the case of a total repossession by Landlord and termination of 
the Lease, Landlord shall enter into a new lease with Tenant with respect to the entire Premises with 
substantially the same terms and conditions as set forth in this Lease (except that the expiration date of 
the new lease shall be extended one day for each day between the date of Landlord’s repossession and 
the commencement date of the new lease, which shall be Landlord’s only obligation to Tenant in the 
case it repossesses all of the Premises). 
 
ARTICLE 13.  CONDEMNATION BY PUBLIC ENTITIES OTHER THAN LANDLORD 
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13.1 Definitions 
 
 (a) "Condemnation" means (1) the exercise of the power of eminent domain, whether by 
legal proceedings or otherwise, by a public entity having that power, that is, a condemnor, and (2) a 
voluntary sale or transfer to any condemnor, either under the threat of condemnation or while legal 
proceedings in condemnation are pending. 
 (b) "Award" means all compensation, sums, or anything of value awarded, paid or received 
upon a total or partial condemnation of the leased premises. 

(c) "Substantial taking" means a taking of a portion of the leased premises by condemnation 
which, assuming a reasonable amount of reconstruction on the remainder, substantially impairs Tenant's 
ability to use the remainder for the purposes permitted under this Lease. 
 
13.2 Termination of Lease as to Part Condemned 
 
 In the event the whole or any part of the premises is taken by condemnation by a public entity, 
other than Landlord, in the lawful exercise of its power of eminent domain, this Lease shall cease as to 
the whole or the part condemned upon the date possession of the whole or that part is taken by the public 
entity. 
 
13.3 Partial Taking 
 
 If a part of the leased premises is taken by condemnation but there is no substantial taking of the 
premises, Tenant shall continue to be bound by the terms, covenants, and conditions of this Lease. 
However, if the fair rental value of the remainder will be less than the rent required by this Lease, the 
minimum monthly rent and adjusted minimum monthly rent shall be reduced to an amount equal to the 
fair rental value as of the date possession of the part is taken by the public entity. 
 If the part taken by condemnation constitutes a substantial taking of the leased premises, Tenant 
may elect to: 
 (a) Terminate this Lease and be absolved of obligations hereunder which have not accrued 
at the date possession is taken by the public entity; or 
 (b) Continue to occupy the remainder of the premises and remain bound by the terms, 
covenants and conditions of this Lease.  If Tenant elects to continue to occupy the remainder, and if the 
fair rental value of the remainder will be less than the rent required by this Lease, the minimum monthly 
rent and adjusted minimum monthly rent shall be reduced to the fair rental value as of the date possession 
of the part is taken by the public entity. 
 Tenant shall give notice in writing of its election to terminate this Lease hereunder within thirty 
(30) days of the date possession of the part is taken by the public entity.  If Tenant fails to give Landlord 
its written notice of termination within the time specified, this Lease shall remain in full force and effect 
except that the minimum monthly rental shall be reduced as provided in this section. 
 If it continues to occupy the remainder, Tenant, whether or not the award upon the taking by 
condemnation is sufficient for the purpose, shall, at its expense, within a reasonable period of time, 
commence and complete restoration of the remainder of the leased premises as nearly as possible to its 
value, condition and character immediately prior to such taking; provided, however, that in the case of a 
taking for temporary use, Tenant shall not be required to effect restoration until such taking is terminated.  
Tenant shall submit to Landlord its plans for the restoration of the remainder within ninety (90) days of 
the date possession of the part is taken by the public entity. 
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13.4 Adjustment of Rent 
 
 Should a portion of the premises be condemned and the rent be reduced as provided above, the 
reduced rent shall continue to be subject to adjustment and reevaluation in accordance with Article 4. 
 
13.5 Compensation 
 

Landlord shall be entitled to receive and shall receive all compensation for the condemnation of 
all or any portion of the premises by exercise of eminent domain except as hereinafter provided.  Tenant 
shall be entitled to that portion of said compensation which represents the present worth as of the date 
possession is taken by the public entity of the remaining use under the Lease of all improvements 
constructed by Tenant on the leased premises located within the part taken by the public entity.  Tenant 
may also assert a claim for loss of business goodwill under the provisions of Section 1263.510 of the 
California Code of Civil Procedure.  Tenant shall assert no claim for loss of bonus value.  For the 
purposes of this Article, "condemnation bonus value" means that value attributable to the fact that the 
rental rate Tenant is obligated to pay under this Lease is less than the fair market lease rate of the premises 
as defined in Article 4 above. 
 If all or a portion of the leased premises is condemned at a time when Tenant possesses an interest 
in real property located outside the leased premises (hereinafter called "outside property"), Tenant may 
claim entitlement to an award of damages accruing to the outside property by reason of the severance 
therefrom of the condemned portion of the leased premises as provided in the Eminent Domain Law 
(California Code of Civil Procedure Sections 1230.010 through 1273.050). 
 
ARTICLE 14.  UTILITIES 
 
 Tenant shall pay when due, and shall hold Landlord harmless from any liability for, all charges 
for water, gas, heat, light, power, telephone, sewage, air conditioning and ventilating, scavenger, 
janitorial and landscaping services and all other materials and utilities supplied to the Premises.  Landlord 
shall not be liable in damages or otherwise for any failure or interruption of any utility service furnished 
to the Premises, and no such failure or interruption shall entitle Tenant to terminate this Lease. 
 
ARTICLE 15.  DEFAULT 
 
15.1 Default 
 
 The occurrence of any of the following shall constitute a material breach and default of this Lease 
by Tenant. 
 (a)  Any failure by Tenant to pay rent or any other monetary sums required to be paid hereunder, 
where such failure continues for ten (10) days after written notice thereof has been given by Landlord to 
Tenant. 
 (b)  The abandonment or vacation of the Premises by Tenant.  Failure to occupy and operate the 
Premises for thirty (30) consecutive days following the mailing of written notice from Landlord to 
Tenant calling attention to the abandonment shall be deemed an abandonment or vacation. 

(c)  The making by Tenant of any general assignment or general arrangement for the benefit of 
creditors; the filing by or against Tenant of a petition to have Tenant adjudged bankrupt or of a petition 
for reorganization or arrangement under any law relating to bankruptcy (unless, in the case of a petition 
filed against Tenant the same is dismissed within sixty (60) days); the appointment of a trustee or receiver 
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to take possession of substantially all of Tenant's assets, where possession is not restored to Tenant within 
forty-five (45) days; or the attachment, execution or other judicial seizure of substantially all of Tenant's 
assets, where such seizure is not discharged within thirty (30) days. 

(d)  The failure by Tenant to comply with any provision of any law, statute, zoning restriction, 
ordinance or governmental rule, regulation or requirement as set forth in Section 5.3 of this Lease. 

(e)  The failure by Tenant to comply with the requirements of the Lease Application. 
(f)  The failure by Tenant to comply with the requirements regarding hazardous materials as set 

forth in Article 5 of this Lease. 
(g)  The construction by Tenant of any improvements on the Premises contrary to the provisions 

of Article 6 of this Lease. 
(h)  The failure by Tenant to pay any tax, assessment, imposition, levy or charge of any kind as 

set forth in Article 11 of this Lease. 
(i)  The failure by Tenant to observe and perform any other provision of this Lease to be observed 

or performed by Tenant, where such failure continues for thirty (30) days after written notice thereof by 
Landlord to Tenant; provided, however, that if the nature of such default is such that it cannot be 
reasonably cured within such thirty (30) day period, Tenant shall not be deemed to be in default if Tenant 
shall within such period commence such cure and thereafter diligently prosecute the same to completion. 
 
15.2 Landlord's Remedies 
 
 In the event of any material default or breach by Tenant, Landlord may at any time thereafter, 
without limiting Landlord in the exercise of any right of remedy at law or in equity which Landlord may 
have by reason of such default or breach, terminate Tenant's right to possession by any lawful means, in 
which case this Lease shall immediately terminate and Tenant shall immediately surrender possession 
of the Premises to Landlord.  In such event Landlord shall be entitled to recover from Tenant all damages 
incurred by Landlord by reason of Tenant's default including, but not limited to, the following: 
 (a)  the worth at the time of award of any unpaid rent which had been earned at the time of such 
termination; plus  
 (b)  the worth at the time of award of the amount by which the unpaid rent which would have 
been earned after termination until the time of award exceeds the amount of such rental loss that is proved 
could have been reasonably avoided; plus 
 (c)  the worth at the time of award of the amount by which the unpaid rent for the balance of the 
term after the time of award exceeds the amount of such rental loss that is proved could be reasonably 
avoided; plus  
 (d)  any other amount necessary to compensate Landlord for all the detriment proximately caused 
by Tenant's failure to perform its obligations under this Lease or which in the ordinary course of events 
would be likely to result therefrom; plus 
 (e)  at Landlord's election, such other amounts in addition to or in lieu of the foregoing as may 
be permitted from time to time by applicable State law.  Upon any such re-entry Landlord shall have the 
right to make any reasonable repairs, alterations or modifications to the premises, which Landlord in its 
sole discretion deems reasonable and necessary.  As used in subparagraphs (a) and (b), above, the "worth 
at the time of award" is computed by including interest on the principal sum at a rate one percent (1%) 
above the discount rate of the Federal Reserve Bank of San Francisco from the date of default.  As used 
in subparagraph (c), above, the "worth at the time of award" is computed by discounting such amount at 
a rate one percent (1%) above the discount rate of the Federal Reserve Bank of San Francisco at the time 
of award.  The term "rent" as used in this Article shall be deemed to be and to mean rent to be paid 
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pursuant to Article 4 and all other monetary sums required to be paid by Tenant pursuant to the terms of 
this Lease. 
 
15.3 Late Charges 
 
 Tenant hereby acknowledges that late payment by Tenant to Landlord of rent and other sums due 
hereunder will cause Landlord to incur costs not contemplated by this Lease, the exact amount of which 
will be extremely difficult to ascertain.  Such costs include, but are not limited to, processing and 
accounting charges.  Accordingly, if any installment of rent or any other sum due from Tenant shall not 
be received by Landlord or Landlord's designee within ten (10) days after such amount shall be due, a 
late charge equal to one and one-half percent (1.5%) of the payment due and unpaid plus $100.00 shall 
be added to the payment, and the total sum shall become immediately due and payable to Landlord.  An 
additional charge of one and one-half percent (1.5%) of such payment, excluding late charges, shall be 
added for each additional month that such payment remains unpaid.  Landlord shall apply any monies 
received from Tenant first to any accrued delinquency charges and then to any other payments due under 
the Lease.  The parties hereby agree that such late charges represent a fair and reasonable estimate of the 
costs Landlord will incur by reason of late payment by Tenant.  Acceptance of such late charges by 
Landlord shall in no event constitute a waiver of Tenant's default with respect to such overdue amount, 
nor prevent Landlord from exercising any of the other rights and remedies granted hereunder. 
 
15.4 Landlord's Right to Cure Tenant's Default 

 
 At any time after Tenant is in default or material breach of this Lease, Landlord may cure such 
default or breach at Tenant's cost.  If Landlord at any time, by reason of such default or breach, pays any 
sum or does any act that requires the payment of any sum, the sum paid by Landlord shall be due 
immediately from Tenant to Landlord at the time the sum is paid, and if paid at a later date shall bear 
interest as provided in Section 19.11 from the date the sum is paid by Landlord until Landlord is 
reimbursed by Tenant.  The sum, together with interest on it, shall be additional rent. 
 
ARTICLE 16.  ASSIGNMENTS, TRANSFERS, SUBLEASES AND ENCUMBRANCES 
 
16.1 Prohibition on Assignments, Transfers and Subleases 

 
Tenant shall not assign, transfer or sublease all or any part of its interest in this Lease or in the 

Premises, and Landlord reserves the right to deny its consent to any assignment, transfer or sublease of 
all or any part of this Lease or the Premises. 

 
16.2 Voluntary Assignments and Subleases for Mass Transit Uses 
  

In addition, with respect to transactions not expressly prohibited under Section 16.1, Tenant shall 
not voluntarily assign or transfer all or any part of its interest in this Lease or in the Premises, or sublet 
all or any part of the Premises, or allow any other person or entity (except Tenant's authorized 
representatives) to occupy or use all or any part of the Premises without first obtaining Landlord's written 
consent and the concurrence of the Federal Highway Administration. 

Landlord acknowledges that Tenant intends to sublease the entire Premises to the Alameda-
Contra Costa Transit District for the same use as specified in Section 5.1. Landlord consents to the 
sublease subject to Tenant satisfying the following express conditions. 
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Landlord may, at its sole discretion, elect to consent to any such assignment, transfer or sublease 
if all of the following express conditions are satisfied: 

(a) Landlord receives compensation from Tenant upon the assignment, transfer, sale or sublease 
of any of Tenant's rights in the Premises per the provisions of Article 4.3. 

(b) The prospective assignee, transferee or subtenant completes a Lease Application and meets 
all of the requirements for eligibility to lease from the State of California. 

Tenant's failure to obtain Landlord's required written approval prior to any assignment, transfer 
or sublease shall render such assignment, transfer or sublease void.  Occupancy of the Premises by a 
prospective transferee, subtenant or assignee before approval of the transfer, sublease or assignment by 
Landlord shall constitute a breach of this Lease.  Landlord's consent to any assignment, transfer or 
sublease shall not constitute a waiver of any of the terms, covenants or conditions of this Lease.  Such 
terms, covenants and conditions shall apply to each and every assignment, sublease and transfer of rights 
under this Lease and shall be severally binding upon each and every party thereto.  Any document to 
transfer, sublet, or assign the Premises or any part thereof shall incorporate directly or by reference all 
the provisions of this Lease. 
 
16.3 Voluntary Subleases for Non-Mass Transit Uses 
  

Tenant shall not voluntarily sublease any part of its interest in this Lease or in the Premises, or 
allow any other person or entity (except Tenant's authorized representatives) to occupy or use all or any 
part of the Premises without first obtaining Landlord's written consent and the concurrence of the Federal 
Highway Administration. 

Landlord may, with the approval of the California Transportation Commission, elect to consent 
to any such sublease if all of the following express conditions are satisfied: 

(a) The proposed subtenant is the successful high bidder through a public auction with written 
auction rules to be pre-approved by Landlord. 

(b) The prospective subtenant completes a Lease Application and meets all of the requirements 
for eligibility to lease from the State of California. 

(c) Per the provisions of Section 4.3, all sublease compensation collected by Tenant from 
Subtenant shall be considered additional rent for Tenant’s possession of the Premises that is the subject 
of this Lease, and such compensation shall be paid monthly in full to Landlord in addition to and together 
with the rent amount described in Article 4 herein. 

(d) Tenant provides the negotiated sublease agreement to Landlord 
(e) The California Transportation Commission votes to authorize Landlord to consent to the 

proposed sublease proposal. 
Tenant's failure to obtain Landlord's required written approval (which also requires CTC 

approval) prior to any sublease shall render such sublease void.  Occupancy of the Premises by a 
prospective subtenant before approval of the sublease by Landlord and the CTC shall constitute a breach 
of this Lease.  Landlord's consent to any sublease shall not constitute a waiver of any of the terms, 
covenants or conditions of this Lease.  Such terms, covenants and conditions shall apply to each and 
every sublease and transfer of rights under this Lease and shall be severally binding upon each and every 
party thereto.  Any document to sublet the Premises or any part thereof shall incorporate directly or by 
reference all the provisions of this Lease. 
 
16.4 Assignment of Rent from Subtenants   
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 Tenant immediately and irrevocably assigns to Landlord, as security for Tenant's obligations 
under this Lease, all rent from any subletting of all or a part of the Premises as permitted by this Lease, 
and Landlord, as assignee and attorney-in-fact for Tenant, or a receiver for Tenant appointed on 
Landlord's application, may collect such rent and apply it toward Tenant's obligations under this Lease; 
except that, until the occurrence of an act of default by Tenant, Tenant shall have the right to collect such 
rent. 
 
16.5 Information to be Supplied to Landlord 
 
 Tenant shall supply Landlord with all information Landlord determines to be necessary on all 
persons or firms to which Tenant proposes to sublet any of its interest in the Premises, or which might 
establish rights to enter, control, or otherwise encumber the Premises by reason of any agreement made 
by Tenant.  In addition, with respect to any proposed sublease, Tenant shall provide Landlord with: 

(a)  a copy of all documents relating thereto, 
(b)  a statement of all terms and conditions of said transaction, including the consideration 

therefor, and 
(c)  a copy of the financial statement of the prospective subtenant. 

 (d)  a copy of all documents showing compliance by the prospective subtenant with all of the bid 
eligibility requirements contained in the bid package. 
 
16.6 Encumbrances 
 
 Tenant shall not encumber the Premises in any manner whatsoever. 
 
ARTICLE 17.  NONDISCRIMINATION 
 
 Tenant, for itself, its personal representatives, successors in interest, and assigns, as a part of the 
consideration hereof, does hereby covenant and agree as a covenant running with the land that: (1) no 
person, on the ground of race, color, or national origin shall be excluded from participation in, be denied 
the benefits of, or otherwise subjected to discrimination in the use of said facilities, (2) in connection 
with the construction of any improvements on said land and the furnishing of services thereon, no 
discrimination shall be practiced in the selection of employees and contractors, by contractors in the 
selection and retention of first-tier subcontractors, and by first-tier subcontractors in the selection and 
retention of second-tier subcontractors, (3) such discrimination shall not be practiced against the public 
in its access to and use of the facilities and services provided for public accommodations (such as eating, 
sleeping, rest, recreation, and vehicle servicing) constructed or operated on, over, or under the premises, 
and (4) Tenant shall use the land in compliance with all other requirements imposed pursuant to Title 
49, Code of Federal Regulations, Part 21 (49 C.F.R., Part 21) and as said regulations may be amended.  
In the event of breach of any of the above nondiscrimination covenants, the Landlord shall have the right 
to terminate this Lease, and to re-enter and repossess said land and the facilities thereon, and hold the 
same as if said Lease had never been made or issued. 
 
ARTICLE 18.  SECURITY DEPOSIT  
 
 Concurrently with Tenant's execution of this Lease, Tenant shall deposit with Landlord the sum 
of $ 0.00 as a Security Deposit.  Said sum shall be held by Landlord as a Security Deposit for the faithful 
performance by Tenant of all of the terms, covenants and conditions of this Lease to be kept and 
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performed by Tenant during the term hereof.  If Tenant defaults with respect to any provision of this 
Lease, including but not limited to the provisions relating to the payment of rent and any of the monetary 
sums due herewith, Landlord may use, apply or retain all or any part of this Security Deposit for the 
payment of any other amount which Landlord may spend by reason of Tenant's default or use it to 
compensate Landlord for any other loss or damage which Landlord may suffer by reason of Tenant's 
default.  If any portion of said Deposit is so used or applied, Tenant shall within ten (10) days after 
written demand therefor, deposit cash with Landlord in an amount sufficient to restore the Security 
Deposit to its original amount; Tenant's failure to do so shall be a material breach of this Lease.  Landlord 
shall not be required to keep this Security Deposit separate from its general funds, and Tenant shall not 
be entitled to interest on such deposit.  If Tenant shall fully and faithfully perform every provision of 
this Lease to be performed by it, the Security Deposit or any balance thereof shall be returned to Tenant 
at the expiration of the Lease term and after Tenant has vacated the premises. 
 
ARTICLE 19.  ADDITIONAL PROVISIONS 
 
19.1 Quiet Enjoyment 
 
 Landlord covenants and agrees with Tenant that upon Tenant paying rent and other monetary 
sums due under the Lease and performing its covenants and conditions, Tenant shall and may peaceably 
and quietly have, hold and enjoy the Premises for the term. 
 
19.2 Captions, Attachments, Defined Terms 
 
 The captions of the Articles of this Lease are for convenience only and shall not be deemed to be 
relevant in resolving any question of interpretation or construction of any section of this Lease.  Exhibits 
attached hereto, and addenda and schedules initiated by the parties, are deemed by attachment to 
constitute part of this Lease and are incorporated herein.  The words "Landlord" and "Tenant," as used 
herein, shall include the plural as well as the singular.  Words used in neuter gender include the masculine 
and feminine and words in the masculine or feminine gender include the neuter.  If there be more than 
one Landlord or Tenant, the obligations hereunder imposed upon Landlord or Tenant shall be joint and 
several.  If the Tenants are husband and wife, the obligations shall extend individually to their sole and 
separate property as well as to their community property. 
 
19.3 Entire Agreement 
 
 This instrument along with any exhibits and attachments hereto constitutes the entire agreement 
between Landlord and Tenant relative to the premises and this agreement and the exhibits and 
attachments may be altered, amended or revoked only by an instrument in writing signed by both 
Landlord and Tenant.  Landlord and Tenant agree hereby that all prior or contemporaneous oral 
agreements between and among themselves and their agents and representatives relative to the leasing 
of the premises are merged in or revoked by this agreement. 
 
19.4 Legislative Changes; Severability 

Every five years, Lessor will review legislation enacted by the California legislature in the prior 
5 year period to ascertain if any legislation enacted would have a material impact on the Lease.  Parties 
will negotiate in good faith as to the materiality and effect of new legislation.   
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If any terms or provision of this Lease shall, to any extent, be determined by a court of competent 
jurisdiction to be invalid or unenforceable, the remainder of this Lease shall not be affected thereby, and 
each term and provision of this Lease shall be valid and be enforceable to the fullest extent permitted by 
law. 
 
19.5 Costs of Suit 
 
 If Tenant or Landlord shall bring any action for any relief against the other, declaratory or 
otherwise, arising out of this Lease, including any suit by Landlord for the recovery of rent or possession 
of the premises, the losing party shall pay the successful party a reasonable sum for attorney's fees which 
shall be deemed to have accrued on the commencement of such action and shall be paid whether or not 
such action is prosecuted to judgment.  Should Landlord, without fault on Landlord's part, be made a 
party to any litigation instituted by Tenant or by any third party against Tenant, or by or against any 
person holding under or using the premises by license of Tenant, or for the foreclosure of any lien for 
labor or materials furnished to or for Tenant or any such other person or otherwise arising out of or 
resulting from any act or transaction of Tenant or of any such other person, Tenant shall save and hold 
Landlord harmless from any judgment rendered against Landlord or the premises or any part thereof, 
and all costs and expenses, including reasonable attorney's fees, incurred by Landlord in connection with 
such litigation. 
 
19.6 Time, Joint and Several Liability 
 
 Time is of the essence of this Lease and each and every provision hereof, except as to the 
conditions relating to the delivery of possession of the premises to Tenant.  All the terms, covenants and 
conditions contained in this Lease to be performed by either party if such party shall consist of more 
than one person or organization, shall be deemed to be joint and several, and all rights and remedies of 
the parties shall be cumulative and non-exclusive of any other remedy at law or in equity. 
 
19.7 Binding Effect; Choice of Law 
 
 The parties hereto agree that all the provisions hereof are to be construed as both covenants and 
conditions as though the words importing such covenants and conditions were used in each separate 
section hereof; and all of the provisions hereof shall bind and inure to the benefit of the parties hereto 
and their respective heirs, legal representatives, successors and assigns.  This Lease shall be governed 
by the laws of the State of California. 
 
19.8 Waiver 
 
 No covenant, term or condition or the breach thereof shall be deemed waived, except by written 
consent of the party against whom the waiver is claimed and any waiver or the breach of any covenant, 
term or condition shall not be deemed to be a waiver of any preceding or succeeding breach of the same 
or any other covenant, term or condition.  Acceptance by Landlord of any performance by Tenant after 
the time the same shall have become due shall not constitute a waiver by Landlord of the breach or 
default of any covenant, term or condition.  Acceptance by Landlord of any performance by Tenant after 
the time the same shall have become due shall not constitute a waiver by Landlord of the breach or 
default of any covenant, term or condition unless otherwise expressly agreed to by Landlord in writing. 
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19.9 Surrender of Premises 
 
 The voluntary or other surrender of this Lease by Tenant, or a mutual cancellation thereof, shall 
not work a merger and shall, at the option of the Landlord, terminate all or any existing subleases or 
subtenancies, or may, at the option of Landlord, operate as an assignment to it of any or all such subleases 
or subtenancies. 
 
19.10 Holding Over 
 
 If Tenant remains in possession of all or any part of the premises after the expiration of the term 
hereof, with or without the express or implied consent of Landlord, such tenancy shall be from month to 
month only and not a renewal hereof or an extension for any further term, and in such case, rent and 
other monetary sums due hereunder shall be payable at the time specified in this Lease and such month-
to-month tenancy shall be subject to every other term, covenant, condition and agreement contained 
herein, except that the monthly rental rate set forth in Section 4.1 may be increased by Landlord effective 
the first month of the holdover period, or upon 30 days notice any time thereafter. 
 
19.11 Interest on Past Due Obligations 
 
 Except as expressly herein provided, any amount due to Landlord not paid when due shall bear 
interest at a rate one percent (1%) above the discount rate of the Federal Reserve Bank of San Francisco 
from the due date.  Payment of such interest together with the amount due shall excuse or cure any 
default by Tenant under this Lease. 
 
19.12 Recording 
 
 Neither Landlord nor Tenant shall record this Lease.  
 
19.13 Notices 
 
 All notices or demands of any kind required or desired to be given by Landlord or Tenant 
hereunder shall be in writing and shall be deemed delivered forty-eight (48) hours after depositing the 
notice or demand in the United States mail, certified or registered, postage prepaid, addressed to the 
Landlord or Tenant respectively at the addresses set forth in Article 1. 
 
19.14 No Reservation 
 
 Submission of this instrument for examination or signature by Tenant does not constitute a 
reservation of or option for lease; it is not effective as a lease or otherwise until execution and delivery 
by both Landlord and Tenant. 
 
19.15 Corporate Authority 
 
 If Tenant is a corporation, each individual executing this Lease on behalf of said corporation 
represents and warrants that he/she is duly authorized to execute and deliver this Lease on behalf of said 
corporation in accordance with a duly adopted resolution of the Board of Directors of said corporation 
or in accordance with the Bylaws of said corporation, and that this Lease is binding upon said corporation 
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in accordance with its terms.  If Tenant is a corporation, Tenant shall, within thirty (30) days after 
execution of this Lease, deliver to Landlord a certified copy of resolution of the Board of Directors of 
said corporation authorizing or ratifying the execution of this Lease. 
 
19.16 Force Majeure  
 
 If either Landlord or Tenant shall be delayed or prevented from the performance of any act 
required hereunder by reason of acts of God, governmental restrictions, regulations or controls (except 
those reasonably foreseeable in connection with the uses contemplated by this Lease) or other cause 
without fault and beyond the control of the party obligated (except financial inability), performance of 
such act shall be excused for the period of the delay and the period for the performance of any such act 
shall be extended for a period equivalent to the period of such delay.  Nothing in this clause shall excuse 
Tenant from prompt payment of any rent, taxes, insurance or any other charge required of Tenant, except 
as may be expressly provided in this Lease. 
 
 
 In Witness Whereof Landlord and Tenant have executed this Lease as of the date first written 
above. 
 
LANDLORD: STATE OF CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
 
 
Dated: ________________       By: ____________________________________ 
      LINDA EMADZADEH, Chief 
    R/W Local Programs, Utilities, and Airspace  
 
 
 
TENANT:       
 
 
 
 
Dated: ________________       By: ____________________________________ 
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EXHIBIT A 
 

SF-BT-04 
Between 2nd and 3rd Streets and Perry and Stillman Streets 

  
 

 

Premises western 
limit extends to 
the east side of 
the freeway 
columns depicted 
by red line (as 
delineated on the 
ground by the 
existing fence.
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From 2nd St. looking south by Stillman St. 
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108,424

106,480
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EXHIBIT C 

 
Tenant does not know nor have reasonable cause to believe that any release of hazardous material has 
come to be located on or beneath the Premises 

 
 







State of California California State Transportation Agency 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

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

M e m o r a n d u m 
To: CHAIR AND COMMISSIONERS 

CALIFORNIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION 
CTC Meeting:  January 18-19, 2017 

Reference No.:  2.4c.(3)
Action Item 

From:  NORMA ORTEGA 
Chief Financial Officer 

Prepared by: Jennifer S. Lowden, Chief 
Division of Right of Way 
and Land Surveys 

Subject: AIRSPACE LEASE – REQUEST TO DIRECTLY NEGOTIATE WITH THE FRESNO 
RESCUE MISSION 

RECOMMENDATION 

The California Department of Transportation (Department) recommends that the California 
Transportation Commission approve a request to directly negotiate a 25-year lease (15-year lease 
with two five year options) with Fresno Rescue Mission (Mission) for a proposed airspace site.  
The lease would include annual consumer price index (CPI) increases, as well as re-evaluations 
every five years.  The initial lease rate will be based on the fair market value as determined by a 
Department staff appraiser.  

BACKGROUND 

The subject airspace site (06-Fre-041-003-01) contains approximately 52,488 square foot and is 
directly beneath State Route 41.  The Mission currently owns both parcels directly adjacent to the 
east and west of the proposed lease site.  To the north is the proposed realigned “G” Street and to 
the south is Golden State Boulevard.  The Mission plans to develop this proposed site with turf for 
recreational use and onsite parking for their facility, by grading the property and installing paving 
and striping for a parking lot and turf for a recreational area.  Without this airspace lease, the 
Mission’s property would not be continuous and they would have to use “G” Street to get from one 
side of their facility to the other.  

Due to its location there has been no other interest in this site.  Since Mission is the property owner 
on both sides of this site, it is highly unlikely that anyone else would show interest in this site.  

The optimum return for this site would be realized through a direct lease, at Fair Market Lease 

Rate, with the proposed lease for recreational use and parking. 
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to enhance California’s economy and livability” 

 

BENEFITS TO THE DEPARTMENT  

 

Due to the location of this site, there has been no previous interest in the site.  By leasing this site 

to the Mission, revenue would be generated for the Department and it would relieve the 

Department of maintenance costs.  Therefore, it would be in the Department’s best interest to 

directly negotiate a 25-year lease with the Mission.  

 

PROPOSED LEASE TERMS 
 
New Lease 
 
Term: 25 years (15-year lease with two five year options) 
Rent:  To be decided by Fair Market Rent Determination 
Annual Increase:  Based on CPI 
Re-evaluation: Every 5 years 

 

SUMMARY 
 
It is in the Department’s best interest to authorize direct negotiations with Mission for a 25-year 
lease. 
 
 
Attachments 
Exhibit A - Request for Direct Negotiations from High Speed Rail and proposed use map 
Exhibit B - Airspace Map  
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA CALIFORNIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION 

M e m o r a n d u m 

To: CHAIR AND COMMISSIONERS CTC Meeting: January 18-19, 2017 

Reference No.: 4.18  
Action 

From:  SUSAN BRANSEN 
Executive Director 

Subject: TRADE CORRIDORS IMPROVEMENT FUND PROGRAM AMENDMENT 
RESOLUTION TCIF-P-1617-08 

 ISSUE: 

Should the California Transportation Commission (Commission) amend the Trade Corridors 
Improvement Fund (TCIF) Program to add the US 101 Marin Sonoma Narrows High Occupancy 
Vehicle (HOV) Lane Project Phase 2 (Project), in Marin and Sonoma Counties, as TCIF Project 
124 at a cost of $3 million in TCIF funds? 

RECOMMENDATION: 

Commission staff recommends the Commission approve the proposed TCIF Program 
Amendment to add into the TCIF Program Project 124, the US 101 Marin Sonoma Narrows HOV 
Lane Project Phase 2. 

BACKGROUND: 

The Northern California Trade Corridor Coalition and the Sonoma County Transportation 
Authority propose to amend the TCIF Program by including the US 101 Marin Sonoma Narrows 
HOV Lane Project Phase 2 as Project 124 in the Bay Area Corridor element of the TCIF Program. 
Project proponents also propose that the Commission program $3 million of TCIF funds to the 
Project for construction. 

The proposed Project will add approximately five miles of both southbound and northbound HOV 
lanes which include median widening, freeway realignment, ramp improvements and striping. 
With US 101 the only freeway serving the North Coast as the primary truck route for the 
communities north of San Francisco, the improvements will benefit the movement of goods by 
connecting vital business centers of San Francisco and the East Bay with Marin, Sonoma, and the 
North Coast.  The Project will improve reliability by reducing travel times and will reduce 
greenhouse gas emissions by improving traffic flow.  The total cost of the Project is estimated at 
$37.6 million.  Construction is expected to begin in December 2017. 
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Page 2 of 2  

STATE OF CALIFORNIA CALIFORNIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION 

RESOLUTION TCIF-P-1617-08: 

Be it Resolved, that the California Transportation Commission does hereby amend the TCIF 
Program by adding the US 101 Marin Sonoma Narrows HOV Lanes Project Phase 2 as Project 
124. 

Attachment 





 State of California  California State Transportation Agency 
 DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

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

M e m o r a n d u m 
To: CHAIR AND COMMISSIONERS 

CALIFORNIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION 
CTC Meeting: January 18-19, 2017 

Reference No.: 4.17 
Action Item 

From:  NORMA ORTEGA 
Chief Financial Officer 

Prepared by: Rihui Zhang, Chief 
Division of Local Assistance 

Subject: ACTIVE TRANSPORTATION PROGRAM AMENDMENT - PROJECT SCOPE CHANGE 
REQUEST 
RESOLUTION ATP-16-02 

RECOMMENDATION: 

The California Department of Transportation (Department) maintains its initial position and does not 
recommend supporting the requested scope change for the Cycle 1 Active Transportation Program 
(ATP) City of Laguna Hills – La Paz Sidewalk Widening project (PPNO 2170I) unless the City of 
Laguna Hills identifies and commits local and/or regional funds to construct the entire project scope 
as contained in the awarded ATP project application.  This project was adopted on December 20, 
2014 and programmed for $478,000.     

ISSUE: 

The City of Laguna Hills (City) has submitted a scope change request for the La Paz Road Sidewalk 
Widening project (PPNO 2170I).  The project intends to reconstruct sidewalks to meet standard 
sidewalk widths and Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) standards.  The original project 
proposed to widen 1,220 feet of sidewalk.  The City, with this scope change request, proposes to 
remove 870 feet of the sidewalk widening from the project.  The scope change is necessary due to 
increased real estate cost and unanticipated soil conditions. 

This scope change was originally presented at the October 2016 California Transportation 
Commission (Commission) meeting.  At that meeting, the Commission directed the City to work 
with the Department to identify alternative approaches to develop a project within the ATP funding 
limitation that would maintain the ATP benefit.  Department staff met with the City staff and visited 
the project site on November 4, 2016.  This meeting and project site visit provided the opportunity 
for Department staff to better understand the City’s challenges with the original project scope and to 
discuss pros and cons of several alternatives.  Furthermore, during this meeting, the City also 
expressed the desire to secure additional local or regional funding to complete the widening of 
remaining segment of the 1,220 feet sidewalk at a later date.  

As a result of this meeting, in a letter dated 11/18/2016, the City proposed alternate scope change 
proposals.  Some of the proposals incorporated suggestions made by Department staff that resulted 
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in the elimination of Right of Way acquisition and cost savings.  However, even with the cost 
saving, the new alternative will still only widen 870 feet of the sidewalk and not what the project 
was originally scored and programmed for which was 1,220 feet of sidewalk. 
 
While the Department appreciates the City’s difficult situation and its efforts to cooperatively 
develop an alternative solution, the Department maintains its initial position and does not 
recommend supporting the requested scope change for this project for the following reasons: 
 

1. The new scope significantly reduces the active transportation elements and associated 
benefits proposed in the original project application. 
 

2. The project was selected through a competitive process and the substantial reduction in 
scope could have realistically resulted in a lower score than was awarded to the original 
application. 

 
If, however, the City identifies and commits funds to construct the remainder of the project using 
local and/or regional funding sources, the Department would recommend supporting the scope 
change. 

 
 

BACKGROUND: 

 
Resolution G-16-29 amended the ATP Guidelines to stipulate that any agency implementing an ATP 
project present scope changes to the Department for consideration prior to allocation.  The Department 
will make a recommendation to the Commission for final approval.  Scope changes that result in a 
decrease of active transportation benefits may result in removal from the program. 



State of California California State Transportation Agency 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

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

M e m o r a n d u m

To:  CHAIR AND COMMISSIONERS 
CALIFORNIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION 

CTC Meeting: January 18-19, 2017 

Reference No.: 2.1a.(1) 
Action Item 

From:  NORMA ORTEGA 
Chief Financial Officer 

Prepared by: Bruce De Terra, Chief 
Division of 
Transportation Programming 

Subject:  SHOPP AMENDMENT 16H-010 

RECOMMENDATION: 

The California Department of Transportation (Department) recommends the California 

Transportation Commission (Commission) approve the requested State Highway Operation and 

Protection Program (SHOPP) Amendment 16H-010; in accordance with Senate Bill 486 which 

requires the Commission to approve any changes or new projects amended into the SHOPP. 

ISSUE: 

Since the December 2016 report to the Commission, the Department recommends 15 new 
capital projects to be amended into the 2016 SHOPP, as summarized in Attachment 1.  The 
amendments noted below would be funded from the Major Damage Restoration, Collision 
Reduction, Roadway Preservation, Mobility and 2016 SHOPP programming capacity.  

2016 SHOPP Summary of 
New Projects by Category No. FY 2016/17 

 ($1,000) 
FY 2017/18 

($1,000) 
FY 2018/19 

($1,000) 
FY 2019/20 

($1,000) 

Major Damage Restoration 5 $5,662 
Collision Reduction 4 $1,710 $61,480 
Roadway Preservation 1 $6,355 
Mobility 5 $29,538 
Total Amendments 15 $5,662 $31,248 $67,835 
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BACKGROUND: 
 
In each even numbered year, the Department prepares a four-year SHOPP which defines 
major capital improvements necessary to preserve and protect the State Highway System.  
Periodically, the Department proposes amendments to the SHOPP to address newly 
identified needs prior to the next programming cycle.  Between programming cycles, the 
Department updates scope, schedule and cost to effectively deliver projects.   
 
Resolution G-00-13, established in June 2000, provides the Department with means to develop 
SHOPP projects which require periods longer than the four-year SHOPP cycle.  The 
Commission authorized the Department to program projects for development only when 
appropriate.  Long Lead projects must identify challenges that require additional time beyond the 
typical four years to complete.   
 
Senate Bill 486, approved by Governor September 30, 2014, requires Commission approval of 
projects amended into the SHOPP. 
 
 
 
 
Attachments  
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    List of New 2016 SHOPP Capital Project Amendments  

 
PPNO 

Dist-Co-Rte 
PM 
EA 

Project ID 
Project Location and 
Description of Work 

R/W Cost 
Const. Cost 

($1,000) FY 
Support Costs 

($1,000) 

Program Code 
Leg. /Congr. Dists. 

Perf. Meas. 
Major Damage Restoration 

 
 
 
 

4655 

 
1-Men-101 

49.4 
 

0G590 
01 1700 0025 

 
Near Willits, at 1.3 miles north of Upp 
Creek.  Remove and replace failed 
box culvert crossing, reconstruct 
roadway, and install erosion control 
measures. 

   
$10 (R/W) 
$915 (C) 

 
16/17 

 
PA & ED 

PS & E 
RW Sup 
Con Sup 

Total 

 
$0 
$0 

$10 
$240 
$250 

 
201.130 

Assembly: 1   
Senate: 2 

Congress: 1 
 

1 Location 
 
 
 
 

3464 

 
3-ED-89 
13.5/14.5 

 
2H440 

03 1700 0112 

 
Near South Lake Tahoe, from 0.3 
mile north of Spring Creek Road to 
0.3 mile south of Cascade Road. 
Repair fire damaged slope/ 
embankment, replace guard rail, 
remove hazardous trees, and repair 
erosion control measures. 

   
$10 (R/W) 
$1,370 (C) 

 
16/17 

 
PA & ED 

PS & E 
RW Sup 
Con Sup 

Total 

 
$10 

$0 
$2 

$100 
$112 

 
201.130 

Assembly: 4   
Senate: 4 

Congress: 1 
 

1 Location 

 
 
 
 

6852 

 
6-Fre-99 
R0.9/6.5 

 
0W000 

06 1700 0100 

 
In and near Kingsburg and Selma, 
from 0.9 mile north of the Tulare 
County line to 0.1 mile north of Route 
43.  Remove and replace failed 
concrete pavement slabs with asphalt 
concrete. 

   
$900 (C) 

 
16/17 

 
PA & ED 

PS & E 
RW Sup 
Con Sup 

Total 

 
$0 

$25 
$0 

$50 
$75 

 
201.130 

Assembly: 30, 31   
Senate: 14, 16 

Congress: 20, 21 
 

1 Location 
 
 
 
 

3213 

 
10-Cal-26 
22.0/22.8 

 
1G900 

10 1700 0054 

 
Near Mokelumne Hill, at four spot 
locations (PM 22.0, 22.2, 22.5, and 
22.8).  Repair storm damaged slope, 
install culvert and headwall with rock 
slope protection (RSP), install 
overside drains and asphalt dikes, 
and install erosion control measures. 

   
$900 (C) 

 
16/17 

 
PA & ED 

PS & E 
RW Sup 
Con Sup 

Total 

 
$35 

$145 
$0 

$450 
$630 

 
201.130 

Assembly: 10   
Senate: 6 

Congress: 3 
 

4 Locations 

 
 
 
 

1254 

 
11-SD-8 

5.8 
 

42920 
11 1700 0063 

 
In the city of San Diego, at 0.2 mile 
east of Route 15.  Repair sinkhole, 
grout voids around sewer line, and 
reconstruct median shoulder 
pavement. 

   
$350 (C) 

 
16/17 

 
PA & ED 

PS & E 
RW Sup 
Con Sup 

Total 

 
$0 
$0 
$0 

$140 
$140 

 
201.130 

Assembly: 76 
Senate: 39 

Congress: 53 
 

1 Location 
Collision Reduction 

 
 
 
 

6249 

 
3-Sac-Var 

Var 
 

1H880 
03 1700 0015 

 
In Sacramento and Placer Counties, 
on Routes 50, 80, and 99 at various 
locations.  Improve pavement friction 
and wet weather conditions. 
PAED: 05/15/2017 
R/W:    10/01/2017 
RTL:    11/01/2017 
BC:      07/09/2018 

   
$1,300 (C) 

 
17/18 

 
PA & ED 

PS & E 
RW Sup 
Con Sup 

Total 

 
$110 
$120 

$10 
$170 
$410 

 
201.010 

Assembly: 5, 6, 8, 9 
Senate: 1, 4, 6 
Congress: 4, 7 

 
98 Collisions 

reduced 

 
 
 
 

8381 

 
3-Sut-99 
40.0/40.5 

 
2H230 

03 1700 0083 

 
In Live Oak, at Elm Street and 
Pennington Road.  Intersection safety 
improvements. 
PAED: 08/01/2017 
R/W:    07/01/2019 
RTL:    09/01/2019 
BC:      03/01/2020 

   
$100 (R/W) 
$3,800 (C) 

 
19/20 

 
PA & ED 

PS & E 
RW Sup 
Con Sup 

Total 

 
$500 
$630 
$620 
$660 

$2,410 

 
201.010 

Assembly: 3 
Senate: 4 

Congress: 3 
 

51 Collisions 
reduced 



 Reference No.:  2.1a.(1) 
 January 18-19, 2017 
 Attachment 1 

Page 2 of 3 

 

    List of New 2016 SHOPP Capital Project Amendments  

 
PPNO 

Dist-Co-Rte 
PM 
EA 

Project ID 
Project Location and 
Description of Work 

R/W Cost 
Const. Cost 

($1,000) FY 
Support Costs 

($1,000) 

Program Code 
Leg. /Congr. 

Dists. 
Perf. Meas. 

Collision Reduction (Cont.) 
 
 
 
 

1483F 

 
4-SCl-101 
R9.0/R16.8 

 
2J890 

04 1500 0022 

 
In and near Morgan Hill, from south 
of Masten Avenue to East Main 
Avenue.  Install edgeline and 
shoulder rumble strips, concrete 
barrier and enhanced wet-night 
visibility striping. 
PAED: 08/01/2018 
R/W:    09/01/2019 
RTL:    10/01/2019 
BC:      05/01/2020 

   
$ 10 (R/W) 
$ 1,760 (C) 

 
19/20 

 
PA & ED 

PS & E 
RW Sup 
Con Sup 

Total 

 
$230 
$300 
  $75 
$450 

$1,055 

 
201.010 

Assembly: 30 
Senate: 17 

Congress: 19 
 

85 Collisions 
reduced 

 

 
 
 
 

4218 

 
12-Ora-74 
11.5/16.6 

 
0P030 

12 1500 0024 

 
In the Cleveland National Forest, 
from 0.9 mile west of San Juan Fire 
Station to the Orange/Riverside 
County line. Super elevation 
corrections, shoulder widening, open 
graded asphalt concrete (OGAC) 
overlay and apply high friction 
surface treatment (HFST). 
PAED: 01/02/2019 
R/W:    06/01/2020 
RTL:    06/02/2020 
BC:      01/04/2021 

   
$719 (R/W) 
$35,611 (C) 

 
19/20 

 
PA & ED 

PS & E 
RW Sup 
Con Sup 

Total 

 
$2,965 
$4,826 

  $1,018 
$7,206 

$16,015 

 
201.010 

Assembly: 73 
Senate: 36 

Congress: 49 
 

160 Collisions 
reduced 

 

Roadway Preservation 
 
 
 
 

3141 

 
10-SJ-88 
13.5/14.1 

 
0S740 

10 1300 0260 

 
Near Lockeford, from 0.1 mile south 
of East Jack Tone Road to north of 
North Tully Road intersection; also, 
near Kirkwood in Alpine County (PM 
0.3/2.6).  Replace culverts. 
PAED: 03/16/2019 
R/W:    03/31/2020 
RTL:    04/30/2020 
BC:      10/26/2020 

   
$335 (R/W) 
$3,160 (C) 

 
19/20 

 
PA & ED 

PS & E 
RW Sup 
Con Sup 

Total 

 
$795 
$900 

  $290 
$875 

$2,860 

 
201.151 

Assembly: 26 
Senate: 14 

Congress: 11 
 

30 Drainage 
systems 

Mobility  
 
 
 
 

1488T 

 
4-Ala-Var 

Var 
 

3K310 
04 1700 0131 

 
In Alameda County, on Routes 24, 
80, 84, 92, 238, 580, 680, 880, and 
980 at various locations.  Repair and 
replace existing Transportation 
Management System elements. 
PAED: 09/29/2017 
R/W:    01/15/2018 
RTL:    03/15/2018 
BC:      11/15/2018 

   
$10 (R/W) 
$4,549 (C) 

 
17/18 

 
PA & ED 

PS & E 
RW Sup 
Con Sup 

Total 

 
$64 

$393 
  $10 
$901 

$1,368 

 
201.315 

Assembly: 16, 18, 
20, 25 

Senate: 7, 9, 10 
Congress: 13, 15, 

17 
 

248 Field 
elements 
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PPNO 

Dist-Co-Rte 
PM 
EA 

Project ID 
Project Location and 
Description of Work 

R/W Cost 
Const. Cost 

($1,000) FY 
Support Costs 

($1,000) 

Program Code 
Leg. /Congr. Dists. 

Perf. Meas. 
Mobility (Cont.) 

 
 
 
 

1488V 

 
4-CC-Var 

Var 
 

3K320 
04 1700 0132 

 
In Contra Costa County, on Routes 4, 
24, 80, 242, 580, and 680 at various 
locations.  Repair and replace 
existing Transportation Management 
System elements. 
PAED: 09/29/2017 
R/W:    01/15/2018 
RTL:    03/15/2018 
BC:      11/15/2018 
 

   
$10 (R/W) 
$3,644 (C) 

 
17/18 

 
PA & ED 

PS & E 
RW Sup 
Con Sup 

Total 

 
$50 

$314 
  $10 
$722 

$1,096 

 
201.315 

Assembly: 11, 14, 
15 

Senate: 7, 9 
Congress: 5, 11 

 
235 Field 
elements 

 

 
 
 
 

1488X 

 
4-SM-Var 

Var 
 

3K340 
04 1700 0134 

 
In San Mateo and San Francisco 
Counties, on Routes 80, 92, 101, and 
280 at various locations.  Repair and 
replace existing Transportation 
Management System elements. 
PAED: 09/29/2017 
R/W:    01/15/2018 
RTL:    03/15/2018 
BC:      11/15/2018 

   
$10 (R/W) 
$2,747 (C) 

 
17/18 

 
PA & ED 

PS & E 
RW Sup 
Con Sup 

Total 

 
$37 

$236 
  $10 
$545 
$828 

 
201.315 

Assembly: 17, 19, 
22, 24 

Senate: 11, 13 
Congress: 12, 14, 

18 
 

144 Field 
elements 

 
 
 
 

1488W 

 
4-SCl-Var 

Var 
 

3K330 
04 1700 0133 

 
In Santa Clara County, on Routes 17, 
85, 87, 101, 152, 237, 280, and 680 
at various locations.  Repair and 
replace existing Transportation 
Management System elements. 
PAED: 09/29/2017 
R/W:    01/15/2018 
RTL:    03/15/2018 
BC:      11/15/2018 

   
$10 (R/W) 
$4,801 (C) 

 
17/18 

 
PA & ED 

PS & E 
RW Sup 
Con Sup 

Total 

 
$68 

$415 
  $10 
$951 

$1,444 

 
201.315 

Assembly: 24, 25, 
27, 28, 29, 30 

Senate: 10, 13, 
15, 17 

Congress: 17, 18, 
19 
 

295 Field 
elements 

 
 
 
 

1488Y 

 
4-Son-Var 

Var 
 

3K350 
04 1700 0135 

 
In Sonoma, Marin, Napa, and Solano 
Counties, on Routes 12, 29, 37, 80, 
101, 580, 680, and 780 at various 
locations.  Repair and replace 
existing Transportation Management 
System elements. 
PAED: 09/29/2017 
R/W:    01/15/2018 
RTL:    03/15/2018 
BC:      11/15/2018 

   
$10 (R/W) 
$6,929 (C) 

 
17/18 

 
PA & ED 

PS & E 
RW Sup 
Con Sup 

Total 

 
$101 
$600 
  $10 

$1,371 
$3,028 

 
201.315 

Assembly: 2, 4, 
10, 11 

Senate: 2, 3 
Congress: 2, 3, 5 

 
392 Field 
elements 
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 DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

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

M e m o r a n d u m 
To: CHAIR AND COMMISSIONERS 

CALIFORNIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION 
CTC Meeting: January 18-19, 2017

Reference No.: 2.1a.(4) 
Action Item 

From:  NORMA ORTEGA 
Chief Financial Officer 

Prepared by: Bruce De Terra, Chief 
Division of Transportation 
Programming 

Subject: TRAFFIC CONGESTION RELIEF PROGRAM PROJECT AMENDMENT 
RESOLUTION TFP-16-12, AMENDING RESOLUTION TFP-09-03 

RECOMMENDATION: 

The California Department of Transportation (Department) recommends the California 
Transportation Commission (Commission) approve a project amendment for Traffic Congestion 
Relief Program (TCRP) Project 106 in Merced County, as described below. 

ISSUE: 

The Merced County Department of Public Works is requesting to amend TCRP Project 106 – 
Campus Parkway; from State Route (SR) 99 to Yosemite Avenue (PPNO 5951), as follows:  

 Transfer $200,000 from Construction to Plans, Specifications and Estimates (PS&E).
 Split Segment 2 into Segment 2A and Segment 2B.

BACKGROUND: 

The overall project will construct a new four-lane, limited access expressway on the east side of the 
City of Merced from SR 99 to Yosemite Avenue.  The work was previously divided into three 
segments: 

 Segment 1 – SR 99 to Childs Avenue
 Segment 2 – Childs Avenue to 0.25 mile north of Route 140
 Segment 3 – From 0.25 mile north of Route 140 to Yosemite Avenue

Merced County has been working on the Campus Parkway project since 1998.  The original project 
limits for Campus Parkway extended from SR 99 to Bellevue Road.  However, during the 
environmental phase, the project limits were modified due to the number of vernal pools impacted 
by the proposed project.  As a result, the project limits were reduced to end at Yosemite Avenue for 
logical termini.  The TCRP Project Application approved by the Department and Commission staff 
on February 13, 2002 reflected the revised project limits from SR 99 to Yosemite Avenue.  The 
environmental analysis and Right-of-Way acquisition have been completed for the entire project and 
construction for Segment 1 - SR 99 to Childs Avenue is complete and operational. 
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A total of $23,000,000 of TCRP funds were committed for this project. To date, the Commission has 
approved $17,526,000 in allocations.  Right of way allocations were made in 2006, 2007, and 2009 
for a total of $7,730,000 for the whole project.  PS&E allocations total $2,295,000 which includes 
$400,000 in 2006 for Segment 1 and $1,895,000 in 2009 for Segment 2. In 2008, the Commission 
approved a construction allocation for Segment 1 for $12,000,000; bids came in low and final 
construction cost was adjusted to $7,501,000.  In 2009, the resulting construction savings of 
$4,499,000 were redistributed to Segment 2 for construction, PS&E, and Right-of-Way.   The PS&E 
for Segment 2 was completed several years ago with TCRP, Demonstration funds, and local funds, 
and was put on the shelf due to the lack of construction funding.  The remaining TCRP funding 
available to the project is $5,474,000. 

In order to proceed with the project and stay within the limited funding available, it is proposed to 
divide Segment 2 into Segment 2A and Segment 2B.  Segment 2A will include construction of 
Campus Parkway from Childs Avenue to SR 140, the widening and channelization of SR 140 and 
the construction of a portion of the connector road from SR 140.  Segment 2B will include the 
construction of Campus Parkway from Childs Avenue over SR 140 and to the connector roadway 
constructed in Segment 2A. 

Construction contract plans will be updated and broken into the two segments.  The cost to update 
and separate the plans is estimated to be $200,000. (There is a concurrent action on this month’s 
Commission agenda requesting the additional PS&E allocation to update the PS&E package for the 
two proposed Segments). The construction estimate for Segment 2A is $5.2 million. Segment 2A 
will be funded totally by the available TCRP funds and delivered in Fiscal Year 2017-18. The 
construction estimate for Segment 2B is $25 million and is currently unfunded.  

 

 Segment 2 - 
Childs Avenue 
to 0.25 mile 
north of Route 
140 

Split Segment 2A – Childs 
Avenue to SR 140, the 
widening and channelization 
of SR 140 and the 
construction of a portion of 
the connector road from SR 
140 

Split Segment 2B - 
Construction of Campus 
Parkway from Childs 
Avenue over SR 140 and to 
the connector roadway 
constructed in Segment 
2A. 

 PS&E CON CON 

Previous TCRP $1,895,000 $0 $0 

Remaining TCRP $200,000 $5,274,000 $0 

Other funds $0 $0 $0 

Unfunded Need $0 $0 $25,000,000 

Total $2,095,000 $5,274,000 $25,000,000 
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RESOLUTION TFP-16-12: 

 

Resolved, with all conditions stipulated still in effect, the California Transportation Commission 
hereby revises TCRP Project 106 to reflect the changes described above and as illustrated in the 
following table; and  
 
Be it Further Resolved, that the project(s), as component phases or in their entirety, appear under 
Government Code Section 14556.40(a) and are entitled to participate in this allocation; and 

  
Be it Further Resolved, that reimbursement of eligible costs is subject to the policies, restrictions and 
assurances as set forth in the Commission’s policy for allocating, monitoring, and auditing TCRP 
projects, and is governed by the terms and conditions of the Fund Transfer Agreement, Program 
Supplement or Cooperative Agreement, and subsequent amendments to the same if required, as 
executed between the Implementing Agency and the Department. 
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REVISES: TCRP Project 106 – Campus Parkway; build new arterial in Merced County from 
State Route 99 to Yosemite Avenue (PPNO 5951) 
 

14,883 105,015 2,937 5,811
200

Proposed 128,646 123,172 200 5,274
0 (200) 0

105,215 2,937 5,611
Change 0 (5,474) 200 5,274

Total
Existing 128,646 128,646 0 0 14,883

27,493Proposed 27,493 27,493
0Change 0 0

27,493
Future Need
Existing 27,493 27,493

48,000Proposed 48,000 48,000
0

48,000
Change 0 0

Local Funds
Existing 48,000 48,000

10,523Proposed 10,523 10,523
0Change 0 0

10,523
Local Funds
Existing 10,523 10,523

1,800Proposed 1,800 1,800
0Change 0 0

Demo
Existing 1,800 1,800 1,800

360Proposed 360 360
0Change 0 0

360
Demo
Existing 360 360

6,224 125 301
0

Proposed 6,650 6,650
0 0

6,224 125 301
Change 0 0

Local Funds
Existing 6,650 6,650

4,993 2,312 3,015Proposed 10,320 10,320
0 0 0Change 0 0

4,993 2,312 3,015
Demo
Existing 10,320 10,320

7,730 12,775 2,495
200

Proposed 23,000 17,526 200 5,274
(200)

12,975 2,295
Change 0 (5,474) 200 5,274

TCRP (Committed)
Existing 23,000 23,000 0 0 7,730

County District PPNO EA Element Const. Year PM Back PM Ahead Route/Corridor
Merced 10 5951 4A0700 LA

Implementing Agency: (by 
component)

PA&ED Merced County AB 3090 PS&E Merced County AB 3090
R/W Merced County AB 3090 CON Merced County AB 3090

RTPA/CTC: Merced County Association of Governments
Project Title: Campus Parkway
Location In and near the city of Merced.  
Description: Construct a new arterial from Route 99 to Yosemite Avenue.

(DOLLARS IN THOUSANDS)

FUND TOTAL
Project Totals by Fiscal Year Project Totals by Component

Prior 16/17 17/18 18/19 19/20 20/21 R/W CON PA&ED PS&E
R/W 
Supp

CON 
Supp

RIP
Existing 500 500 500
Change 0 0 0
Proposed 500 500 500
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M e m o r a n d u m 
To: CHAIR AND COMMISSIONERS 
 CALIFORNIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION 

CTC Meeting: January 18-19, 2017 

Reference No.: 2.5a. 
Action Item

From:  NORMA ORTEGA 
Chief Financial Officer  

Prepared by: Clark Paulsen, Chief (Acting) 
Division of
Budgets 

Subject: FINANCIAL ALLOCATION FOR MINOR PROJECTS 
RESOLUTION FP-16-18 

RECOMMENDATION: 

The California Department of Transportation (Department) recommends the California 
Transportation Commission allocate $538,000 for the East of Route 1 to Theatre Drive rumble strip 
and striping State Highway Operation and Protection Program (SHOPP) Minor project (EA 
1H280), in San Luis Obispo County.   

ISSUE: 

The attached vote list describes one SHOPP Minor project for $538,000.  The Department is ready 
to proceed with this project and is requesting an allocation at this time.  

FINANCIAL RESOLUTION:  

Resolved, that $299,000 be allocated from the Budget Act of 2016, Budget Act Items 
2660-302-0042 and 2660-302-0890 for construction and $239,000 for construction engineering for 
the SHOPP Minor project described on the attached vote list. 

The Department has complied with the National Environmental Policy Act and the California 
Environmental Quality Act requirements in preparing this project. 

Attachment 
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CTC Financial Vote List
2.5    Highway Financial Matters

January 18-19, 2017

Project #
Allocation Amount

County
Dist-Co-Rte

Postmile
Location

Project Description

EA
Project ID
Program

Budget Year
Item #

Fund Type
Program Code

Resolution FP-16-182.5a. Minor Projects

0516000057
In San Luis Obispo County, near Paso Robles from 0.1 mile
East of Route 1 to Theatre Drive. Outcome/Output: Remove
existing edge line stripe and replace it with an edge line rumble
strip.

(Capital Outlay Support: $239,000).

1H280

SHOPPSan Luis Obispo

R0.2/R21.7

1

05-SLO-46

$538,000

001-0890 FTF $239,000
20.10.201.015

2016-17
302-0042 SHA $6,000
302-0890 FTF $293,000
20.20.201.015 $299,000

Page 1
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M e m o r a n d u m 
To: CHAIR AND COMMISSIONERS 
 CALIFORNIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION 

CTC Meeting: January 18-19, 2017 

Reference No.: 2.5b.(1) 
Action Item

From:  NORMA ORTEGA 
Chief Financial Officer  

Prepared by: Clark Paulsen, Chief (Acting) 
Division of
Budgets 

Subject: FINANCIAL ALLOCATION FOR SHOPP PROJECTS 
RESOLUTION FP-16-19 

RECOMMENDATION: 

The California Department of Transportation (Department) recommends the California 
Transportation Commission allocate $46,870,000 for 13 projects programmed in the 2016 State 
Highway Operation and Protection Program (SHOPP).   

ISSUE: 

The attached vote list describes 13 SHOPP projects totaling $46,870,000 programmed in Fiscal 
Year 2016-17.  The Department is ready to proceed with these projects and is requesting an 
allocation at this time. 

FINANCIAL RESOLUTION:  

Resolved, that $38,585,000 be allocated from the Budget Act of 2016, Budget Act Items  
2660-302-0042 and 2660-302-0890 for construction and $8,285,000 for construction engineering 
for 13 SHOPP projects described on the attached vote list. 

The Department has complied with the National Environmental Policy Act and the California 
Environmental Quality Act requirements in preparing these projects. 

Attachment  
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2.5    Highway Financial Matters

January 18-19, 2017

Project #
Allocation Amount

County
Dist-Co-Rte

Postmile

PPNO
Program/Year

Phase
Prgm'd Amount

Project ID
Adv Phase

EA

Budget Year
Item # Fund Type

Program Code

Resolution FP-16-19

Location
Project Description

Project Support Expenditures

In Willits, from south of Willits Creek Bridge to north of
Casteel Lane. Outcome/Output: Upgrade 10 pedestrian
curb ramps and 1,162 linear feet of sidewalks to make 
compliant with the Americans with Disabilities Act
(ADA).

Performance Measure:
Planned: 10.0, Actual: 10.0  Curb Ramps

Preliminary
Engineering Budget Expended
PA&ED $351,000 $58,968
PS&E $695,000 $507,129
R/W Supp $112,000 $70,143

(CEQA - CE, 3/26/2015)
(NEPA - CE, 3/26/2015)

001-0890 FTF $514,000
20.10.201.378

2016-17
302-0042 SHA $38,000
302-0890 FTF $1,856,000
20.20.201.378 $1,894,000

01-4564
SHOPP/16-17

CON ENG
$514,000
CONST

$1,841,000
0112000188

4
0B830

$2,408,000

Mendocino
01-Men-101

47.1/47.6

1

Near Oroville, from 0.2 miles east of Route 191 to West
Branch Feather River Bridge. Outcome/Output:
Rehabilitate 12.4 lane miles of pavement with asphalt
overlay to extend pavement service life and improve
ride quality.

Performance Measure:
Planned: 12.4, Actual: 12.4  Lane Miles

Preliminary
Engineering Budget Expended
PA&ED $235,000 $221,510
PS&E $469,000 $258,529
R/W Supp $19,000 $3,801

(CEQA - CE, 5/18/2016)
(NEPA - CE, 5/18/2016)

001-0890 FTF $776,000
20.10.201.121

2016-17
302-0042 SHA $84,000
302-0890 FTF $4,135,000
20.20.201.121 $4,219,000

03-2287
SHOPP/16-17

CON ENG
$709,000
$776,000
CONST

$4,274,000
0314000018

4
4F050

$4,995,000

Butte
03-But-70
22.1/28.2

2

In and near Rancho Cordova and Folsom, from 0.2 mile
west of Bradshaw Road to Folsom Boulevard at various
locations.   Outcome/Output: Improve safety for
highway workers at 21 locations by paving narrow 
roadside areas, place vegetation control, and install
roadside signs. 

Performance Measure:
Planned: 14.0, Actual: 21.0  Locations

Preliminary
Engineering Budget Expended
PA&ED $118,000 $121,321
PS&E $200,000 $259,733
R/W Supp $30,000 $17,599

(CEQA - CE, 4/15/2015) 
(NEPA - CE, 4/15/2015) 

001-0890 FTF $460,000
20.10.201.235

2016-17
302-0042 SHA $25,000
302-0890 FTF $1,230,000
20.20.201.235 $1,255,000

03-6235
SHOPP/16-17

CON ENG
$400,000
$460,000
CONST

$1,250,000
0313000240

4
3F930

$1,715,000

Sacramento
03-Sac-50
R7.5/17.0

3
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2.5    Highway Financial Matters
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Project #
Allocation Amount

County
Dist-Co-Rte

Postmile

PPNO
Program/Year

Phase
Prgm'd Amount

Project ID
Adv Phase

EA

Budget Year
Item # Fund Type

Program Code

Resolution FP-16-19

Location
Project Description

Project Support Expenditures

Near Jenner, 0.1 mile south of Russian River Bridge.
Outcome/Output: Permanent restoration of landslide
that damaged roadway and slope. Construct a soldier-
pile retaining wall, a subsurface drainage system, and
widen roadway and shoulder.

Performance Measure:
Planned: 1.0, Actual: 1.0  Location(s)

Preliminary
Engineering Budget Expended
PA&ED $282,000 $281,428
PS&E $1,194,000 $1,196,395
R/W Supp $100,000 $31,391

(CEQA - CE, 5/6/2014)
(NEPA - CE, 5/6/2014)

001-0042 SHA $18,000
001-0890 FTF $882,000
20.10.201.131 $900,000

2016-17
302-0042 SHA $29,000
302-0890 FTF $1,421,000
20.20.201.131 $1,450,000

04-1770A
SHOPP/16-17

CON ENG
$900,000
CONST

$1,450,000
0400020569

4
4S920

$2,350,000

Sonoma
04-Son-1

19.6

4

Near San Simeon, from the Arroyo de la Cruz Bridge to
0.3 mile north of the Arroyo de la Cruz Bridge.
Outcome/Output: Environmental mitigation project for
503 pounds of seed collection and plant propagation to
be used for erosion control and to meet permit
requirements for roadway construction project (EA
49280).

Performance Measure:
Planned: 1.0, Actual: 1.0  Location(s)

Preliminary
Engineering Budget Expended
PA&ED $0 $0
PS&E $32,000 $0
R/W Supp $0 $0

(CEQA - EIR, 8/11/2010; Re-validation 11/24/2014)
(NEPA - FONSI, 8/11/2010; Re-validation 10/4/2016)

(Future consideration of funding approved under
Resolution E-10-89; November 2010.)

001-0042 SHA $369,000
20.10.201.150

2016-17
302-0042 SHA $180,000
20.20.201.150

05-4928W
SHOPP/16-17

CON ENG
$369,000
CONST

$180,000
0517000044

4
49283

$549,000

San Luis Obispo
05-SLO-1

R66.9/R67.2

5
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Amount by
Fund Type

2.5b.(1) SHOPP Projects

CTC Financial Vote List
2.5    Highway Financial Matters

January 18-19, 2017

Project #
Allocation Amount

County
Dist-Co-Rte

Postmile

PPNO
Program/Year

Phase
Prgm'd Amount

Project ID
Adv Phase

EA

Budget Year
Item # Fund Type

Program Code

Resolution FP-16-19

Location
Project Description

Project Support Expenditures

Near Mendota, at Fresno Slough (Kings River-Whites
Bridge) No. 42-0041.  Outcome/Output: Conduct bridge
preventative maintenance by performing grout injection
of the soil below the bridge approaches to combat
scouring that has caused pavement failures, repaving
the bridge approaches, and upgrading bridge railing to
current standards.

Performance Measure:
Planned: 1.0, Actual: 1.0  Bridge(s)

Preliminary
Engineering Budget Expended
PA&ED $482,000 $398,595
PS&E $861,000 $255,376
R/W Supp $11,000 $0

(CEQA - ND, 4/15/2016)
(NEPA - CE, 4/15/2016)

(Future consideration of funding approved under
Resolution E-16-36; June 2016.)

001-0890 FTF $650,000
20.10.201.119

2016-17
302-0042 SHA $14,000
302-0890 FTF $675,000
20.20.201.119 $689,000

06-6680
SHOPP/16-17

CON ENG
$909,000
$650,000
CONST

$1,785,000
0613000189

4
0Q510

$1,339,000

Fresno
06-Fre-180

26.9

6

Near Wasco, at Route 46/99 Separation Bridge
No. 50-0184E from 0.5 mile west of Route 46/99
Separation to 0.1 mile east of Route 46/99 Separation;
also on Route 99 from PM R43.9 to 44.6.
Outcome/Output: Replace bridge and realign
southbound ramps to address structural deficiency and
improve functionality and traffic operations. This project
has been identified as the first of two pilot projects to
include a Tier 4 off road diesel equipment emissions
additive bid item.

Performance Measure:
Planned: 1.0, Actual: 1.0  Bridge(s) 

Preliminary
Engineering Budget Expended
PA&ED $701,000 $1,541,484
PS&E $2,920,000 $3,161,201
R/W Supp $900,000 $750,502

(CEQA - ND, 7/15/2014; Re-validation 4/26/2016)
(NEPA - CE, 7/15/2014; Re-validation 4/15/2016)

(Future consideration of funding approved under
Resolution E-14-47; October 2014.)

001-0890 FTF $3,200,000
20.10.201.110

2016-17
302-0042 SHA $445,000
302-0890 FTF $21,820,000
20.20.201.110 $22,265,000

06-6601
SHOPP/15-16

CON ENG
$2,757,000
$3,200,000

CONST
$19,375,000
0612000105

4
0K460

$25,465,000

Kern
06-Ker-46
57.3/57.8

7
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Amount by
Fund Type

2.5b.(1) SHOPP Projects

CTC Financial Vote List
2.5    Highway Financial Matters

January 18-19, 2017

Project #
Allocation Amount

County
Dist-Co-Rte

Postmile

PPNO
Program/Year

Phase
Prgm'd Amount

Project ID
Adv Phase

EA

Budget Year
Item # Fund Type

Program Code

Resolution FP-16-19

Location
Project Description

Project Support Expenditures

In and near the cities of Madera and Chowchilla, from
Route 145/99 Separation to the N99 & 233 Connector
at various locations.  Outcome/Output: Improve safety
for highway workers by placing asphalt beyond gore
areas, constructing maintenance vehicle pullouts,
removing and replacing chain link gate and fence,
replacing existing guard rail with midwest guard rail and
concrete barrier, and installing 21 roadside signs.

Performance Measure:
Planned: 32.0, Actual: 33.0  Location(s)

Preliminary
Engineering Budget Expended
PA&ED $153,000 $219,528
PS&E $610,000 $591,884
R/W Supp $13,000 $0

(CEQA - CE, 5/28/2013; Re-validation 1/8/2015)
(NEPA - CE, 5/28/2013; Re-validation 1/8/2015)

001-0890 FTF $500,000
20.10.201.235

2016-17
302-0042 SHA $41,000
302-0890 FTF $2,017,000
20.20.201.235 $2,058,000

06-6675
SHOPP/16-17

CON ENG
$460,000
$500,000
CONST

$2,000,000
0613000149

4
0Q610

$2,558,000

Madera
06-Mad-99

10/26.8

8

In and near Temecula, from the San Diego County line
to the southbound on-ramp at Rancho California
Overcrossing.   Outcome/Output: Minimize the
frequency and duration of highway worker exposure to
traffic by relocating irrigation facilities, installing
maintenance vehicle pullouts (MVPs), installing
vegetation control under guard rails and gore points,
and installing maintenance access roads and gates to
improve safety for highway workers.

Performance Measure:
Planned: 95.0, Actual: 45.0  Location(s)

Preliminary
Engineering Budget Expended
PA&ED $183,000 $105,892
PS&E $221,000 $232,284
R/W Supp $23,000 $2,853

(CEQA - CE, 9/14/2015)
(NEPA - CE, 9/14/2015)

001-0890 FTF $198,000
20.10.201.235

2016-17
302-0042 SHA $23,000
302-0890 FTF $1,140,000
20.20.201.235 $1,163,000

08-0014J
SHOPP/16-17

CON ENG
$198,000
CONST

$1,130,000
0812000277

4
1C220

$1,361,000

Riverside
08-Riv-15

0/4.8

9
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Fund Type

2.5b.(1) SHOPP Projects

CTC Financial Vote List
2.5    Highway Financial Matters

January 18-19, 2017

Project #
Allocation Amount

County
Dist-Co-Rte

Postmile

PPNO
Program/Year

Phase
Prgm'd Amount

Project ID
Adv Phase

EA

Budget Year
Item # Fund Type

Program Code

Resolution FP-16-19

Location
Project Description

Project Support Expenditures

In Chino, from the Los Angeles County line to Monte
Vista Avenue.  Outcome/Output: Minimize the
frequency and duration of highway worker exposure to
traffic by relocating irrigation facilities, installing
maintenance vehicle pullouts (MVPs), installing
vegetation control under guard rails and gore points,
and installing maintenance access roads and gates to
improve safety for highway workers.

Performance Measure:
Planned: 115.0, Actual: 25.0  Location(s)

Preliminary
Engineering Budget Expended
PA&ED $216,000 $60,556
PS&E $258,000 $286,044
R/W Supp $27,000 $2,427

(CEQA - CE, 5/5/2015)
(NEPA - CE, 5/5/2015)

001-0042 SHA $231,000
20.10.201.235

2016-17
302-0042 SHA $1,082,000
20.20.201.235

08-0218H
SHOPP/16-17

CON ENG
$231,000
CONST

$1,321,000
0812000267

4
1C180

$1,313,000

San Bernardino
08-SBd-60
R0/R1.9

10

In Chino, from Monte Vista Avenue to Benson Avenue.
Outcome/Output: Minimize the frequency and duration
of highway worker exposure to traffic by relocating
irrigation facilities, installing maintenance vehicle
pullouts (MVPs), installing vegetation control under
guard rails and gore points, and installing maintenance
access roads and gates to improve safety for highway
workers.

Performance Measure:
Planned: 128.0, Actual: 21.0  Location(s)

Preliminary
Engineering Budget Expended
PA&ED $223,000 $82,062
PS&E $274,000 $278,059
R/W Supp $43,000 $6,185

(CEQA - CE, 8/26/2015)
(NEPA - CE, 8/26/2015)

001-0042 SHA $196,000
20.10.201.235

2016-17
302-0042 SHA $986,000
20.20.201.235

08-0033Q
SHOPP/16-17

CON ENG
$196,000
CONST

$1,558,000
0812000266

4
1C170

$1,182,000

San Bernardino
08-SBd-60
R1.8/R2.8

11
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Amount by
Fund Type

2.5b.(1) SHOPP Projects

CTC Financial Vote List
2.5    Highway Financial Matters

January 18-19, 2017

Project #
Allocation Amount

County
Dist-Co-Rte

Postmile

PPNO
Program/Year

Phase
Prgm'd Amount

Project ID
Adv Phase

EA

Budget Year
Item # Fund Type

Program Code

Resolution FP-16-19

Location
Project Description

Project Support Expenditures

In Chino, from Benson Avenue to San Antonio Avenue.
Outcome/Output: Minimize the frequency and duration
of highway worker exposure to traffic by relocating
irrigation facilities, installing maintenance vehicle
pullouts (MVPs), installing vegetation control under
guard rails and gore points, and installing maintenance
access roads and gates to improve safety for highway
workers.

Performance Measure:
Planned: 120.0, Actual: 83.0  Location(s)

Preliminary
Engineering Budget Expended
PA&ED $216,000 $83,973
PS&E $258,000 $281,576
R/W Supp $27,000 $731

(CEQA - CE, 9/1/2015)
(NEPA - CE, 9/1/2015)

001-0890 FTF $231,000
20.10.201.235

2016-17
302-0042 SHA $24,000
302-0890 FTF $1,200,000
20.20.201.235 $1,224,000

08-0219F
SHOPP/16-17

CON ENG
$231,000
CONST

$1,321,000
0812000268

4
1C190

$1,455,000

San Bernardino
08-SBd-60
R2.9/R4.1

12

Near Silverwood Lake, at Horsethief Creek Bridge No. 
54-0816.   Outcome/Output: Environmental mitigation
work to monitor and maintain plant establishment for
five years as required to meet permit requirements for
bridge replacement project (EA 0J850). Work will be
done by California Conservation Corps (CCC).

Performance Measure:
Planned: 1.0, Actual: 1.0  Bridge(s)

Preliminary
Engineering Budget Expended
PA&ED $0 $0
PS&E $20,000 $59,859
R/W Supp $0 $0

(CEQA - CE, 6/28/2011; Re-validation 11/17/2015)
(NEPA - CE, 6/23/2011; Re-validation 11/17/2015)

001-0042 SHA $60,000
20.10.201.110

2016-17
302-0042 SHA $120,000
20.20.201.110

08-0238P
SHOPP/16-17

CON ENG
$60,000
CONST

$120,000
0813000213

4
0J851

$180,000

San Bernardino
08-SBd-138

R24.1

13

Page 6



  State of California  California State Transportation Agency 
  DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

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

M e m o r a n d u m 
To: CHAIR AND COMMISSIONERS 
 CALIFORNIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION 

CTC Meeting: January 18-19, 2017 

Reference No.: 2.5c.(2a) 
Action Item

From:  NORMA ORTEGA 
Chief Financial Officer  

Prepared by: Clark Paulsen, Chief (Acting) 
Division of
Budgets 

Subject: FINANCIAL ALLOCATION FOR LOCALLY ADMINISTERED STIP PROJECTS ON THE 
STATE HIGHWAY SYSTEM 
RESOLUTION FP-16-20 

RECOMMENDATION: 

The California Department of Transportation recommends the California Transportation 
Commission allocate $105,000 for one locally administered State Transportation Improvement 
Program (STIP) Petrified Forest Road Intersection Improvements (PPNO 2130M) project in Napa 
County, on the State Highway System. 

ISSUE: 

The attached vote list describes one locally administered STIP project on the State Highway System 
totaling $105,000.  The local agency is ready to proceed with this project and is requesting an 
allocation at this time.   

FINANCIAL RESOLUTION:  

Resolved, that $105,000 be allocated from Non-Budget Act Item 2660-801-3093 for the locally 
administered STIP project described on the attached vote list. 

Attachment 
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Amount by
Fund Type

CTC Financial Vote List
2.5    Highway Financial Matters

January 18-19, 2017

Project #
Allocation Amount

Recipient
RTPA/CTC

County
Dist-Co-Rte

Postmile

Project Title
Location

Project Description
Project Support Expenditures

PPNO
Program/Year

Phase
Prgm'd Amount

Project ID
Adv Phase

EA

Budget Year
Item # Fund Type

Program Code
Resolution FP-16-202.5c.(2a) Locally Administered STIP Project On the State Highway System

Petrified Forest Road Intersection Improvements. In Calistoga.
Install traffic signal and various ADA compliant pedestrian
improvements at the State Route 128/Petrified Forest Road
Intersection.

(PA&ED increase of $105,000 to come from Napa County 
regional shares.)

Note: This request for $105,000, currently programmed for
PS&E is planned to meet the funding needs of the
environmental special studies, CEQA and NEPA approval,
and preparation of plans and specifications concurrently. Any
additional funding need will be contributed by the City.

Outcome/Output: Complete the Project Report and
Environmental Document.

04-2130M
RIP/2016-17

PA&ED
$

$105,000
PS&E

$105,000
$0

0417000179
4PAED
3K540

2006-07
801-3093 TDIF $105,000
20.20.075.600

$105,000

City of Calistoga
MTC
Napa

04-Nap-128
 3.5/ 3.7

1
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  State of California  California State Transportation Agency 
  DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

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

M e m o r a n d u m 
To: CHAIR AND COMMISSIONERS 
 CALIFORNIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION 

CTC Meeting: January 18-19, 2017  

Reference No.: 2.5c.(3) 
Action Item

From:  NORMA ORTEGA 
Chief Financial Officer  

Prepared by: Clark Paulsen, Chief (Acting) 
Division of
Budgets 

Subject: FINANCIAL ALLOCATION FOR LOCALLY ADMINISTERED STIP PROJECTS  
OFF THE STATE HIGHWAY SYSTEM  

 RESOLUTION FP-16-21 

RECOMMENDATION: 

The California Department of Transportation recommends the California Transportation 
Commission allocate $7,668,000 for seven locally administered State Transportation Improvement 
Program (STIP) projects off the State Highway System, as follows:  

o $240,000 for three STIP projects; and
o $7,428,000 for four STIP Programming, Planning, and Monitoring projects.

ISSUE: 

The attached vote list describes seven locally administered STIP projects off the State Highway 
System totaling $7,668,000, plus $1,232,618 from other sources.  The local agencies are ready to 
proceed with these projects and are requesting an allocation at this time. 

FINANCIAL RESOLUTION:  

Resolved, that $6,136,000 be allocated from the Budget Act of 2015, Budget Act Item 
2660-101-0042 for the locally administered STIP project and $1,532,000 be allocated from Non-
Budget Act Item 2660-601-3093 for six locally administered STIP projects described on the attached 
vote list.  

Attachment
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Fund Type

CTC Financial Vote List January 18-19, 2017

Project #
Allocation Amount

Recipient
RTPA/CTC

District-County

Project Title
Location

Project Description

PPNO
Program/Year

Phase
Prgm'd Amount

Project ID
Adv. Phase

Budget Year
Item #

Fund Type
Program Code

2.5c.(3a) Locally Administered STIP Project Off the State Highway System Resolution FP-16-21

2.5   Highway Financial Matters 

Traffic Signal at Gobbi Street and Waugh Lane. In
Ukiah, at the intersection of Gobbi Street and Waugh
Lane.  Construct traffic signal, ADA curb ramps and
repave pavement.

(CEQA - NOE, 11/02/2016.)

Outcome/Output: Complete the PS&E phase for the
installation of a new traffic signal at the intersection of
East Gobbi Street and Waugh Lane.

01-4561
RIP/16-17

PS&E
$90,000

0112000223
S

2006-07
601-3093 $90,000

TDIF
20.30.600.620

$90,000

City of Ukiah
MCOG

01-Mendocino

1

Schumeyer Gulch Bridge. Near Grenada, on Old Hwy
99 east of Cram Gulch Road. Replace the existing box
culvert with a single span bridge.

(CEQA - MND, 02/25/2013.)
(NEPA - CE, 05/08/2013; revalidated 09/23/2016.)

(Future consideration of funding approved under
Resolution E-16-04; January 2016.)

(Right of Way Certification 1: 02/13/2015.)

(Proposed allocation is a Highway Bridge Program
(HBP) match; this project will be combined with PPNO
2506 under Federal Project Number RPBRLS-5902
(078).)

(Contribution from other sources: $1,232,618 for the
combined project; $1,157,618 of federal HBP funds
and $75,000 of state funds (PPNO 2506).)

Outcome/Output: Replacing this deteriorated bridge will
provide a safer roadway for its users.

02-2474
RIP/16-17
CONST
$75,000

0217000036
S

2006-07
601-3093 $75,000

TDIF
20.30.600.621

$75,000

Siskiyou County
SCLTC

02-Siskiyou

2
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Fund Type

CTC Financial Vote List January 18-19, 2017

Project #
Allocation Amount

Recipient
RTPA/CTC

District-County

Project Title
Location

Project Description

PPNO
Program/Year

Phase
Prgm'd Amount

Project ID
Adv. Phase

Budget Year
Item #

Fund Type
Program Code

2.5c.(3a) Locally Administered STIP Project Off the State Highway System Resolution FP-16-21 

2.5   Highway Financial Matters

Guys Gulch Bridge. In Yreka at the intersection of Old
Hwy 99 and Guys Gulch. Bridge replacement and
roadway realignment.

(CEQA - MND, 02/25/2013.)
(NEPA - CE, 06/27/2013. NEPA revalidated on
09/23/2016.)

(Future consideration of funding approved under
Resolution E-16-03; January 2016.)

(Right of Way Certification 1: 07/27/2016.)

(Proposed allocation is a Highway Bridge Program
(HBP) match.; this project will be combined with PPNO
2474 under Federal Project Number RPBRLS-5902
(078).)

(Contibutions from other sources: $1,232,618 for the
combined project; $1,157,618 of federal HBP funds
and $75,000 of state funds (PPNO 2474.))

Outcome/Output: Replacing this deteriorated bridge
and realigning the road will provide a safer roadway for
its users.

02-2506
RIP/16-17
CONST
$75,000

0217000036
S

2006-07
601-3093 $75,000

TDIF
20.30.300.621

$75,000

Siskoyou County
SCLTC

02-Siskiyou

3
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Fund Type

CTC Financial Vote List January 18-19, 2017

Project #
Allocation Amount

Recipient
RTPA/CTC

District-County

Project Title
Location

Project Description

PPNO
Program/Year

Phase
Prgm'd Amount

Project ID
Adv. Phase

Budget Year
Item #

Fund Type
Program Code

2.5c.(3b) Local STIP Planning, Programming and Monitoring Projects Resolution FP-16-21

2.5   Highway Financial Matters 

Planning, Programming and Monitoring

(SB 184 effective November 10, 2016)

05-1914
RIP/16-17
CONST

$640,000
0517000048

2006-07
601-3093 $640,000

TDIF
20.30.600.670

$640,000

Santa Barbara County
Association of
Governments

SBCAG
05-Santa Barbara

1

Planning, Programming and Monitoring 06-6L01
RIP/16-17
CONST

$322,000
0616000092

2006-07
601-3093 $322,000

TDIF
20.30.600.670

$322,000

Fresno Council of
Governments

FCOG
06-Fresno

2

Planning, Programming and Monitoring 07-9001
RIP/16-17
CONST

$6,136,000
0717000073

2015-16
101-0042 $6,136,000

SHA
20.30.600.670

$6,136,000

Los Angeles County
Metropolitan

Transportation
Authority
LACMTA

07-Los Angeles

3

Planning, Programming and Monitoring 10-9953
RIP/16-17
CONST

$330,000
1017000056

2006-07
601-3093 $330,000

TDIF
20.30.600.670

$330,000

Stanislaus Council of
Governments

StanCOG
10-Stanislaus

4
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  State of California  California State Transportation Agency 
  DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

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

M e m o r a n d u m 
To: CHAIR AND COMMISSIONERS 
            CALIFORNIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION 

CTC Meeting: January 18-19, 2017  

Reference No.: 2.5c.(2b) 
Action Item

From:  NORMA ORTEGA 
Chief Financial Officer  

Prepared by: Clark Paulsen, Chief (Acting) 
Division of
Budgets 

Subject: FINANCIAL ALLOCATION FOR LOCALLY ADMINISTERED STIP PROJECTS ON THE 
STATE HIGHWAY SYSTEM (ADVANCEMENTS) 
RESOLUTION FP-16-22 

RECOMMENDATION: 

The California Department of Transportation recommends the California Transportation 
Commission (Commission) defer an allocation of $3,000,000 for one locally administered State 
Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) SR-1 Operational Improvements (PPNO 1814) project 
in Monterey County, on the State Highway System, because this project is advanced from future 
program years. 

ISSUE: 

The attached vote list describes one locally administered STIP project on the State Highway System 
programmed in Fiscal Year 2017-18, totaling $3,000,000.  Although the local agency is ready to 
proceed with this project, it is recommended that the Commission defer this allocation until it is 
known that sufficient allocation capacity is available once all the projects programmed and delivered 
in FY 2016-17 are funded. 

Attachment 
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Project #
Allocation Amount

Recipient
RTPA/CTC

County
Dist-Co-Rte

Postmile

Project Title
Location

Project Description
Project Support Expenditures

PPNO
Program/Year

Phase
Prgm'd Amount

Project ID
Adv Phase

EA

Budget Year
Item # Fund Type

Program Code
Resolution FP-16-222.5c.(2b) Locally Administered STIP Project On the State Highway System

(ADVANCEMENTS)

SR-1 Operational Improvements. Near Carmel-by-the-Sea, on
Route 1 from Rio Road to Carmel Valley Road.  Construct
additional climbing lane, modify intersection, and enhance turn
movements.

Final Project Development :   N/A

Final Right of Way :     N/A

(CEQA - MND, 5/14/2012.) 
(NEPA - CE, 12/23/2016)

(Future Consideration of Funding approved under Resolution
E-16-84; December 2016.)

Outcome/Output: Operational level of service improvements

THE DEPARTMENT RECOMMENDS THIS ITEM BE
DEFERRED AT THIS TIME.

05-1814
RIP/17-18
CONST

$3,000,000
0500000145

4CONL
0L570

2016-17
301-0042 SHA $60,000
301-0890 FTF $2,940,000
20.20.075.600 $3,000,000

$3,000,000

Monterey County
TAMC

Monterey
05-Mon-1
72.3/75.2

1
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 State of California   California State Transportation Agency 
 DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

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

 M e m o r a n d u m 
To:      CHAIR AND COMMISSIONERS 

CALIFORNIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION 
CTC Meeting: January 18-19, 2017 

Reference No.: 2.5h. 
Action Item 

From:  NORMA ORTEGA 
          Chief Financial Officer 

Prepared by: Clark Paulsen, Chief (Acting) 
Division of Budgets 

Subject:    FINANCIAL ALLOCATION FOR FISCAL YEAR 2016-17 LOCAL ASSISTANCE LUMP 
SUM ALLOCATION – FEDERAL FUNDS 
 RESOLUTION FM-16-02, AMENDING RESOLUTION FM-16-01 

RECOMMENDATION: 

The California Department of Transportation (Department) recommends the California     
Transportation Commission (Commission) approve an increased allocation of $96,838,000 for 
the Department’s Division of Local Assistance’s (DLA’s) federal lump sum budget for Fiscal  
Year (FY) 2016-17, contingent upon Department of Finance (Finance) approval of the budget 
revision. 

ISSUE: 

The Department is requesting to increase the federal lump sum allocation for Local Assistance 
by $96,838,000 in federal funds pending a budget revision awaiting Finance approval.  The 
initial allocation request was for $1.506 billion and the Commission approved the full amount in 
October 2016.  The Department endeavors to sub-allocate the remaining 2016-17 federal lump 
sum funding to local agencies. 

BACKGROUND: 

DLA administers the federal lump sum budget under delegated authority from the Commission.  
The Commission provides annual lump sum allocations consistent with each Fiscal Year’s State 
Budget Act.   

On October 19-20, 2016, the Commission approved Resolution FM-16-01, allocating 
$1,506,000,000 of federal funds for FY 2016-17.  Upon review of the 2016-17 Budget Act, only 
$1,502,543,000 was authorized for Budget Act Item 2660-102-0890, the local assistance federal 
lump sum.  The Budget Act deducted $3,457,000 for new federal oversight contributions from 
Architecture & Engineering oversight ($1,034,000) and an All Roads Network of Linear 
Reference Data Mandate ($2,423,000).  The Department will decrease the Discretionary 
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 CHAIR AND COMMISSIONERS Reference No.:  2.5h. 
 CALIFORNIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION                    January 18-19, 2017 
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“Provide a safe, sustainable, integrated and efficient transportation system 

to enhance California’s economy and livability” 
 
 

 

Programs category by this amount since these programs’ delivery has been slow in the past two 
years. 
 
On August 31, 2016, the Federal Highway Administration announced August Redistribution of 
approximately $293 million for California.  From this amount, DLA received about  
$108 million.  DLA will approximately increase the Surface Transportation Block Grant 
Program by $38 million, the Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Improvement Program by 
$38 million, and the National Highway Performance Program by $32 million based on over-
delivery of their respective targets in 2015-16. 
 
On December 28, 2016, the Department’s Division of Budgets (Budgets) and DLA executed an 
agreement to exchange $7,700,000 of Highway Safety Improvement Program (HSIP) federal 
funds for $7,700,000 of State Highway Account funds for the Systemic Safety Analysis Report 
(SSAR) program.  This represents a “net-zero” transfer from federal to state authority (please see 
Reference 2.5i. for the increase in state authority, also on this month’s Commission agenda).  
The SSAR provides state cash to underserved local agencies that do not have enough staff and 
expertise to collect data to identify eligible HSIP projects.  In 2015-16, $10,000,000 was used to 
fund 61 local agencies eligible for participation in the SSAR program.  In 2016-17, DLA 
endeavors to fund the remaining 46 local agencies that remitted eligible applications last fiscal 
year.  
 
For the last 17 years, local agencies have delivered 100 percent of federal funding made 
available to them.  Approval of this request is necessary to ensure that local agencies may be 
reimbursed for their project costs in a timely manner.  Page three displays the revised allocation 
authority and adjustments by program category.   
 
RESOLUTION: 
 
Resolved, that $96,838,000 in federal funds be allocated from the Budget Act of 2016, Budget 
Act Item 2660-102-0890(1), in accordance with the table on the next page, bringing the total 
lump sum allocation for the Fiscal Year 2016-17 Local Assistance subvention budget to 
$1,716,616,000, contingent upon Department of Finance approval of the budget revision. 
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“Provide a safe, sustainable, integrated and efficient transportation system 

to enhance California’s economy and livability” 
 
 

 

ALLOCATION OF FUNDS FOR FISCAL YEAR 2015-16 LOCAL ASSISTANCE 
(Dollars in Thousands) 

 

                                                 
1 On December 28, 2016, an agreement between Budgets and DLA exchanged $7,700,000 of HSIP for $7,700,000 of State Highway 
Account funds for the SSAR program pending an approved budget revision. 
2 Funding is reserved for locally-administered State Highway System (SHS) bridges on the National Highway System (NHS).  NHPP 
was credited with $32,407,479 of August Redistribution for over-delivering the program target in FY 2015-16. 
3 About $75 million is set aside for bridges that are off the SHS and about $51 million is budgeted to be exchanged on a dollar-for-
dollar basis for State Highway Account funds (Budget Item 2660-102-0042(1)).  Regional agencies were credited with $37,794,017 in 
STBGP funding of August Redistribution for over-delivering the program target in FY 2015-16.     
4 Regional agencies were credited with $37,794,018 in CMAQ funding of August Redistribution for over-delivering the program 
target in FY 2015-16.     
5 On December 28, 2016, an agreement between Budgets and DLA exchanged $7,700,000 of HSIP federal funds for $7,700,000 of 
State Highway Account funds for the SSAR program pending an approved budget revision. 
6 This funding is for discretionary programs, Demonstration projects, Emergency Relief, and miscellaneous federal programs for 
current and previous Federal Transportation Acts.  These programs are being reduced by $3,457,000 for new federal oversight 
contributions from Architecture & Engineering oversight ($1,034,000) and an All Roads Network of Linear Reference Data Mandate 
($2,423,000). 

   
State 

 
Federal 

      
Adjustment 
  Requested 

 
Total 

 2660-102-0042(1)      
 Surface Transportation Program  
 (STP) State Match and Exchange 

 
$57,849 

   
$57,849 

 Bridge Inspection  735   735 
 Railroad Grade Separations 15,000   15,000 
 Railroad Grade Crossing Maintenance 3,765   3,765 
 Miscellaneous Unassigned Local Programs 3,250   3,250 
 Freeway Service Patrol 25,479   25,479 
 Systemic Safety Analysis Report (SSAR) Program1 7,700   7,700 
     

Subtotal $113,778   $113,778 
      
 
 
 2660-102-0890(1) 

    

 National Highway Performance Program (NHPP)2 

 Surface Transportation Block Grant Program (STBGP)3 
 $211,847 

522,925 
$32,407 
37,794 

$244,254 
560,719 

 Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality (CMAQ)4  437,077 37,794 474,871 
 Highway Safety Improvement Program (HSIP)5 
 Discretionary Programs6 
 

 83,626 
250,525 

(7,700) 
(3,457) 

75,926 
247,068 

 
Subtotal  $1,506,000 $96,838 $1,602,838 

     
Total Local Programs $113,778 $1,506,000 $96,838 $1,716,616 

     



 State of California  California State Transportation Agency 
  DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

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

M e m o r a n d u m 
To: CHAIR AND COMMISSIONERS 

 CALIFORNIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION 
CTC Meeting: January 18-19, 2017 

Reference No.: 2.5i. 
Action Item 

From:     NORMA ORTEGA 
 Chief Financial Officer 

Prepared by: Clark Paulsen, Chief (Acting) 
Division of Budgets 

Subject:    FISCAL YEAR 2016-17 LUMP SUM ALLOCATION FOR LOCAL ASSISTANCE 
STATE FUNDS 
RESOLUTION FM-16-03, AMENDING RESOLUTION FM-15-05 

RECOMMENDATION: 

The California Department of Transportation (Department) recommends the California  
Transportation Commission (Commission) approve an increase of $7,700,000 for the 
Department’s Division of Local Assistance’s (DLA’s) state lump sum allocation for Fiscal  
Year (FY) 2016-17, contingent upon Department of Finance (DOF) approval of the budget 
revision. 

ISSUE: 

The Department is requesting to increase the Local Assistance state lump sum allocation by 
$7,700,000 for the Systemic Safety Analysis Report (SSAR) program, which will increase the 
FY 2016-17 allocation from $106,078,000 to $113,778,000. 

BACKGROUND: 

On December 28, 2016, the Department’s Division of Budgets (Budgets) and DLA executed an 
agreement to exchange $7,700,000 of Highway Safety Improvement Program (HSIP) federal 
funds for $7,700,000 of State Highway Account funds for the SSAR program.  This represents a 
“net-zero” transfer from federal to state authority (please see Reference 2.5h. for the decrease in 
federal authority, also on this month’s Commission agenda).  The SSAR provides state cash to 
underserved local agencies that do not have enough staff and expertise to collect data to identify 
eligible HSIP projects.  In 2015-16, $10,000,000 was used to fund 61 local agencies eligible for 
participation in the SSAR program.  In 2016-17, DLA endeavors to fund the remaining 46 local 
agencies that remitted eligible applications last fiscal year.  

A budget revision is being concurrently submitted to DOF to increase Budget Act Item  
2660-102-0042(1) by $7,700,000 in FY 2016-17 from $106,078,000 to $113,778,000 for 
implementation of the SSAR program.   
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The Department’s Local Assistance Program administers the subvention budget under delegated 
authority from the Commission.  The Commission provides annual lump sum allocations 
consistent with each Fiscal Year’s State Budget Act.   
 
The guidelines for allocating, monitoring, and auditing of funds for Local Assistance projects 
are set forth in Commission Resolution G-99-25, which is based on Section 14529.1 of the 
California Government Code.  Commission Resolution G-01-08 delegates the authority to the 
Department to adjust allocations between categories, and the Department reports to the 
Commission if transfers in or out of an expenditure category exceed 10 percent of its allocation. 
 
RESOLUTION: 
 
Resolved, that $7,700,000 be allocated from the Budget Act of 2016, Budget Act Item  
2660-102-0042(1), in accordance with the table below, bringing the FY 2016-17 Local 
Assistance state total lump sum allocation to $113,778,000, contingent upon Department of 
Finance approval of the budget revision. 

 
 

LUMP SUM ALLOCATION 
FISCAL YEAR 2016-17 FUNDS FOR LOCAL ASSISTANCE 

(Dollars in Thousands) 
 

 
State 

Adjustment 
Requested Federal Total 

2660-102-0042(1)     
Surface Transportation Program  
(STP) State Match and Exchange 

 
$57,849    

 
$57,849 

Bridge Inspection         735    735 
Railroad Grade Separations   15,000    15,000 
Railroad Grade Crossing Maintenance     3,765    3,765 
Miscellaneous Unassigned Local Programs     3,250    3,250 
Freeway Service Patrol   25,479    25,479 
Systemic Safety Analysis Report Program 0 7,700  7,700 
     
Total Local Programs $106,078  $7,700   $113,778 
      



 State of California  California State Transportation Agency 
 DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

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

M e m o r a n d u m 
To: CHAIR AND COMMISSIONERS 

CALIFORNIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION 
CTC Meeting: January 18-19, 2017 

Reference No.: 2.5t.(2b) 
Action Item 

From:  NORMA ORTEGA 
Chief Financial Officer 

Prepared by: Clark Paulsen, Chief (Acting) 
Division of 
Budgets 

Subject: FINANCIAL ALLOCATION FOR LOCALLY ADMINISTERED TRAFFIC CONGESTION 
RELIEF PROGRAM (TIER 2) RAIL PROJECTS 
RESOLUTION TFP-16-14 

RECOMMENDATION: 

The California Department of Transportation recommends the California Transportation 
Commission allocate $5,960,000 for two locally administered in Tier 2 Traffic Congestion Relief 
Program (TCRP) funding Rail projects. 

ISSUE: 

The attached vote list describes two TCRP Rail projects totaling $5,960,000.  The local agencies are 

ready to proceed with these projects and are requesting an allocation at this time.   

FINANCIAL RESOLUTION: 

Resolved, that $5,960,000 be allocated from Non-Budget Act Item 2660-601-3007 for two locally 
administered TCRP Rail projects described on the attached vote list.   

Attachment 
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Fund Type

CTC Financial Vote List
2.5    Highway Financial Matters

January 18-19, 2017

Project #
Allocation Amount

Recipient
RTPA/CTC

County
Dist-Co-Rte

Postmile

Project Title
Location

Project Description
Project Support Expenditures

PPNO
Program/Year

Phase
Prgm'd Amount

Project ID
Adv Phase

EA

Budget Year
Item # Fund Type

Program Code
Resolution TFP-16-142.5t.(2b) Locally Administered TCRP Rail Projects

Project  - 55.4 - Laurel Street Grade Separation. In City of
Colton. Construct a grade separation for BNSF railroad lines
(TCIF 84) (TCRP 55.4). 

This is a Tier 2 project - Reimbursement.

(Of the $7,690,000 amount programmed under TCRP,
$5,240,000 ($1,591,000 PS&E and $3,649,000 R/W) is eligible
for reimbursement.) 

Outcome/Output: To improve local traffic circulation, enhance
safety, reduce train related noise on adjacent properties, and
reduce air pollutant emissions from idling vehicles.

08-1141
TCRP/10-11

PS&E
$2,224,000

R/W
$5,448,000

0017000105
S

601-3007 TCRF $1,591,000
20.30.710.875

601-3007 TCRF $3,649,000

$5,240,000

San Bernardino
Associated

Governments
SANBAG

San Bernardino
08-SBd-

1

Project  - 55.3 Alameda Corridor East. Build grade
separations on BNSF and UPRR lines at the following two 
locations:  Segment #1 - Yuma rail line at Hunts Lane and
Segment #2 -  San Bernardino RR Lines at State 
Street/University Parkway (TCRP 55.3)

This is a Tier 2 project - Reimbursement.

(Of the $3,800,000 amount programmed under TCRP,
$720,000 from Construction is eligible for reimbursement.)

Outcome/Output: To improve local traffic circulation, enhance
safety, reduce train related noise on adjacent properties, and
reduce air pollutant emissions from idling vehicles.

08-T0553
TCRP/04-05

R/W
$3,080,000

CONST
$720,000

0017000104
S

601-3007 TCRF $0
20.30.710.010

601-3007 TCRF $720,000

$720,000

San Bernardino
Associated

Governments
SANBAG

San Bernardino
08-SBd-

2
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  State of California  California State Transportation Agency 
  DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

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

M e m o r a n d u m 
To: CHAIR AND COMMISSIONERS 

CALIFORNIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION 
CTC Meeting: January 18-19, 2017 

Reference No.: 2.5t.(2c) 
Action Item 

From:  NORMA ORTEGA 
Chief Financial Officer 

Prepared by: Clark Paulsen, Chief (Acting) 
Division of 
Budgets 

Subject: FINANCIAL ALLOCATION FOR LOCALLY ADMINISTERED TRAFFIC CONGESTION 
RELIEF PROGRAM (TIER 2) PROJECTS OFF THE STATE HIGHWAY SYSTEM 
RESOLUTION TFP-16-15 

RECOMMENDATION: 

The California Department of Transportation recommends the California Transportation 
Commission allocate $200,000 in Tier 2 Traffic Congestion Relief Program (TCRP) funding for one 
locally administered TCRP Project 106 – Campus Parkway (PPNO 5951) in Merced County, off the 
State Highway System. 

ISSUE: 

The attached vote list describes one TCRP project totaling $200,000.  The local agency is ready to 

proceed with this project and is requesting an allocation at this time.   

FINANCIAL RESOLUTION: 

Resolved, that $200,000 be allocated from Non-Budget Act Item 2660-601-3007 for the locally 
administered TCRP project described on the attached vote list.   

Attachment 
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Project #
Allocation Amount

Recipient
RTPA/CTC

District-County

Project Title
Location

Project Description

PPNO
Program/Year

Phase
Prgm'd Amount

Project ID
Adv. Phase

Budget Year
Item #

Fund Type
Program Code

2.5t.(2c) Locally Administered TCRP Projects Off the State Highway System Resolution TFP-16-15

2.5   Highway Financial Matters

Project 106 - Campus Parkway. Construct Campus
Parkway Segment 2A which will include widening and
channelization along SR 140, construction of a portion
of the connector from SR 140 to Campus Parkway and 
construction of supporting storm drainage
infrastructure.

This is a Tier 2 project - allocation.

(Concurrent Programming Amendment under
Resolution TFP-16-12; January 2017.)

(CEQA - EIR, 12/01/2005.)

Future Consideration of Funding approved under
Resolution E-07-20; September 2007. 

(Right of Way Certification 1: 01/16/2014)

Outcome/Output: Complete Segment 2A of the
Campus Parkway project. The project as a whole is to
construct a new four-lane, limited access expressway
on the east side of the City of Merced.

10-5951
TCRP/16-17

PS&E
$200,000

1017000045
S

601-3007 $200,000
TCRF

20.30.710.000

$200,000

Merced County
MCAG

10-Merced

1
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  State of California    California State Transportation Agency 
  DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

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

M e m o r a n d u m 
To: CHAIR AND COMMISSIONERS 
 CALIFORNIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION 

CTC Meeting: January 18-19, 2017  

Reference No.: 2.5w.(1) 
Action Item

From: NORMA ORTEGA 
Chief Financial Officer  

Prepared by: Clark Paulsen, Chief (Acting) 
Division of
Budgets 

Subject: FINANCIAL ALLOCATION FOR ACTIVE TRANSPORTATION PROGRAM PROJECTS  
RESOLUTION FATP-1617-08 

RECOMMENDATION: 

The California Department of Transportation recommends the California Transportation 
Commission allocate $25,664,000 for 21 Active Transportation Program (ATP) projects. 

ISSUE: 

The attached vote list describes 21 ATP projects totaling $25,664,000.  The local agencies are ready 
to proceed with these projects and are requesting an allocation at this time. 

FINANCIAL RESOLUTION:  

Resolved, that $25,664,000 be allocated from the Budget Acts of 2015 and 2016, Budget Act Items 
2660-108-0042 and 2660-108-0890 for the ATP projects described on the attached vote list. 

Attachment
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Project #
Allocation Amount

Recipient
RTPA/CTC

District-County

Project Title
Location

Project Description

PPNO
Program/Year

Phase
Prgm'd Amount

Project ID
Adv. Phase

Budget Year
Item #

Fund Type
Program Code

2.5w.(1) Active Transportation Program Projects Resolution FATP-1617-08

2.5   Highway Financial Matters

Arcata Safe Routes to School Improvements 2015.
Construction of speed humps, traffic calming circle,
and new sidewalk infill and replacement, as well as
installation of new school zone signage, pavement
markings and ADA ramps. Creation of a Walk/Bike
Safe Routes to School map.

(Small Urban and Rural)

(PPNO 2444A is the infrastructure component to
PPNO 2444B)

Outcome/Output: Provide safe and accessible access
for non-motorized travel to and from school in the
vicinity of Arcata Elementary School.

01-2444A
ATP/16-17

PA&ED
$22,000

0116000080
S

2015-16
108-0890 $22,000

FTF
20.30.720.100

$22,000

City of Arcata
HCAOG

01-Humboldt

1

Al Tahoe Boulevard Safety and Mobility
Enhancement Project. From the existing Class I path
at the Al Tahoe Boulevard/Johnson Boulevard
Intersection east to the Route 50/Al Tahoe Boulevard
Intersection.  Construction of bicycle and pedestrian
safety improvements, including enhanced crossings
and travel lane reconfigurations to accommodate Class
I and Class II facilities to close a facility gap.

(Statewide)

(Contribution from other sources: $16,000.)

Outcome/Output: Cyclist and Pedestrian Safety. Safe
Route to School Route(new), removal of barriers to
mobility, closure of trail network gap. 

03-1221
ATP/16-17

PA&ED
$117,000

0316000103
S

2015-16
108-0890 $117,000

FTF
20.30.720.100

$117,000

City of South Lake
Tahoe
EDLTC

03-El Dorado

2

Loomis Town Center Implementation Plan - Phase
2. Construct new ADA-compliant sidewalk and replace
non-compliant sidewalk, new curb and gutter, 5' bike
lanes, irrigation and new trees, new street lighting and
four in-road warning lights at the crosswalks.  Along
Taylor Road between Horseshoe Bar Road and just
south of Oak Street.

(MPO)

(CEQA - CE, 07/05/2016.)

(Contribution from other sources: $896,000.)

Right of Way Certification: 11/30/2016

Outcome/Output: Bike lanes, ADA compliant sidewalks
and ramps to improve accessibility, mobility and safety.

03-1525
ATP/16-17

CONST
$1,436,000

0316000157
S

2016-17
108-0042 $1,436,000

SHA
20.30.720.100

$1,436,000

Town of Loomis
PCTPA

03-Placer

3
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Project #
Allocation Amount

Recipient
RTPA/CTC

District-County

Project Title
Location

Project Description

PPNO
Program/Year

Phase
Prgm'd Amount

Project ID
Adv. Phase

Budget Year
Item #

Fund Type
Program Code

2.5w.(1) Active Transportation Program Projects Resolution FATP-1617-08

2.5   Highway Financial Matters

Oak Parkway Trail Under Crossing and Johnny
Cash Trail Connection . Located at the northern
terminus of the Oak Parkway Trail at Natoma Street
extending to the Historic Powerhouse Canal and
Johnny Cash Trails. Provide a grade separated
crossing at Natoma Street and construct Class I Bike
Trail.

(MPO)

(CEQA - MND, 01/12/2015.)

(Future Consideration of Funding approved under
Resolution E-16-02; January 2016.)

(Contribution from other sources: $115,000.)

Right of Way Certification: 08/10/2016.

(Time Extension for FY 15/16 Construction expires on
February 28, 2017)

Outcome/Output: Connect existing trails with 1000
linear feet of Class I bike trail and construct an under
crossing at motorists and to provide a connection
between trails users and motorists and to provide a
connection between trails. For the trail user, these
improvements will improve access to over 60 miles of
existing Class I trails that connect with three counties
(El Dorado, Placer and Sacramento).

03-1683
ATP/15-16

CONST
$882,000

0315000100
S

2016-17
108-0042 $882,000

SHA
20.30.720.100

$882,000

City of Folsom
SACOG

03-Sacramento

4

Citywide Bike Lane Gap Closures. West Capitol
Avenue, Enterprise Boulevard, Linden Road/Redwood
Avenue, Jefferson Boulevard, Lighthouse Drive, Reed
Avenue, Gateway Drive, Lake Washington Drive, and
15th Street.  Install striping and signage and related
improvements to add new bicycle lanes and close gaps
in the existing network.

(MPO)

(CEQA - CE, 03/03/2015.)

(Contribution from other sources: $52,000.) 

(Time Extension for FY 15/16 Construction expires on
February 28, 2017)

Right of Way Certification: 06/01/2015 

Outcome/Output: Add approximately 10.3 miles of new
bike lanes and close existing gaps to promote active
transportation and a healthy lifestyle.

03-1921
ATP/15-16

CONST
$401,000

0315000093
S

2016-17
108-0042 $401,000

SHA
20.30.720.100

$401,000

City of West
Sacramento

SACOG
03-Yolo

5
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Project #
Allocation Amount

Recipient
RTPA/CTC

District-County

Project Title
Location

Project Description

PPNO
Program/Year

Phase
Prgm'd Amount

Project ID
Adv. Phase

Budget Year
Item #

Fund Type
Program Code

2.5w.(1) Active Transportation Program Projects Resolution FATP-1617-08

2.5   Highway Financial Matters 

19th Street Bay Area Rapid Transit to Lake Merritt
Urban Greenway. Construction of Class II bicycle
lanes, widened sidewalks, crosswalks enhancements,
and a landscaped median.

(Statewide)

Outcome/Output: Provide pedestrian and bicycle
access into and around Downtown Oakland for
recreation and pedestrians, bicycles, and vehicles and
reduce the risk of exposure to collisions.

04-2190R
ATP/16-17

PA&ED
$150,000

0417000056
S

2015-16
108-0890 $150,000

FTF
20.30.720.100

$150,000

City of Oakland
MTC

04-Alameda

6

San Francisco Bay Trail, Pinole Shores to Bay
Front Park. This project constructs a section of the 
San Francisco Bay Trail in the City of Pinole between
Pinole Shores and Bayfront Park, a distance of 
approximately 0.5 mile.

(MPO)

(CEQA - EIR, 01/13/2012.)
(NEPA - CE, 12/21/2015)

Concurrent Consideration of Funding under Resolution
E-17-09 ; January 2017.

(Time extension for FY 15-16 CONST expires on June
30, 2017)

(Right of Way Certification: No 1, 11/16/2016) 

Outcome/Output: This project will close a critical gap in
the trail system between the Pinole Shores and
Bayfront Park and provide last mile bicycle and
pedestrian access to the Regional Intermodal Transit
Center in Hercules

04-2122B
ATP/15-16

CONST
$4,000,000

0417000200
S

2015-16
108-0890 $4,000,000

FTF
20.30.720.100

$4,000,000

East Bay Regional
Park District

MTC
04-Contra Costa

7

San Francisco Safe Routes to School 2017-2019
Non-Infrastructure Project. In the City and County of
San Francisco.  Implement a pilot proposal that
includes innovative educational, encouragement, and
evaluation activities and deliverables.

(MPO)

(CEQA - CE, 11/17/2016.)
(NEPA - CE, 11/18/2016)

Outcome/Output: Increase knowledge of transportation
options for school commutes, especially walking and
biking; increase walking and biking to and from
schools; and reduced pedestrian and bicycling injuries
around schools.

04-2023F
ATP/16-17

CONST
$2,411,000

0417000083
S

2015-16
108-0890 $2,411,000

FTF
20.30.720.100

$2,411,000

San Francisco County
DPH
MTC

04-San Francisco

8
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Project #
Allocation Amount

Recipient
RTPA/CTC

District-County

Project Title
Location

Project Description

PPNO
Program/Year

Phase
Prgm'd Amount

Project ID
Adv. Phase

Budget Year
Item #

Fund Type
Program Code

2.5w.(1) Active Transportation Program Projects Resolution FATP-1617-08

2.5   Highway Financial Matters

Cacique and Soledad Pedestrian/Bicycle Bridges
and Corridor Improvements. Along Cacique Street
from Salinas Street on the east to Alisos Street on the
west and along Soledad Street from Cacique Street in
the south to Montecito Street to the north in the City of
Santa Barbara.  Replace one existing wooden
pedestrian bridge at Cacique Street and install one
new pedestrian/bike bridge at Soledad Street  Remove
barriers, improve lighting, install ADA compliant 
sidewalks, curb and gutters.

(Small Urban and Rural) 

(CEQA - NOE, 09/22/2016)
(NEPA - CE, 08/10/2016)

(Right of Way Certification 1, 11/17/2016)

(Time extension for FY 15-16 CON expires on 
06/30/2017)

Outcome/Output: Create a pedestrian/bike connections
to school and work for the Eastside neighborhood of
Santa Barbara. Decrease traffic congestion and air
pollution through increased walking and biking.

05-2599
ATP/15-16

CONST
$2,153,000

0515000025
S

2015-16
108-0890 $2,153,000

FTF
20.30.720.100

$2,153,000

City of Santa Barbara
SBCAG

05-Santa Barbara

9
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Project #
Allocation Amount

Recipient
RTPA/CTC

District-County

Project Title
Location

Project Description

PPNO
Program/Year

Phase
Prgm'd Amount

Project ID
Adv. Phase

Budget Year
Item #

Fund Type
Program Code

2.5w.(1) Active Transportation Program Projects Resolution FATP-1617-08

2.5   Highway Financial Matters

Montecito - Yanonali Street Bridge replacement
and Pedestrian Improvement. This Project is located
on Montecito/Yanonali Street over Sycamore Creek in
City the City of Santa Barbara. the proposed project
will demolish the existing vehicular bridge and
construct a new vehicular bridge with a sidewalk along
the east side as the existing bridge has no sidewalks,
and no shoulders for pedestrian use. The intersection
of Montecito  and Yanonali Streets will be converted to
an all-way stop. Additional sidewalk is proposed along
Montecito and Salinas Streets. Pedestrian scale
lighting is also proposed to make the route to school
safe and visible.

(Small Urban and Rural)

(CEQA - NOE, 03/22/2016.)

(Right of Way, 10/19/2016.)

(Time Extension for FY 15-16 CON expires on
6/30/2017.)

(Contribution from other sources: $300,000.)

Outcome/Output: By providing a sidewalk for
pedestrians and reducing speeds of vehicles (via the
reconfigured T-intersection with all-way stop control) as
well as improving lighting, the project will increase
walking and biking and will enhance the experience for
those already using this important corridor. The entire
community will benefit as increased walking and biking
will decrease traffic congestion and air pollution. 

05-2603
ATP/15-16

CONST
$2,845,000

0515000026
S

2016-17
108-0042 $2,845,000

SHA
20.30.720.100

$2,845,000

City of Santa Barbara
SBCAG

05-Santa Barbara

10

University of California Santa Barbara, North
Campus Open Restoration Project. Isla Vista
Elementary School at intersection of El Colegio Road
and Storke Road to Phelps Road  through the North
Campus Open Space.  Construct 1.2 miles, permeable, 
recreational trail, span bridges, boardwalk and culverts.

(Statewide)

(CEQA - MND, 3/29/2016.)
(NEPA - CE, 11/4/2016)

(Concurrent Consideration of Funding under
Resolution E-17-08; January 2017.)

(Right of Way Cert. 1, 11/8/2016)

Outcome/Output: Create public access amenity that
supports non-motorized travel. Provide safe route to
school.

05-2672
ATP/16-17

CONST
$2,449,000

0516000102
S

2015-16
108-0890 $2,449,000

FTF
20.30.720.100

$2,449,000

University of California
Santa Barbara

SBCAG
05-Santa Barbara

11
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Amount by
Fund Type

CTC Financial Vote List January 18-19, 2017

Project #
Allocation Amount

Recipient
RTPA/CTC

District-County

Project Title
Location

Project Description

PPNO
Program/Year

Phase
Prgm'd Amount

Project ID
Adv. Phase

Budget Year
Item #

Fund Type
Program Code

2.5w.(1) Active Transportation Program Projects Resolution FATP-1617-08

2.5   Highway Financial Matters

Vermont Avenue Bike Lane, Manchester - El
Segundo project. This project consists of construction
of Class II bike lane and bike racks along southbound
Vermont Avenue in the unincorporated West Athens
Community from Manchester Boulevard to El Segundo
Boulevard.

(Statewide)

(CEQA-NOE, 04/04/2012.)

(NEPA-CE, 02/12/2016.)

(Right of Way Certification, 2: 11/07/2016) 

(Time Extension for FY 15/16 Construction expires on
02/28/2017)

Outcome/Output: The project will help increase the
number of cyclists in the area, contribute to reducing
local vehicle trips and mile traveled, and improve
transit access along this corridor. 

07-4537
ATP/15-16

CONST
$676,000

0714000196
S

2015-16
108-0890 $676,000

FTF
20.30.720.100

$676,000

Los Angeles County
LACMTA

07-Los Angeles

12

5th Street East Corridor Improvements. This project
is on 5th Street East, from Avenue H-8 to J-4. The
scope includes curb bulb-outs with ADA compliant curb
ramps at several locations along 5th street increasing
safety of the pedestrian and bicyclist. New traffic
striping will be installed to buffer the bike lanes along
the corridor.

(Statewide)

(CEQA -NOE Date: 11/14/2014.)

(Right of Way Certification,1: October 28,2016.) 

(Time Extension for FY 15/16 CON/CON-NI expires on
01/31/2017.)

Outcome/Output: The project output will provide
pedestrian and safety improvements and increase
student walking and biking to school by 10 percent.

07-4881
ATP/15-16

CONST
$1,353,000

0715000157
S

2016-17
108-0042 $1,353,000

SHA
20.30.720.100

$1,353,000

City of Lancaster
LACMTA

07-Los Angeles

13
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Amount by
Fund Type

CTC Financial Vote List January 18-19, 2017

Project #
Allocation Amount

Recipient
RTPA/CTC

District-County

Project Title
Location

Project Description

PPNO
Program/Year

Phase
Prgm'd Amount

Project ID
Adv. Phase

Budget Year
Item #

Fund Type
Program Code

2.5w.(1) Active Transportation Program Projects Resolution FATP-1617-08

2.5   Highway Financial Matters

Priority Implementation for Downtown Bicycle and
Pedestrian Improvements. Downtown Bicycle and
Pedestrian Improvements Project. The project will
construct 14.5 miles of new bikeways and improve
pedestrian safety through crossing improvements at 8
major intersections. Bicycle improvements include 3.8
miles of Class II buffered bike lanes on Garey Avenue
and San Antonio Avenue, 2.9  miles of Class II bike
lanes on Garey Avenue, San Bernardino Avenue,
Ridgeway Avenue and Murchison Avenue

(Statewide)

(CEQA-NOE, 11/01/2016.)
(NEPA-CE, 05/12/2016)

(Right of Way Certification, 1: 09/29/2016.)

(Time Extension for FY 15/16 Construction expires on
03/31/2017)

Outcome/Output: The project willl expand the City's on- 
street  bike infrastructure, improve the comfort and
safety for bicyclist. Will also improve safety for
pedestrians at intersections in the City by installing
curb extensions, high visibility crosswalks and
pedestrian countdown signals.

07-5053
ATP/15-16

CONST
$2,010,000

0716000170
S

2015-16
108-0890 $2,010,000

FTF
20.30.720.100

$2,010,000

City of Pomona
LACMTA

07-Los Angeles

14

Rosemead Safe Routes to School Project.
Construction of sidewalks, signs and crossings for one
school. There will also be a new pedestrian crossing
and other safety features.

(Statewide)

(CEQA-NOE, 11/09/16.)

(Right of Way Certification, 1: 11/09/2016.)

Outcome/Output: Removes barriers of mobility and
offers gap closures by providing students and residents
a safe and walkable community. 

07-5123
ATP/16-17

CONST
$702,000

0717000154
S

2016-17
108-0042 $702,000

SHA
20.30.720.100

$702,000

City of Rosemead
LACMTA

07-Los Angeles

15
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Amount by
Fund Type

CTC Financial Vote List January 18-19, 2017

Project #
Allocation Amount

Recipient
RTPA/CTC

District-County

Project Title
Location

Project Description

PPNO
Program/Year

Phase
Prgm'd Amount

Project ID
Adv. Phase

Budget Year
Item #

Fund Type
Program Code

2.5w.(1) Active Transportation Program Projects Resolution FATP-1617-08

2.5   Highway Financial Matters

Maine Avenue Corridor Complete Streets
Improvements. Construct complete streets
improvements along Maine Avenue from Los Angeles
Street to Arrow Highway. Installation of Class II bike
lanes in both directions, Road Diet, Curb extensions at
all 13 intersections, Sidewalk extensions along the
entire corridor, continental crosswalks at 13
intersections, pedestrian count-down signals at 5
intersections, Pedestrian scaled lighting, and ADA
improvements.

(MPO)

(CEQA-NOE: 01/18/2016.)

(Right of Way Certification 1: 12/09/2016))

(Time Extension for FY 15/16 Construction expires on
01/31/2017)

Outcome/Output: The project will bring pedestrian
safety, water conservation and air quality benefits.

07-5186
ATP/15-16

CONST
$2,201,000

0716000340
S

2016-17
108-0042 $2,201,000

SHA
20.30.720.100

$2,201,000

City of Baldwin Park
LACMTA

07-Los Angeles

16

Jurupa Valley High School Safe Routes to School.
Providing curb, gutter, sidewalk, and dirt trails along
Martin Street, 48th Street, and Troth Street along with
LED crosswalk flashers and curb bump outs.

(MPO)

Outcome/Output: This project will improve walking and
bicycling conditions with installation of LED crosswalk
flashers, dirt trails, provide curb, gutter and maintain
ADA compliant sidewalks, among other pedestrian and
bicycle improvements.

08-1194
ATP/16-17

PA&ED
$4,000

0817000044
S

2016-17
108-0042 $4,000

SHA
20.30.720.100

$4,000

Jurupa Valley
RCTC

08-Riverside

17

San Jacinto Valley Connect. Installation of Class II
and III bike lanes, Sidewalk, Pedestrian Ramps, and
Four-Way Stop.

(MPO)

Outcome/Output: Reduce the incidence of pedestrian 
and bicycle injuries and fatalities; improve access to
schools, parks, recreation, and social services; connect
neighborhoods between Esplanade and Seventh 
street.

08-1203
ATP/16-17

PA&ED
$10,000

0817000065
S

2016-17
108-0042 $10,000

SHA
20.30.720.100

$10,000

City of San Jacinto
RCTC

08-Riverside

18
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Amount by
Fund Type

CTC Financial Vote List January 18-19, 2017

Project #
Allocation Amount

Recipient
RTPA/CTC

District-County

Project Title
Location

Project Description

PPNO
Program/Year

Phase
Prgm'd Amount

Project ID
Adv. Phase

Budget Year
Item #

Fund Type
Program Code

2.5w.(1) Active Transportation Program Projects Resolution FATP-1617-08

2.5   Highway Financial Matters

Grand Avenue Multi-Use Trail Improvement Project.
Construction of a Multi-Use trail adjacent to Grand
Avenue.

(MPO)

(CEQA - NOE, 08/06/2015.)

(Right of Way Certification 1, 11/18/2016)

Outcome/Output: Provide safe routes to school for
nearly 2,500 children attending the three schools within
the project area, create a citywide off-road trail system
that provides access within the City and regionally to 
Lake Elsinore, Murrieta and Temecula.

08-1205
ATP/16-17

CONST
$1,223,000

0817000063
S

2016-17
108-0042 $1,223,000

SHA
20.30.720.100

$1,223,000

City of Wildomar
RCTC

08-Riverside

19

Mammoth Creek Gap Closure Project. Adjacent to 
Old Mammoth Road from Minaret Road to Mammoth
Creek Park. Construct  ten foot wide asphalt  multi-use
path, safety lighting, and a crosswalk beacon.

(Small Urban and Rural)

Concurrent Consideration of Funding under Resolution
E-17-07; January 2017

Outcome/Output: Multi-use path will provide a route for
both commuters and recreational users who travel
between the Old Mammoth neighborhood area and the
Town’s commercial center, schools, and recreational
opportunities. Promote means of access and
circulation other than motorized vehicles.

09-2615
ATP/16-17

PS&E
$50,000

R/W
$250,000

0916000023
S

2016-17
108-0042 $250,000

SHA

108-0042 $50,000
SHA

20.30.720.100

$300,000

Town of Mammoth
Lakes

MCLTC
09-Mono

20

Western Avenue Pedestrian Signal. Construct
crosswalk, pavement markings, installing a mid-block
overhead pedestrian signal, and non-infrastructure
activites on Western Avenue from Orange Avenue to
Lincoln Avenue. 

(Statewide)

(CEQA - NOE, 02/02/2015.)

(Right of Way Certification 1, 08/24/2016.)

Time extension for FY 15-16 CON expires on
December 31, 2016.

Outcome/Output: The project will provide a safer
means of crossing a busy intersection for students
walking or bicycling to school.

12-2170S
ATP/15-16

CONST
$319,000

1215000092
S

2016-17
108-0042 $319,000

SHA
20.30.720.100

$319,000

City of Anaheim
OCTA

12-Orange

21
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  State of California  California State Transportation Agency 
  DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

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

M e m o r a n d u m 
To: CHAIR AND COMMISSIONERS 
 CALIFORNIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION 

CTC Meeting: January 18-19, 2017 

Reference No.: 2.5w.(2) 
Action Item

From:  NORMA ORTEGA  
Chief Financial Officer  

Prepared by: Clark Paulsen, Chief (Acting) 
Division of  
Budgets 

Subject: FINANCIAL ALLOCATION FOR ACTIVE TRANSPORTATION PROGRAM PROJECTS 
(ADVANCEMENTS)  
RESOLUTION FATP-1617-09 

RECOMMENDATION: 

The California Department of Transportation recommends the California Transportation 
Commission (Commission) defer an allocation of $248,000 for the Active Transportation Program 
(ATP) Northwestern Pacific Rail Trail Phase II (PPNO 4633) project in Mendocino County, 
programmed in Fiscal Year 2017-18 because this project is advanced from a future program year.  

ISSUE: 

The attached vote list describes one ATP project totaling $248,000.   Although the local agency is 
ready to proceed with this project, it is recommended that the Commission defer this allocation.   

Attachment 
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Amount by
Fund Type

CTC Financial Vote List January 18-19, 2017

Project #
Allocation Amount

Recipient
RTPA/CTC

District-County

Project Title
Location

Project Description

PPNO
Program/Year

Phase
Prgm'd Amount

Project ID
Adv. Phase

Budget Year
Item #

Fund Type
Program Code

2.5w.(2) Active Transportation Program Projects (ADVANCEMENTS) Resolution FATP-1617-09

2.5   Highway Financial Matters

Northwestern Pacific Rail Trail Phase II.
Construction of the second phase of a multi-use bicycle
and pedestrian paved trail, including trail fencing,
lighting, and safety enhanced crosswalks.

(Statewide)

(CEQA - NOE, 06/29/2016.) 

Outcome/Output: Complete the PS&E and RW phases
for the NWP Rail Trail Pase II

THE DEPARTMENT RECOMMENDS THIS ITEM BE
DEFERRED AT THIS TIME.

01-4633
ATP/17-18

PS&E
$198,000

R/W
$50,000

0116000070
S

2016-17
108-0042 $198,000

SHA

108-0042 $50,000
SHA

20.30.720.100

$248,000

City of Ukiah
MCOG

01-Mendocino

1
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  State of California  California State Transportation Agency 
  DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

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

M e m o r a n d u m 
To: CHAIR AND COMMISSIONERS 

CALIFORNIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION 
CTC Meeting: January 18-19, 2017 

Reference No.: 2.6a.(1) 
Action Item 

From:  NORMA ORTEGA 
Chief Financial Officer 

Prepared by: Clark Paulsen, Chief (Acting) 
Division of
Budgets 

Subject: FINANCIAL ALLOCATION FOR LOCALLY ADMINISTERED STIP TRANSIT PROGRAM 
PROJECTS 
 RESOLUTION MFP-16-03 

RECOMMENDATION: 

The California Department of Transportation recommends the California Transportation 
Commission allocate $2,000,000 for the locally administered State Transportation Improvement 
Program (STIP) Transit project, Monterey-Salinas Transit Buses (PPNO 2573), in Monterey County. 

ISSUE: 

The attached vote list describes one locally administered STIP Transit project totaling $2,000,000.  
The local agency is ready to proceed with this project and is requesting an allocation at this time.  

FINANCIAL RESOLUTION:  

Resolved, that $2,000,000 be allocated from the Budget Act of 2016, Budget Act Item 
2660-101-0046 for the locally administered STIP Transit project described on the attached vote list. 

Attachment 
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Amount by
Fund Type

CTC Financial Vote List January 18-19, 2017

Project #
Allocation Amount

Recipient
RTPA/CTC

District-County

Project Title
Location

Project Description

PPNO
Program/Year

Phase
Prgm'd Amount

Project ID
Adv. Phase

Budget Year
Item #

Fund Type
Program Code

2.6a.(1) Financial Allocations for Locally Administered STIP Transit Projects Resolution MFP-16-03

2.6   Mass Transportation Financial Matters

Monterey-Salinas Transit Buses. Purchase full-size
buses for Monterey-Salinas Transit.

(CEQA - NOE, 15302)

Outcome/Output: Replacement vehicles will maintain
and expand the existing transit service and meet
mandated improvements in engine emissions.

05-2573
RIP/16-17
CONST

$2,000,000
0517000041

S
T356TA

2016-17
101-0046 $2,000,000

PTA
30.10.070.626

$2,000,000

Monterey-Salinas
Transit
TAMC

05-Monterey

1
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  State of California  California State Transportation Agency 
  DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

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

M e m o r a n d u m 
To: CHAIR AND COMMISSIONERS 

CALIFORNIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION 
CTC Meeting: January 18-19, 2017 

Reference No.: 2.6a.(2) 
Action Item 

From:  NORMA ORTEGA 
Chief Financial Officer 

Prepared by: Clark Paulsen, Chief (Acting) 
Division of Budgets 

Subject: FINANCIAL ALLOCATION FOR STATE ADMINISTERED STIP RAIL PROJECTS 
(ADVANCEMENTS) 
 RESOLUTION MFP-16-04 
RESOLUTION  

RECOMMENDATION: 

The California Department of Transportation (Department) recommends the California 
Transportation Commission allocate $23,000,000 for the State administered Stockton to Escalon 
Double Track State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) Rail (PPNO 2030B) project, in 
San Joaquin County, programmed in Fiscal Year (FY) 2017-18.  This allocation represents funding 
for the FY 2016-17 and shall be recorded against FY 2016-17 capacity. 

ISSUE: 

The attached vote list describes the State administered STIP Rail project totaling $23,000,000.  
Normally advancements are recommended for deferral however, there is sufficient capacity in the 
current year to allow Public Transportation Account funded projects to be brought forward, therefore 
the Department recommends this allocation.  The Department is ready to proceed with these projects 
and is requesting an allocation at this time.   

FINANCIAL RESOLUTION:  

Resolved, that $23,000,000 be allocated from the Budget Act of 2016, Budget Act Items               
2660-301-0046 and 2660-301-0756 for the State administered STIP Rail project described on the 
attached vote list. 

Attachment 
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Amount by
Fund Type

CTC Financial Vote List January 18-19, 2017 

Project #
Allocation Amount

Recipient
RTPA/CTC

District-County

Project Title
Location

Project Description

PPNO
Program/Year

Phase
Prgm'd Amount

Project ID
Adv. Phase

Budget Year
Item #

Fund Type
Program Code

2.6a.(2) Financial Allocations for State Admininstered STIP Rail Projects
(ADVANCEMENTS)

Resolution MFP-16-04

2.6   Mass Transportation Financial Matters

Stockton to Escalon Double Track Project , Segment 4.
All work under the Stockton to Escalon Double Track
Project, Segment 4, will be performed on BNSF
Railway Company Stockton Subdivision main line
between Milepost 1101 and Milepost 1117 to include
construction of approximately 5.7 miles of double track
from Milepost 1110.6 to Milepost 1116.3 and all 
necessary related engineering, civil, track, signal,
siding upgrades, and grade crossing modifications in
San Joaquin County.

(CEQA - MND, 9/04/2012.)

(Future consideration of funding approved under
Resolution E-11-53; June 2011.)

Outcome/Output: Project completion will improve the
efficiency and on-time performance of intercity rail
passenger services on the San Joaquin Corridor, which
operates from Bakersfield to Oakland and Bakersfield
to Sacramento.  Improved efficiencies will enhance
ridership and better serve the public need for mobility
through alternative transportation choices.

THE DEPARTMENT RECOMMENDS THIS
ALLOCATION BECAUSE THERE IS SUFFICIENT
CAPACITY IN THE CURRENT YEAR THAT WOULD
ALLOW PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION ACCOUNT
FUNDED PROJECTS THAT ARE PROGRAMMED
FROM A FUTURE PROGRAM YEAR.

75-2030B
IIP/17-18
CONST

$23,000,000
0017000101

S4

2016-17
301-0046 $17,440,000

PTA
301-0756 $5,560,000

PRBF
30.20.020.720

$23,000,000

Department of
Transportation

SJCOG
75-San Joaquin

1

Page 1



  State of California  California State Transportation Agency 
  DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

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

M e m o r a n d u m 
To: CHAIR AND COMMISSIONERS 
 CALIFORNIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION 

CTC Meeting: January 18-19, 2017  

Reference No.: 2.6g.(1) 
Action Item

From:  NORMA ORTEGA 
Chief Financial Officer 

Prepared by: Clark Paulsen, Chief (Acting) 
Division of
Budgets 

Subject: FINANCIAL ALLOCATION FOR TRANSIT AND INTERCITY RAIL CAPITAL PROGRAM 
PROJECTS  
RESOLUTION TIRCP-1617-05 

RECOMMENDATION: 

The California Department of Transportation recommends the California Transportation 
Commission allocate $10,838,000 for three Transit and Intercity Rail Capital Program (TIRCP) 
projects. 

ISSUE: 

The attached vote list describes three TIRCP projects totaling $10,838,000.  The local agencies are 
ready to proceed with these projects and are requesting an allocation at this time. 

FINANCIAL RESOLUTION: 

Resolved, that $10,838,000 be allocated from the Budget Act of 2016, Budget Act Item  
2660-301-0046R of Reimbursement Authority for the TIRCP projects described on the attached vote 
list.   

Attachment 
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Amount by
Fund Type

CTC Financial Vote List January 18-19, 2017

Project #
Allocation Amount

Recipient
RTPA/CTC

District-County

Project Title
Location

Project Description

PPNO
Program/Year

Phase
Prgm'd Amount

Project ID
Adv. Phase

Budget Year
Item #

Fund Type
Program Code

2.6g.(1) Transit and Intercity Rail Capital Program Projects Resolution TIRCP-1617-05

2.6   Mass Transportation Financial Matters

Metro Red Line and Purple Line Core Capacity
Improvements. Construct LA Union Station
improvements to allow the Red and Purple Subway
lines to offer more frequent service. 

The programmed amount for this project is
$69,209,000.  Upon approval of this partial allocation
for $1,908,000 for the PA&ED phase, the remaining
balance will be $67,301,000, which will be requested at
a future CTC meeting.

Outcome/Output: Reduced greenhouse gas emissions,
increased ridership, service within several
disadvantaged communities, and improved integration
with local and regional transit systems.

07-CP020
TIRCP/16-17

PA&ED
$1,908,000

0017000130
S

R360GA

2016-17
301-0046R $1,908,000

PTA (partial)
30.10.070.000

$1,908,000

Los Angeles County
Metropolitan

Transportation
Authority
LACMTA

07-Los Angeles

1

SunLine Component- Southern California Zero
Emission Regional Consortium. Purchase of four
zero emission transit buses to be operated by SunLine
Transit Agency within Coachella Valley.

This project is a component of the AVAQMD Zero
Emission Bus and Vanpool Expansion in the Antelope
Valley, Kern County and the Coachella Valley project.
No additional funds are programmed for this
component.

(CEQA - NOE, 12/01/16.)

Outcome/Output: Reduced greenhouse gas emissions,
increased ridership, service within several
disadvantaged communities, and improved transit and
rail integration.

08-CP019
TIRCP/16-17

CONST
$2,449,000
001700129

S
T359GA

2016-17
301-0046R $2,449,000

PTA
30.10.070.000

$2,449,000

SunLine Transit
Agency
RCTC

08-Riverside

2

AVTA Component- Southern California Zero
Emission Regional Consortium. Purchase of eleven
zero emission transit buses and ten zero emission
vanpool vehicles to be operated by Antelope Valley
Transit Authority and Kern Regional Transit within Los
Angeles County and Kern County.

This project is a component of the AVAQMD Zero
Emission Bus and Vanpool Expansion in the Antelope
Valley, Kern County and the Coachella Valley project.
No additional funds are programmed for this
component.

(CEQA - NOE, 12/20/16.)

Outcome/Output: Reduced greenhouse gas emissions,
increased ridership, increased safety, service within
several disadvantaged communities, and improved
integration with transit and rail systems.

VAR-CP018
TIRCP/16-17

CONST
$6,481,000

0017000128
S

T358GA

2016-17
301-0046R $6,481,000

PTA
30.10.070.000

$6,481,000

Antelope Valley
Transit Authority

Var
VAR-Various

3
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State of California  California State Transportation Agency 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

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

M e m o r a n d u m 
To: CHAIR AND COMMISSIONERS 

CALIFORNIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION 
CTC Meeting: January 18-19, 2017 

Reference No.: 2.6g.(2) 
Action Item 

From:  NORMA ORTEGA 
Chief Financial Officer 

Prepared by: Steven Keck, Chief (Acting) 
Division of Rail and Mass  
Transportation 

Subject: FINANCIAL ALLOCATION AMENDMENT FOR TRANSIT AND INTERCITY RAIL 
CAPITAL PROGRAM PROJECT 
RESOLUTION TIRCP-1617-06, AMENDING RESOLUTION TIRCP-1516-08 

RECOMMENDATION: 

The California Department of Transportation (Department) recommends the California 
Transportation Commission (Commission) approve the rescission of the Altamont Corridor Express 
Wayside Power project for $200,000, originally allocated under Resolution TIRCP-1516-08. 

ISSUE: 

At its May 2016 meeting, the Commission approved Resolution TIRCP-1516-08, which allocated 

$10,200,000 for two Transit and Intercity Rail Capital Improvement Program projects which 

included Project 2- the San Joaquin Regional Rail Commission (SJRRC) for the Altamont Corridor 

Express Wayside Power project.  At the time of allocation submittal, SJRRC’s project schedule 

reflected an award of a third party contract within six months following allocation approval by the 

Commission.  However, since then, it has been determined that SJRRC is not ready to award a 

contract by the six month deadline.  The contract award is now estimated to be complete in 

approximately 12 months and the California State Transportation Agency and the Department have 

determined that rescinding the previously approved allocation is the most practical alternative at 

this point.  SJRRC would be eligible to resubmit an allocation request for the same amount at a later 

date when the project is ready to proceed with contract award bid.     

Therefore, Resolution TIRCP-1617-06 is now amended to show the rescission of $200,000 for 

Project 2, the Altamont Corridor Express Wayside Power project, and a total allocation of 

$10,000,000 for the remaining TIRCP project. 

FINANCIAL RESOLUTION TIRCP-1617-06: 

Resolved, that $200,000 originally approved under Resolution TIRCP-1516-08, be rescinded from 
Project 2, Altamont Corridor Express Wayside Power project, as described on the attached vote list. 

Attachment 
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 State of California  California State Transportation Agency 
 DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

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

M e m o r a n d u m 
To: CHAIR AND COMMISSIONERS 

CALIFORNIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION 
CTC Meeting: January 18-19, 2017 

Reference No.: 2.8b.(1) 
Action Item 

From:  NORMA ORTEGA 
Chief Financial Officer 

Prepared by: Bruce De Terra, Chief 
Division of 
Transportation Programming 

Subject: REQUEST TO EXTEND THE PERIOD OF CONTRACT AWARD FOR STATE 
ADMINISTERED PROJECTS ON THE STATE HIGHWAY SYSTEM, PER STIP 
GUIDELINES 
WAIVER 17-01 

RECOMMENDATION: 

The California Department of Transportation (Department) recommends that the California 
Transportation Commission (Commission) approve time extensions for the period indicated for one 
State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) project and two State Highway Operation and 
Protection Program (SHOPP) projects described on the attachment. 

ISSUE: 

On May 6, 2016, the Department sub-allocated $1,699,000 for one SHOPP project using its 
delegated authority.  On June 29, 2016, the Commission allocated $11,203,000 for one STIP project 
and $36,482,000 for one SHOPP project.  In accordance with Resolution G-13-07, the deadline to 
award contracts for projects allocated in May 2016 is November 30, 2016 and for projects allocated 
in June 2016 is December 30, 2016.  The Department will not be able to meet the deadlines for these 
projects and is requesting time extensions for the period of contract award.  The attachment shows 
the details of each project and the delays that have resulted in the time extension request. 

BACKGROUND: 

Current STIP Guidelines, Resolution G-13-07, stipulate that the agency implementing a project 

request a time extension if the project will not be awarded within six months of the allocation.  The 

Commission may approve waivers to the timely use of funds deadline one time only for up to 20 

months in accordance with Government Code Section 14529.8. 

Attachment 
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Proj
No Work DescriptionDist-PPNO EA

Fund
Source

Allocation
Amount

Allocation
Date

Months
Requested

New
Award Deadline

2.8b.(1)  Time Extension / Waiver - Contract Award
Waiver 17-01

Reference No.:  2.8b.(1)
January 18-19, 2017

Attachment

1 29770 SHOPP $1,699,000 5/6/16 6 May-2017

Reason for Delay: Project was advertised on August 15, 2016.  Bids opened on September 7, 2016.  Five bids were received.  The first and second lowest bidders failed to meet
the requirements for execution of the contract.  The third bidder came at 52 percent over the Engineer's Estimate.  Additional funds are needed to award the construction contract.
A concurrent request for Supplemental Funds is being requested on this months Commission agenda.  The six-month time extension will allow the Department sufficient time to
process and award the project.

(Construction Support: $405,000)

07-4620

`

In the city of Los Angeles, on Route 110
northbound lanes, from Route 101 to Route 5.
Install safety lighting.

2 29350 STIP $11,203,000 6/29/16 3 Mar-2017

Reason for Delay: The project was advertised on August 22, 2016.  This project has a Right of Way Certification Type 3W, mainly due to the pending status of State owned
parcels by the Department of Water Resources (DWR).  It has taken longer than expected to reach an agreement with DWR regarding work restrictions within their parcels.  A total
of six addendums were issued for this project.  Three of the addendums were regarding the DWR "right to enter and construct" delays.  The other three addendums were regarding
revisions to the Federal minimum wage modification.  There were also some minor changes to the plans and specifications.  A time extension is needed so that the Department
can issue an addendum to the bid documents to disclose these restrictions to bidders.  The bid opening date is on January 10, 2017.  A three-month time extension request will
allow the Department sufficient time to process and award the contract. 

07-4560

`

Near Pearblossom, on Route 138 from 0.7 mile
west of 121st Street East to Longview Road. 
Widen from 2 to 4 lanes with a median turn lane.

3 3C380 SHOPP $36,482,000 6/29/16 3 Mar-2017

Reason for Delay: This project was advertised on September 6, 2016.  Bids opened on October 26, 2016.  The low bid came in at 16 percent below the Engineer's Estimate.  The
Department elected to do bid analysis and to make sure that the contractor was aware of the area and potential restrictions of working in the Tahoe basin area.  In addition, the
project has an agreement with the local utility company to allow the selected contractor to adjust utility lids and the utility company will reimburse the Department this work.  The low
bidder's cost for this item came in higher than the agreement with the utility company.  Therefore, the Department made the decision to fund the difference with contingency funds 
in order to avoid any delay by waiting for the utility company to adjust the lids.  This change will delay the Federal Detailed Estimate and the E-76 request for Federal funds.   A
three-month time extension will allow the Department sufficient time to process and award the project.

(Construction Support: $11,450,000)

03-3258 In South Lake Tahoe, on Route 50 from north
junction Route 89 to Trout Creek Bridge. Water
quality improvements.
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M e m o r a n d u m 
To: CHAIR AND COMMISSIONERS 

CALIFORNIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION 
CTC Meeting: January 18-19, 2017 

Reference No.: 2.8b.(2) 
Action Item 

From:  NORMA ORTEGA 
Chief Financial Officer 

Prepared by: Rihui Zhang, Chief 
Division of Local Assistance 

Subject:  REQUEST TO EXTEND THE PERIOD OF CONTRACT AWARD FOR ACTIVE 
TRANSPORTATION PROGRAM PROJECTS, PER ATP GUIDELINES 
WAIVER 17-03 

RECOMMENDATION: 

The California Department of Transportation recommends the California Transportation 
Commission (Commission) extend the period of contract award for the Active Transportation 
Program (ATP) projects listed on the attached document for the time period shown. 

ISSUE: 

The Commission allocated $2,165,000 for the construction of three ATP projects identified on the 

attachment.  The responsible agencies have been unable to award the contract within six months of 

allocation.  The attachment describes the details of the project and the explanation for the delays.  

The respective agencies request extensions, and the planning agencies concur. 

BACKGROUND: 

Current ATP Guidelines stipulate that the agency implementing a project, request a time extension 
if the project will not be awarded within six months of the allocation.  The Commission may 
approve waivers to the timely use of funds deadline one time only for up to 12 months. 

Attachment 
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Time Extension/Waiver – Project Contract Award Deadline 

Active Transportation Program 
 

Project # 
 

Applicant 
County 
PPNO 
Project Description 
Reason for Project Delay 

Extension Amount 
 
Construction Only 

Allocation Date 
Resolution Number 
Initial Request 
Extended Deadline 
Department Recommendation 

 

CEQA- California Environmental Quality Act FHWA-Federal Highway Administration 
NEPA-National Environmental Policy Act The Department-California Department of Transportation 
ATP-Active Transportation Program  

1 Sonoma County 
Sonoma County 
PPNO:  04-2172C 
Sonoma County Safe Routes to School 
High School Pilot Program 
 

$872,000 
 
 

06/30/2016 
FATP-1516-13 
3 Months 
03/31/2017 
Support 

 The County of Sonoma (County) requests a three-month time extension to the period of contract award for the construction (CON) phase of 
the Sonoma County Safe Routes to School High School Pilot Program project.  The County experienced an unexpected delay due to an 
inadequate number of bidders. 
 
When the County advertised the project only a single bid was received. After reviewing the bid, the County choose to issue a Public Interest 
Finding for the use of a non-competitive negotiated consultant contract.  Once the initial review of the consultant’s proposal and a follow-up 
interview were completed, the County entered into negotiations with the consultant.  Progress on the negotiations are ongoing, though taking 
much longer than anticipated.  Once negotiations are concluded, the County must still go through its internal process for Board approval.  The 
County requires an additional three months to complete negotiations, get Board approval, and award the project. 
 
Therefore, the County requests a three-month time extension to award the CON phase by March 31, 2017. 
 

2 City of Huntington Park 
Los Angeles County 
PPNO:  07-4937 
State Street Complete Street Park project 
 

$1,163,000 
 
 

06/30/2016 
FATP-1516-13 
6 Months 
06/30/2017 
Support 

 The City of Huntington Park (City) requests a six-month time extension to the period of contract award for the construction (CON) phase of 
the State Street Complete Street project.  The City experienced unexpected delays in completing the project design and in securing the full 
support of the local business community. 
 
Although overall community support remains high for this Complete Street project, the project was delayed when concerns were raised by 
some local business owners who did not participate in the initial project outreach.  The business owners primary concern involved perceived 
negative impacts they believed the project would have on their businesses, including reduced on-street parking and increased traffic 
congestion.  Incorporating community input into the design of the project required more effort than the City initially anticipated, and therefore 
required more time to design.  To allow time for the City to meet with these business owners and discuss their concerns, the City is requesting 
a six-month time extension to award CON. 
 
Therefore, the City requests a six-month time extension to award the CON phase by June 30, 2017. 
 

3 Fresno County 
Fresno County 
PPNO:  06-6763 
Dunlap – Lighted Crosswalk project 
 

$130,000 
 
 

08/18/2016 
FATP-1617-01 
6 Months 
08/31/2017 
Support 

 The County of Fresno (County) requests a six-month extension to the period of contract award for the construction (CON) phase of the  
Dunlap – Lighted Crosswalk project.  The County experienced an unexpected delay in re-scoping the project. 
 
The project costs have escalated since the submittal of the original project application.  The County has not been able to identify other funding 
sources to address the shortfall.  The County was not aware of the formal procedure for scope change requests and their requirement of 
Commission approval.  The County prepared the necessary documentation and submitted a scope change request to the Department in 
November 2016, and the proposed scope changes were significant in nature requiring Commission approval.  The Department transmitted the 
request to Commission staff in mid-December for review.  To allow sufficient time for Commission staff action on the scope change request, 
and if approved, time to advertising and award the project; the County is requesting an additional six-months.   
 
Therefore, the County requests a six-month time extension to award the CON phase by August 31, 2017. 
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to enhance California’s economy and livability” 

M e m o r a n d u m 
To: CHAIR AND COMMISSIONERS 

CALIFORNIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION 
CTC Meeting: January 18-19, 2017 

Reference No.: 2.8b.(3) 
Action Item 

From:  NORMA ORTEGA 
Chief Financial Officer 

Prepared by: Rihui Zhang, Chief 
Division of Local Assistance 

Subject:  POST FACT REQUEST TO EXTEND THE PERIOD OF CONTRACT AWARD FOR 
ACTIVE TRANSPORTATION PROGRAM PROJECTS, PER ATP GUIDELINES 
WAIVER 17-04 

RECOMMENDATION: 

The California Department of Transportation recommends the California Transportation 
Commission (Commission) extend the period of contract award for the Active Transportation 
Program (ATP) projects listed on the attached document for the time period shown. 

ISSUE: 

The Commission allocated $2,381,000 for the construction of three ATP projects identified on the 

attachment.  The responsible agencies have been unable to award the contract within six months of 

allocation.  The attachment describes the details of the project and the explanation for the delays.  

The respective agencies request extensions, and the planning agencies concur. 

BACKGROUND: 

Current ATP Guidelines stipulate that the agency implementing a project, request a time extension 
if the project will not be awarded within six months of the allocation.  The Commission may 
approve waivers to the timely use of funds deadline one time only for up to 12 months. 

Attachment 
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Post Fact Time Extension/Waiver – Project Contract Award Deadline 

Active Transportation Program 
 

Project # 
 

Applicant 
County 
PPNO 
Project Description 
Reason for Project Delay 

Extension Amount 
 
Construction Only 

Allocation Date 
Resolution Number 
Initial Request 
Extended Deadline 
Department Recommendation 

 

CEQA- California Environmental Quality Act FHWA-Federal Highway Administration 
NEPA-National Environmental Policy Act The Department-California Department of Transportation 
ATP-Active Transportation Program  

1 City of Berkeley 
Alameda County 
PPNO:  04-2190G 
City of Berkeley – Safe Routes to School 
Improvements for LeConte Elementary 
project 
 

$473,000 
 
 

05/19/2016 
FATP-1516-09 
6 Months 
05/31/2017 
Support 

 The City of Berkeley (City) requests a six-month Post Fact time extension to the period of contract award for the construction (CON) phase of 
the City of Berkley – Safe Routes to School Improvements for LeConte Elementary project.  The City experienced an unexpected delay during 
the contract award phase.   
 
The advertisement of the project was delayed due to the sudden departure of the Project Manager and the City had to utilize existing staff to 
advance the project.  Furthermore, during the process of requesting the federal authorization of funds (E-76) for construction, the Quality 
Assurance Plan was found to need recertification.  These unanticipated events resulted to a six-month delay.  The City realized in late October 
that they would not be able to award prior to the November 30th deadline and subsequently submitted their time extension request.  However, 
the date of the request was beyond the December 2016 Agenda development timelines, and was therefore included in the January 2017 CTC  
Agenda.   
 
The City has since appointed a new Project Manager, recertified its Quality Assurance Plan, and received the CON E-76 allowing the City to 
proceed with advertising the project.  The City anticipates advertising, bid opening and awarding the project by May 31, 2017. 
 
Therefore, the City requests a six-month Post Fact time extension to award the CON phase by May 31, 2017. 
 

2 City of Oakland 
Alameda County 
PPNO:  04-2190M 
High Street – Courtland Avenue – 
Ygnacio Avenue Intersection 
Improvements for Safe Routes to School 
project 
 

$1,128,000 
 
 

05/19/2016 
FATP-1516-09 
6 Months 
05/31/2017 
Support 

 The City of Oakland (City) requests a six-month Post Fact time extension to the period of contract award for the construction (CON) phase of 
the High Street - Courtland Avenue - Ygnacio Avenue Intersection Improvements for Safe Routes to School project.  The City experienced an 
unexpected delay due to a lengthier review and approval time on the CON Authorization (E-76), in additional to an inadequate number of 
responsive bidders. 
 
Review and approval of the federal E76 took longer than the City had anticipated, pushing the project advertisement and bid opening to Fall 
2016.  When the City advertised the project, the City encountered a lack of bidders responding to the solicitation.  To encourage bidders, the 
City has sent out additional project advertisements and more than doubled the amount of time bidders have to respond.  The City anticipates 
requiring six months to allow adequate time for bid review, deal with any bidding irregularities or funding shortfalls, and schedule the award 
of the construction contract for vote by their City Council.   
 
The City realized in late October that they would not be able to award prior to the November 30th deadline and subsequently submitted their 
time extension request.  However, the date of the request was beyond the December 2016 Agenda development timelines, and was therefore 
included in the January 2017 CTC Agenda.     
 
Therefore, the City requests a six-month Post Fact time extension to award the CON phase by May 31, 2017. 
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Post Fact Time Extension/Waiver – Project Contract Award Deadline 

Active Transportation Program 
 

Project # 
 

Applicant 
County 
PPNO 
Project Description 
Reason for Project Delay 

Extension Amount 
 
Construction Only 

Allocation Date 
Resolution Number 
Initial Request 
Extended Deadline 
Department Recommendation 

 

CEQA- California Environmental Quality Act FHWA-Federal Highway Administration 
NEPA-National Environmental Policy Act The Department-California Department of Transportation 
ATP-Active Transportation Program  

3 City of Tehachapi 
Kern County 
PPNO:  09-2614 
Safe Routes to School Gap Closure 
project 
 

$780,000 
 
 

05/19/2016 
FATP-1516-09 
6 Months 
05/31/2017 
Support 

 The City of Tehachapi (City) requests a six-month Post Fact time extension to the period of contract award for the construction (CON) phase 
of the Safe Routes to School Gap Closure project.  The City experienced unexpected delays during the biding process. 
 
The City anticipated awarding the project on November 19, 2016.  However, during bid opening, the construction bids the City received 
exceeded the amount of funds budgeted for the project.  With the City unable to make up the difference in funding, the City is requesting 
additional time to identify additional funds, and possible cost savings, by subjecting the project to a value engineering process.  To allow 
sufficient time for this process, the City is requesting an additional six-months to award the project.   
 
The City submitted their time extension request in early November once they realized they would not be able to award prior to the November 
30th deadline.  However, the date of the request was beyond the December 2016 Agenda development timelines, and was therefore included in 
the January 2017 CTC Agenda.  
 
Therefore, the City requests a six-month Post Fact time extension to award CON by May 31, 2017. 
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Chief Financial Officer 

Prepared by: Rihui Zhang, Chief 
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Subject: REQUEST TO EXTEND THE PERIOD OF PROJECT COMPLETION FOR LOCAL 
BRIDGE SEISMIC RETROFIT ACCOUNT (LBSRA) PROJECTS, PER LBSRA GUIDELINES 
WAIVER 17-02 

RECOMMENDATION: 

The California Department of Transportation (Department) recommends the California 
Transportation Commission (Commission) approve the request by the San Francisco County 
Transportation Authority (County) to extend the period of project completion for the Ramps on 
East side of Yerba Buena Island Tunnel at San Francisco/Oakland Bay Bridge (SFOBB) on/off 
of I-80 project for 20-months, from December 31, 2016 to August 31, 2018 per LBSRA 
Guidelines. 

ISSUE: 

In December 2013, the Department sub-allocated $8,774,097 to the County for the Ramps on East side 
of Yerba Buena Island Tunnel at SFOBB on/off of I-80 project.  The County was unable to complete 
project construction due to a contract change order.  The original deadline was December 31, 2016, and 
the County is requesting a 20-month time extension to August 31, 2018. 

The reason for the delay is that it was determined additional project elements should be constructed to 
support access to and from the I-80 ramps.  This additional action requires a Contract Change Order 
(CCO).  The purpose of this CCO is to address the site conditions near the I-80 westbound on-and off-
ramps.  The original West Bound (WB) I-80 on-and off-ramps project was designed and constructed 
under the premise that access to and from the WB I-80 ramps would be provided via the East Bound 
(EB) I-80 ramps interchange to be constructed on the south side of I-80.  However, the configuration 
included for Southgate Road within that contract would not facilitate access to the WB on-ramp due to 
an intersection that cannot accommodate California Legal or Surface Transportation Assistance Act 
trucks.  Access to and from the ramps, Southgate Road, contained a hook intersection that cannot 
accommodate large trucks, resulting in potential queuing of the EB I-80 off-ramp onto EB I-80, and 
extensive on-island queues.  The time required to perform CCO design and to construct the 
improvements is expected to be 20 months.  Therefore the County is requesting a 20-month time 
extension from December 31, 2016 to August 31, 2018. 
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 “Provide a safe, sustainable, integrated and efficient transportation system 

to enhance California’s economy and livability” 
 

 
BACKGROUND: 

 
In May 2008, the Commission adopted the LBSRA Guidelines (Resolution LBS1B-G-0708-001), which 
requires the implementing agency to request a time extension if the project will not meet project 
completion within 36 months of the sub-allocation date.  The LBSRA Guidelines stipulate that the 
Commission may approve a waiver to the timely use of funds deadline one time only for up to 
20 months. 
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	SUMMARY:
	The California Transportation Commission (Commission) has held three workshops since starting the California Freight Investment Program Guidelines development.  Stakeholder representation has consisted of various state, regional, local government enti...
	Release of the draft guidelines is anticipated in March 2017 and stakeholder engagement will continue with workshops through April 2017.  It is anticipated the final guidelines will be presented to the Commission for consideration at the May 2017 meet...
	The proposed guideline development schedule including the adoption of the program of projects is included below:
	BACKGROUND:

	The Fixing America’s Surface Transportation (FAST) Act was signed into law on December 4, 2015 and established a new formula freight fund under the National Highway Freight Program for a five-year period.  The National Highway Freight Program provides...
	Senate Bill 826 directs the Commission to allocate the National Highway Freight Program formula funds to corridor-based projects selected by local agencies and the state.   Senate Bill 826 further requires the Commission to adopt guidelines that descr...
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	CTC Meeting: January 18-19, 2017
	Reference No.: 4.19
	ISSUE:
	Should the California Transportation Commission (Commission) extend the deadline from December 30, 2016 to May 12, 2017 for projects recommended for funding in the Active Transportation Program’s Statewide component to apply for the early programming ...
	RECOMMENDATION:
	The Commission has not received any applications for the early programming of construction using Greenhouse Gas Reduction Funds from the Statewide component of the program but has received one early application from the Small Urban and Rural component...
	BACKGROUND:
	The Active Transportation Program was created by the Legislature to achieve the following goals:
	 Increase the proportion of biking and walking trips.
	 Increase safety for nonmotorized users.
	 Increase mobility for nonmotorized 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.
	 Ensure disadvantaged communities fully share in program benefits (25% of program).
	 Provide a broad spectrum of projects to benefit many types of active transportation users.
	AB 1532 (Pérez, Chapter 807, Statutes of 2012), Senate Bill (SB) 535 (De León, Chapter 830, Statutes of 2012), and SB 1018 (Budget and Fiscal Review Committee, Chapter 39, Statutes of 2012) provide the framework for how the Greenhouse Gas Reduction Fu...
	 Reduce greenhouse gas emissions;
	 Maximize economic, environmental, and public health benefits to the State;
	 Foster job creation by promoting in-State greenhouse gas emission reduction projects carried out by California workers and businesses;
	 Complement efforts to improve air quality;
	 Direct investment toward the most disadvantaged communities and households in the State;
	 Provide opportunities for businesses, public agencies, nonprofits, and other community institutions to participate in and benefit from statewide efforts to reduce greenhouse gas emissions; and
	 Lessen the impacts and effects of climate change on the State’s communities, economy, and environment.
	Assembly Bill (AB) 613, signed by the Governor on September 14, 2016, appropriated $10 million from the Greenhouse Gas Reduction Fund for the Active Transportation Program necessitating an amendment to the 2017 Active Transportation Program Guidelines...
	The Commission adopted guidelines for the 2017 Active Transportation Program on March 17, 2016, and adopted the statewide portion of the 2017 Active Transportation Program on December 7, 2016.
	On October 19, 2016, the Commission adopted Guidelines for Use of Greenhouse Gas Reduction Funds in the 2017 Active Transportation Program (Guidelines). Pursuant to those Guidelines, Greenhouse Gas Reduction Funds were initially made available for the...
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	Reference No.: 3.6
	BACKGROUND:
	The TBPOC is comprised of the Director of the California Department of Transportation, the Executive Director of the Bay Area Toll Authority, and the Executive Director of the California Transportation Commission.  The TBPOC’s program oversight and co...
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	ISSUE:
	Should the California Transportation Commission (Commission), as a Responsible Agency, accept the Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) for the San Francisco Bay Trail from Pinole to Bayfront Park Project (Project) in Contra Costa County for future...
	RECOMMENDATION:
	Staff recommends that the Commission accept the FEIR and approve the Project for future consideration of funding.

	BACKGROUND:
	The East Bay Regional Park District (EBRPD) is the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) lead agency for the Project.  The proposed Project will construct a section of the San Francisco Bay Trail in the City of Pinole between Pinole Shores and B...
	On January 10, 2012 the EBRPD Board of Directors adopted the FEIR for the Project under CEQA.  The FEIR determined that impacts will not have a significant effect on the environment after mitigation.
	Impacts that require mitigation measures to be reduced to less than significant levels relate to biological resources, cultural resources, geology, hydrology, air quality, hazardous materials, transportation circulation and global climate change.  Mit...
	On December 15, 2016, the EBRPD confirmed that the FEIR remains valid and that there are no new identified impacts requiring mitigation since adoption.  The EBRPD also confirmed that the preferred alternative set forth in the final environmental docum...
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	Should the California Transportation Commission (Commission) amend the Trade Corridors Improvement Fund (TCIF) Program to add the US 101 Marin Sonoma Narrows High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) Lane Project Phase 2 (Project), in Marin and Sonoma Counties, as...
	URECOMMENDATION:

	UBACKGROUND:
	The Northern California Trade Corridor Coalition and the Sonoma County Transportation Authority propose to amend the TCIF Program by including the US 101 Marin Sonoma Narrows HOV Lane Project Phase 2 as Project 124 in the Bay Area Corridor element of ...
	The proposed Project will add approximately five miles of both southbound and northbound HOV lanes which include median widening, freeway realignment, ramp improvements and striping.   With US 101 the only freeway serving the North Coast as the primar...
	URESOLUTION TCIF-P-1617-08:
	Be it Resolved, that the California Transportation Commission does hereby amend the TCIF Program by adding the US 101 Marin Sonoma Narrows HOV Lanes Project Phase 2 as Project 124.
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