SAN JOAQUIN COUNCIL
OF GOVERNMENTS
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE

SJCOG Conference Room
555 E. Weber Avenue, Stockton, CA 95202
Thursday, June 9, 2016
10:00 A.M.
Teleconference Number: 1-650-479-3208
Participant Code: 805 508 607
The San Joaquin Council of Governments is in compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act and will make
all reasonable accommodations for the disabled to participate in employment, programs and facilities. Persons
requiring assistance or auxiliary aid in order to participate should contact Rebecca Calija at (209) 235-0600 at
least 24 hours prior to the meeting.

PARKING:
For your convenience, parking is available at the COG Regional Center. There is additional
parking available at Public Parking Lot K, located on American Street, just south of Weber
Avenue. Additional meter parking is available on Weber Avenue.

AGENDA
1.

Call to Order / Introductions / Roll Call

2.

Minutes: May 12, 2016

3.

Public Presentation
At this time, the public may address the Technical Advisory Committee on any non-agendized item that is
within the subject matter of this agency. If a member of the public wishes to speak on an agenda item he or
she is invited to address the Technical Advisory Committee at the time the item is up for consideration. A
five-minute maximum time limit for a speaker will apply to all “items from the audience”. The
determination of whether an item is within the subject matter of the Committee is a discretionary decision
to be made by the chair of the Technical Advisory Committee.

4.

Technical Items: B through C are available for action by the committee. The left hand
column identifies only recommendations from staff.

Information

A. Consent Calendar Items: D through E

Action

B. FY 16/17 Local Transportation Fund Apportionment (staff report will be
transmitted separately) - Dial

Action

C. 2016 Measure K Ordinance and Expenditure Plan Amendment - Ripperda
CONSENT CALENDAR

Information

D. 2017 Active Transportation Program Cycle 3 Regional Call for Projects –
Ripperda

Information

E. Regional Transit Systems Plan Update - Nguyen

5.

Other Matters of Business

6.

Meeting Adjourned to Thursday, July 14, 2016 at 10:00 a.m.

TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE (TAC)
San Joaquin Council of Governments
555 E Weber Ave.
Stockton, CA 95202
Thursday, May 12, 2016
MINUTES
1. Call Meeting to Order/Introductions:
Charles Swimley called the meeting to order at 10:02 a.m. and introductions were made.
Committee Members Present:
Charles Swimley
City of Lodi
Lyman Chang
City of Lodi
Greg Showerman
City of Manteca
James Pease
City of Ripon
Zabih Zaca
City of Tracy
Josh Swearingen
Caltrans, District 10
Steven Martinez
Caltrans, District 10
Eric Alvarez
City of Stockton
Cindy Erdman
City of Stockton
Wes Johnson
City of Stockton
Miguel Mendoza
City of Stockton
Dave Mendoza
San Joaquin County
Firoz Vohra
San Joaquin County
Mike Selling
San Joaquin County
Nate Knodt
SJRTD
George Lorente
SJRTD
Dero In
SJRTD
Brian Schmidt
SJRRC
Shelehia Meisner
SJRRC
Committee Members Not Present:
Dominique Romo
City of Escalon (via telephone)
John Andoh
City of Escalon
Dameon Flores
City of Lathrop
Michael King
City of Lathrop
Paula Fernandez
City of Lodi
Dorothy Kam
City of Lodi
Georgia Lantsberger
City of Manteca
Tracie Madison
City of Manteca
Kevin Werner
City of Ripon
Todd Greenwood
City of Stockton
Mike McDowell
City of Stockton
David Stagnaro
City of Stockton

James Wong
Karla Cervantes
Ed Lovell
Robert Armijo
Juan Villanueva
Nabil Hasan
Parminder Singh
Tom Dumas
Nicholas Fung
Mahmoud Sagga
John Cadrett
Ian Turner
Ronald Elliott
Harry Mavrogenes
Gary Taylor
Bob Schiffler
Max Vargas

City of Stockton
City of Stockton
City of Tracy
City of Tracy
Port of Stockton
Caltrans, District 10
Caltrans, District 10
Caltrans, District 10
Caltrans, District 10
San Joaquin County
SJVAPCD
Stockton Metropolitan Airport
Stockton Metropolitan Airport
Stockton Metropolitan Airport
SJRRC
SJRRC
SJRTD

SJCOG Staff Present:
Diane Nguyen
Kim Anderson
Ryan Niblock
Daniel Meza
David Ripperda
Jonathan Spencer
Rosemary Romero

Deputy Director
Senior Regional Planner
Senior Regional Planner
Assistant Regional Planner
Assistant Regional Planner
Assistant Regional Planner
Administrative Clerk II

2.

Meeting minutes from April 14, 2016:
It was moved/seconded (Vohra/Zaca) to approve the minutes from April 14, 2016.
Motion passed.

3.

Public Presentation:
None.

4.

Technical Items: B through E
A. Consent Calendar Item: F
B. 2016 Measure K Ordinance and Expenditure Plan Amendment
Mr. Ripperda informed the committee that on February 3, 2016 a letter was sent by
SJCOG staff to interested parties soliciting proposals for the amendment to the Measure
K Ordinance and Expenditure Plan, in which only one amendment was received, being
from San Joaquin County. SJC amendment was to add one new project to Measure K,
delete one project, and to amend the scope and limits of one project. Mr. Ripperda
reported that the County is proposing to delete would their Turner Road Improvements
project, which would widen from two lanes to four lanes. Mr. Ripperda mentioned that

the County feels that the project is no longer needed due to the lack of development
activity growth along Turner Road, and an anticipated decrease in traffic as the General
Mills plant recently closed. The other project revision would be the Jack Tone Road
widening project, as again, due to the lack of projected growth, the County proposed
revising the Northern limits of the project to SR 120. Mr. Ripperda told the committee
that the addition would be adding the Grant Line Road Corridor improvements into the
Measure K plan in the Congestion Relief, Regional Arterial category. Mr. Ripperda
mentioned to the committee that the item was solely for discussion purposes only and
informed them that it would be presented to the SJCOG Board at June’s meeting
following a public hearing. Mr. Selling discussed some of the other reasons the County
was considering the deletion of the Turner Road project. Mr. Swimley mentioned that
previously the City of Lodi once had plans to extend an STAA route on Turner Road
out to I-5, including ramp improvements at I-5. Mr. Selling stated that this would not
prevent improvements to Turner Road from being added back in later.
C. 2016 Measure K Strategic Plan Status
Mr. Ripperda reported that SJCOG staff had been working on updating the Measure K
Strategic Plan, and in the months of March and April, staff met with all local agencies
and transit operators to discuss the implications of the Measure K financial picture and
how to prioritize projects. Mr. Ripperda continued reviewing the various projects
seeking Measure K funding over the next 15 years and told the committee that staff is
also working to with project sponsors to finalize scope, cost, and schedule of the
Measure K projects. Mr. Ripperda mentioned that the item will be taken to the May
Board Meeting, which will include information gained from the one-on-one meetings
with the local agencies. Mr. Swimley requested that all the information gathered be
added to a spreadsheet and sent to all the members prior to the meeting so that there is
sufficient time to review it and show it to their board members. Mr. Ripperda
responded by saying staff are preparing an infographic showing all the projects that
have been delivered by Measure K and those in the works. Mr Ripperda stated that staff
plan on having an administrative draft of the Strategic Plan for June’s meeting, and the
actual draft may be ready by July, for review at the August board meeting to take action
on.
D. Re-directing Federal Earmark
Mr. Niblock reported on the Federal Earmark re-direction of funds originally
earmarked for specific projects more than ten years ago, and mentioned that within San
Joaquin County, six federal earmarks eligible for repurposing exist. Mr. Niblock told
the committee that staff is recommending that unobligated balances on earmarks for
which SJCOG is the project sponsor be repurposed to the Stockton Track Extension
Project for the San Joaquin Regional Rail Commission, and provided the committee
with various eligibility requirements for repurposing funds. Mr. Niblock mentioned that
the repurposed funds may be obligated on a new or existing project in the State within
50 miles of the earmark designation, and the funds must be repurposed within this fiscal
year, as well as being obligated within three years. Mr. Niblock told the committee that
SJCOG staff felt that the Regional Rail Commission’s Track Extension Program best

captured the intent of the Pombo Highway project. Mr. Niblock explained that the track
extension would serve the purpose of building a segment of track in Stockton to allow
passenger trains to load and off-load passengers without blocking the freight mainline
or arterial streets, which would then assist in streamlining current ACE service. Mr.
Niblock stated that SJCOG staff is recommending that unobligated balances on
earmarks be repurposed for San Joaquin Regional Rail Commission’s Stockton Track
Extension Project, and with an approved recommendation, staff will take it to May’s
Board meeting and continue working SJRRC staff to secure the repurposed funds, and
obligate funding in a timely manner.
Mr. Lorente asked if the repurposed funds would cover the entire amount needed for
the track extension. Mr. Schmidt answered by saying that the total cost for the track
extension is $11 million, and the repurposed funds would cover $7.2 million, leaving
them with $3 million to cover in order to complete the project; a discussion ensued
between the committee members on the various projects that may be able to use the
funds. Mr. Swimley asked Mr. Schmidt how the track extension will help. Mr. Schmidt
explained the patterns of the train and stated that trains have to stop when freight trains
arrive, and mentioned that the way the track is set up now, it makes for a dangerous
situation for high school students who have to cross the street, and the number of
students crossing normally is roughly 300 students.
It was moved/seconded (Schmidt/ Swearingen) to recommend to the SJCOG board
that the unobligated balances on earmarks for which SJCOG is the project sponsor be
repurposed for the San Joaquin Regional Rail Commission’s Stockton Track Extension
Project. Motion passed. (16-3).
E. 2017 Federal Transportation Improvement Program Kickoff
Mr. Niblock reported that as per State and Federal requirements, SJCOG is updating
and developing the draft 2017 Federal Transportation Improvement Program. Mr
Niblock explained that the FTIP is a financially constraining programming document
that will be compiling all of our projects for transportation including federal funding,
projects that require federal action, and any non-federal significantly needed projects.
Mr. Niblock stated that the 2017 FTIP will include funding for the next four fiscal years
2016-2019, and said the 2017 FTIP is anticipated to be adopted by SJCOG Board in
September 2016, and approved by FHWA in December 2016. Mr. Niblock noted that
all unobligated projects from the current 2015 FTIP will be carried forward into the
new FTIP, and any unobligated projects will not be left behind. Mr. Niblock said that
the 2017 FTIP is accompanied by an updated air quality conformity determination, and
said that EPA has yet to act on California Air Resources Board adopted conformity
budgets, resulting in San Joaquin County being unable to demonstrate air quality
conformity for its program of projects and land use assumptions.
Mr. Niblock explained what will happen if EPA does not take action by the 2017 FTIP
deadline, versus action taken prior to the deadline, and said that if action is not taken,
we will not have an effective date for the FTIP submittal and we won’t be able
demonstrate conformity, and if we can demonstrate it, we can’t include projects in the

FTIP that are capacity increasing. Mr. Niblock also stated that if dates weren’t met,
SJCOG would adopt an “Interim 2017 FTIP”, temporarily excluding any capacity
increasing regionally significant projects, should dates be met, than SJCOG would fully
adopt a standard FTIP. Mr. Niblock reported that as of right now, EPA staff is talking
about taking action in late August. Ms. Nguyen explained to the committee that an
interim FTIP can be looked at as a band-aid, to allow non-capacity increasing projects
that federally funded to continue moving forward.

5.

Other Matters of Business:
Mr. Niblock suggested if any local agencies have RSTP or CMAQ projects that can
advance now is the time to obligate them, and told the members to contact him should
they have any projects that are ready.
Ms. Nguyen congratulated Mr. Swimley on being appointed the City of Lodi’s new
Public Works Director.

6.

Adjournment:
There being no further business to discuss, the meeting was adjourned at 11:04
a.m. to Thursday, June 9, 2016 at 10:00 a.m.

June 2016
TAC

STAFF REPORT
SUBJECT:

2016 Measure K Ordinance and Expenditure
Plan Amendment

RECOMMENDED ACTION:

Approve the requested amendments to the
Measure K Expenditure Plan

DISCUSSION:
SUMMARY:
On February 3, 2016, SJCOG staff sent out a letter to interested parties soliciting proposals for
the amendment to the Measure K Ordinance and Expenditure Plan. SJCOG received one
amendment request during the solicitation process, a request by San Joaquin County to amend
the Measure K Expenditure Plan to alter the list of their Regional Arterial projects.
In May this item was discussed by the SJCOG committees and Board. The City of Lodi
expressed some concerns about the deletion of the Turner Road Improvements Project at the
Management & Finance and SJCOG Board meetings. Further discussions are currently occuring.
RECOMMENDATION:
SJCOG staff recommends approval of the requests by San Joaquin County to amend the Measure
K Expenditure Plan list of projects. The proposed (amended) language is below.
REGIONAL ARTERIAL PROJECTS
Lodi Planning Area:
Turner Road
Widen from 2 to 4 lanes between I-5 and the Lodi City limits
Ripon Planning Area:
Jack Tone Road
Widen from 2 to 4 lanes between Ripon City limits and Mariposa Road. State Route 120 (Yosemite Avenue).
Tracy Planning Area:
Grant Line Road
Realign and widen from 2 to 4 lanes between Tracy City limits and Eleventh Street Intersection, including
reconstruction of intersections and related operational and safety improvements.

FISCAL IMPACT:
Adding or removing projects to the Measure K Expenditure Plan does not have any immediate
fiscal impact. This impact is determined when projects are programmed funds through the
Measure K Strategic Plan process, the update of which is currently underway.
BACKGROUND:
In 2006, the voters of San Joaquin County renewed the Measure K half-cent sales tax program
for a 30-year period through 2041. The Measure K Expenditure Plan calls for street repairs,
safety and operational improvements on local streets and roads, projects to reduce congestion on
streets and highways, passenger rail and bus service to provide alternatives to the car and
improve air quality of the San Joaquin Valley, as well as separation of streets from railroads at
designated crossings to improve safety. There is a provision in Measure K that allows for the
consideration of amendments to the Ordinance and Expenditure Plan every fiscal year. A flow
chart of the amendment process in 2016 is included as Attachment A.
Examples of amendments to the Ordinance may include changes in program administration
policy and procedures. Examples of amendments to the Expenditure Plan may include changes
in project scope, funding category percentages, funding category distribution methodology, and
the addition of new projects to the Measure K program.
In 2014, the SJCOG Board approved amendments to the Measure K Program by adding Stockton
Metropolitan Airport Improvements to the Expenditure Plan. The Board also approved adding
language in Section 12: Bonding Authority of the Measure K Ordinance. In 2015, the SJCOG
Board approved one amendment to further clarify the language in Section 12: Bonding Authority
of the Measure K Ordinance.
This Amendment Process does not address changes specific to cost, schedule, and funding of
existing Measure K projects. Those are dealt with through a separate process and are considered
amendments to the Measure K Strategic Plan. The Strategic Plan is the capital improvement
program that identifies the specific funding allocations of Measure K projects. Strategic Plan
amendments can be done at any time during the life of the program.
Proposed Expenditure Plan Amendment
As outlined in the letter included in Attachment B, the proposed changes by San Joaquin County
include the following:


Adding the Grant Line Road Corridor Improvements project into the Measure K
Expenditure Plan in the Congestion Relief, Regional Arterial category. This $29 million
project is needed to accommodate current and future truck traffic from industrial and
warehousing businesses located in the City of Tracy that travels through the
unincorporated community of Banta to reach Interstate 5. The County is currently
completing the PA&ED phase of this project using $3.5 million of their Traffic Impact
Mitigation Fee (TIMF) Program funds, and expects to compete for construction funding

for the project through the federal TIGER and FASTLANE grant programs and the state
TCIF and STIP programs in 2017. Further information on the Grant Line Road Corridor
Improvement project is included as Attachment C.


Removing the Turner Road Widening (I-5 to Lodi City Limits) from the Measure K
Expenditure Plan. This $17 million project was originally proposed to widen 4.5 miles of
Turner Road from two lanes to four between I-5 and Lodi. The County proposes to delete
this project to the lack of anticipated growth in the northwest area of Lodi and the
perceived decrease in traffic on Turner Road due to the recent closure of the General
Mills plant. Any widening of Turner Road in this section would also entail extensive
right of way acquisition of prime farmland and oak trees. The City of Lodi expressed
some concerns about the deletion of the Turner Road Improvements Project, as the
General Mills plant has a new tenant that may result in additional truck traffic on Turner
Road.



Revising the Jack Tone Road Widening (Ripon City Limits to Mariposa Road) project in
the Measure K Expenditure Plan. This project was originally proposed to widen 9.5 miles
of Jack Tone Road from two lanes to four between Ripon and Mariposa Road, at a cost of
$53.8 million. Due to the lack of projected growth along Jack Tone Road north of SR
120, the County proposes revising the northern limits of this project to SR 120. Thiis
would result in a lower cost estimate of $17.9 million for widening two miles of roadway.

These changes reflect San Joaquin County’s priorities for their share of the MK Regional
Arterial program. The proposed deletion of the Turner Road Widening project and revision of
the Jack Tone Widening projects are consistent with the projected growth patterns in these areas.
While the Measure K Regional Arterial Program is currently oversubscribed, the proposed
deletion of the Turner Road Widening project and scope change to the Jack Tone Road
Widening project will help offset the addition of the Grant Line Road Corridor Improvements
projects into the Measure K Expenditure Plan.
It should be noted that Measure K funding would not fully fund any of these projects, and the
amount of funding actually available will be subject to available cashflow as determined through
the Measure K Strategic Plan process.
It is important to note that none of the above-mentioned projects are reflected in the financially
constrained SJCOG Regional Transportation Plan. When project development stage advances
significantly, when state or federal funding sources are identified or foreseeable, and when there
is a financially constrained plan for delivery through construction, the project(s) will need to be
evaluated for an amendment to the RTP.
NEXT STEPS:
The SJCOG Board will take action on the request by San Joaquin County to amend the Measure
K Expenditure Plan at the June Board meeting following a public hearing. If the Board approves
the amendment, SJCOG staff will notify all cities and the County of San Joaquin of the action.

As described in Section 9: Amendments the Measure K Ordinance, subsection 9.03,
In the event that a local jurisdiction does not agree with the Authority's amendments(s),
the jurisdiction's policy decision-making body must, by a majority vote, determine to
formally notify the Authority of its intent, in writing by registered mail, to obtain an
override of the Authority's amendment(s). The appealing jurisdiction will have 45 days
from the date the Authority adopts the proposed amendment(s) to obtain resolutions
supporting an override of the amendment(s) from a majority of the cities representing a
majority of the population residing within the incorporated areas of the county and from
the Board of Supervisors. If a jurisdiction does not obtain the necessary resolutions
supporting the override, the Authority's amendment(s) to the Ordinance will stand. If the
necessary resolutions supporting the override are obtained within 45 days from the date
the Authority adopts the proposed amendment(s), then the amendment(s) shall not
become effective.
ATTACHMENTS:
A. 2016 Measure K Ordinance and Expenditure Plan Amendment Process
B. Letter from San Joaquin County Public Works
C. Grant Line Road Corridor Study Project Update

Prepared by: David Ripperda, Assistant Regional Planner

Exhibit A: 2016 Measure K Ordinance and Expenditure Plan Amendment Process
April 1, 2016
Deadline for Interested
parties to submit proposals to
amend Measure K Ordinance
and Expenditure Plan.

45 days following notice of
SJCOG Board Action
In the event that a local jurisdiction does not agree with the
amendments, it must, by majority vote, notify SJCOG via
mail, of their intent to obtain an override of the amendments
from a majority of the cities representing a majority of the
population residing within the incorporated areas of the
county and from the Board of Supervisors, 45 days after
SJCOG provides notification of amendment..

May & June
Committee input on
Measure K Ordinance
and Expenditure Plan
Amendments
.

JAN

In January

FEB

SJCOG sends out
letter to local
jurisdictions soliticting
proposals to amend
Measure K Ordinance
and Expenditure Plan

MAR

APR

MAY

JUNE

JULY

AUG

In April
SJCOG staff analyzes
the proposals and fiscal
analysis to develop
recommendations for
Committees

On June 23, 2016

SJCOG Board holds a public hearing
on the proposed amendments.
Upon completion of the hearing, the
amendments must be passed by a
roll call vote and must
- have two
thirds majority of concurrence.

SEP

OCT

NOV

DEC

5/3/2016

View as a webpage

The San Joaquin County Department of Public Works has iden鋙ﬁed the need to improve Grant
Line Road between Interstate 5 and the City of Tracy. Grant Line Road is experiencing traﬃc
conges鋙on due to recent large industrial developments in the region. San Joaquin County, in order
to relieve conges鋙on and improve safety, is inves鋙ga鋙ng op鋙ons to improve traﬃc condi鋙ons in
the area. The project team evaluated mul鋙ple op鋙ons including widening Grant Line Road,
providing an alterna鋙ve route, and/or installing intersec鋙on improvements.
To assist with evalua鋙ng these op鋙ons, the project team hosted two community mee鋙ngs, in fall
2014 and spring 2015, for community members and property owners to learn about the project
and provide feedback. Click here to read community mee鋙ng summaries.
At the spring 2015 mee鋙ng, the County
presented four alterna鋙ve alignments for
community review and comment. Following
the mee鋙ng, the County and project team
reviewed and responded to community
comments, and through careful
evalua鋙on iden鋙ﬁed a preferred alterna鋙ve
(Alterna鋙ve 4) for detailed environmental
evalua鋙on. Alterna鋙ve 4 has been further
reﬁned to address community feedback to
maintain the exis鋙ng Grant Line Road between
South Bird Road and West 11th Street as a
frontage road for the Stoneridge neighborhood.
Alterna鋙ve 4 addresses the project goal of
accommoda鋙ng projected traﬃc growth, while
maintaining the rural character of the town of
Banta. A map of alterna鋙ve 4 is included
http://campaign.r20.constantcontact.com/render?ca=d64f68170cae4ccf9e092b2e9e5cf01b&c=2178b530f83911e38070d4ae526edc76&ch=5b7f27603eb51… 1/2

5/3/2016

View as a webpage

below. Click here to view a detailed drawing of
Alterna鋙ve 4.

Pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), an environmental document
is currently under prepara鋙on. A dra� environmental document is expected to be available
for public review this summer. A public mee鋙ng will be held in summer 2016 a�er the
release of the environmental document. An invita鋙on will be mailed to adjacent property
owners, sent via email to the project distribu鋙on list, and posted to the County's website.
At this 鋙me project construc鋙on funding is not iden鋙ﬁed. It is es鋙mated that the project
will take several years to complete.
For addi鋙onal informa鋙on about the project, visit:
h태p://www.sjgov.org/pubworks/dynamic.aspx?id=23779
Click here to sign up for email updates!
Copyright © 2015. All Rights Reserved.

http://campaign.r20.constantcontact.com/render?ca=d64f68170cae4ccf9e092b2e9e5cf01b&c=2178b530f83911e38070d4ae526edc76&ch=5b7f27603eb51… 2/2
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STAFF REPORT
SUBJECT:

2017 Active Transportation Program Cycle 3
Regional Call for Projects

RECOMMENDED ACTION:

Information Only

DISCUSSION
SUMMARY:
The California Transportation Commission (CTC) launched the Statewide Call for Projects for
Cycle 3 of the Active Transportation Program (ATP) on April 15, 2016. Electronic applications
are due to Caltrans and SJCOG on June 15, 2016. ATP Cycle 3 will be for funding in Fiscal Years
2019/20 and 20/21, with approximately $125 million available statewide.
For any additional applications not previously submitted through the Statewide process, SJCOG
will be holding a regional supplemental Call For Projects from June 16 to July 29 for
approximately $2 million available in the San Joaquin region. This process will use the same
application, guidelines, and scoring criteria as the CTC/Caltrans process.
RECOMMENDATION:
Information Only
FISCAL IMPACT:
None at this time.
BACKGROUND:
The ATP was created in 2013 by Senate Bill 99 and Assembly Bill 101 to promote the increased
use of active modes of transportation, such as biking and walking. The ATP consolidates funding
from the federal Surface Transportation Program Block Grant Program (STPBG), the federal Safe
Routes to School (SRTS) program, the state Safe Routes to School (SR2S) program, and the state
Bicycle Transportation Account (BTA). Consistent with federal requirements, the ATP Guidelines
distribute the total annual funding capacity between three separate programs with 10% going to
small urban/rural areas with populations of 200,000 or less, 40% going to Metropolitan Planning
Organizations (MPO) in urban areas with populations greater than 200,000 and 50% going to a
statewide program. All funding must be competitively awarded with the requirement that 25% of
the funds in each program benefit disadvantaged communities.

During ATP Cycle 2 (FY 16/17, FY 17/18, and FY 18/19), CTC staff recommended $396,000 in
statewide ATP funding for the City of Stockton’s Greater Downtown Active Transportation Plan.
SJCOG considered all of the applications submitted in the State level competitive process for the
regional funding pool of $2.9 million, and also held a supplemental call for projects. No additional
project applications (not submitted to the state process) were received. As required by the State
ATP Guidelines, the remaining 15 projects were scored by a multi-disciplinary scoring committee
as shown in Table 2 Due to the limited amount of ATP funds that were available, the members of
the scoring committee recommended only the highest ranked project be funded, the City of
Stockton’s Miner Avenue Complete Streets Improvements project. The SJCOG board and the
CTC adopted this recommendation.
SCHEDULE:









Statewide ATP applications due to Caltrans and SJCOG
SJCOG Regional Call for Projects announced
SJCOG Regional Call for Projects applications due
CTC Staff recommendations for Statewide ATP portion
CTC adopts Statewide ATP portion
SJCOG adopts MPO ATP portion
SJCOG submits MPO ATP portion to CTC
CTC adopts MPO selected projects

June 15, 2016
June 16, 2016
July 29, 2016
October 28, 2016
December 7-8, 2016
January 26, 2017
January 27, 2017
March 2017

NEXT STEPS:
SJCOG staff will continue to assist local agency staff on any potential ATP project applications
before the submittal deadlines.
ATTACHMENTS:
1) Adopted ATP Cycle 3 Fund Estimate
2) CTC ATP Cycle 3 Scoring Rubrics

Prepared By: David Ripperda, Assistant Regional Planner

State of California
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

California State Transportation Agency

Tab 22

Memorandum
To:

CHAIR AND COMMISSIONERS
CALIFORNIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION

CTC Meeting:

May 18-19, 2016

Reference No.:

4.12
Action Item

Steven Keck, Chief
Division of Budgets

From:

NORMA ORTEGA
Chief Financial Officer

Subject:

2017 ACTIVE TRANSPORTATION PROGRAM FUND ESTIMATE
RESOLUTION G-16-17

Prepared by:

RECOMMENDATION:
The California Department of Transportation (Department) recommends the California
Transportation Commission (Commission) approve the proposed 2017 Active Transportation
Program (ATP) Fund Estimate.
ISSUE:
The 2017 ATP Fund Estimate’s program capacities are based on Senate Bill (SB) 99 and
Assembly Bill (AB) 101, along with the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), Commission,
and California State Transportation Agency guidance.
Federal Surface Transportation Block Grant (STBG) set-asides for Transportation Alternatives
reflect preliminary FHWA estimates pursuant to Fixing America’s Surface Transportation (FAST)
Act. This was formally the Transportation Alternatives Program (TAP) included in Moving Ahead
for Progress in the 21st Century Act. In addition, the following assumptions were used to calculate
the 2017 ATP Fund Estimate program capacities:








Distribution to Metropolitan Planning Organizations is based upon total population.
Recreational Trails is not subject to STBG distribution guidelines.
Federal Highway Safety Improvement Program funds will not be used in the ATP.
95 percent obligation authority for all federal funding apportionments.
Population based on 2010 census data.
State and federal resources will remain stable throughout the fund estimate period.
Fiscal year 2020-21 extends beyond current FAST Act authorization, but will receive
Federal funding consistent with previous years.

The Department has consulted with Commission staff during the development of the 2017 ATP
Fund Estimate.

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

CHAIR AND COMMISSIONERS
CALIFORNIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION

Reference No.: 4.12
May 18-19, 2016
Page 2 of 2

BACKGROUND:
The ATP, as articulated in SB 99 and AB 101, was signed into law on September 26, 2013. It
replaced the existing system of small, dedicated grant programs, which funded Safe Routes to
Schools, bicycle programs, and Recreational Trails. The Program divides approximately
$123 million annually over the Fund Estimate period for active transportation projects between the
state and regions, subject to the adopted 2017 guidelines. The intent of combining this funding is
to improve flexibility and reduce the administrative burden of having several small independent
grant programs.

RESOLUTION G-16-17:
1.1.

WHEREAS, the Active Transportation Program (ATP) was created by Senate Bill 99
(Chapter 359, Statutes of 2013) to encourage increased use of active modes of
transportation, such as biking and walking; and

1.2.

WHEREAS, the Department consulted with Commission staff regarding adjustments to
the 2017 ATP Fund Estimate.

2.1.

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the California Transportation Commission
does hereby adopt the proposed 2017 ATP Fund Estimate, as presented by the Department
on May 18-19 2016, with programming in the 2017 ATP to be based on the adopted 2017
guidelines and the statutory funding identified.

Attachment

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

PROPOSED
ACTIVE TRANSPORTATION PROGRAM (ATP)
FUND ESTIMATE
($ in thousands)
2016-17

2017-18
2018-19
RESOURCES

2019-20

4-Year
Total

2020-21

5-Year
Total

STATE RESOURCES
Beginning Balance
State Highway Account
State Resources Subtotal

$0
34,200
$34,200

34,200
$34,200

34,200
$34,200

34,200
$34,200

34,200
$34,200

136,800
$136,800

$0
171,000
$171,000

FEDERAL RESOURCES
STBG Set-Aside for Transportation Alternatives[1]
Recreational Trails
Other Federal
Federal Resources Subtotal

$65,455
1,900
19,950
$87,305

$66,730
1,900
19,950
$88,580

$66,730
1,900
19,950
$88,580

$66,730
1,900
19,950
$88,580

$66,730
1,900
19,950
$88,580

$266,920
7,600
79,800
$354,320

$332,375
9,500
99,750
$441,625

$122,780
$122,780
DISTRIBUTION

$122,780

$122,780

$491,120

$612,625

TOTAL RESOURCES AVAILABLE

$121,505

URBAN REGIONS (MPO Administered)
State
Federal
Urban Regions Subtotal

($13,221)
(35,384)
($48,605)

($13,221)
(35,896)
($49,117)

($13,221)
(35,896)
($49,117)

($13,221)
(35,896)
($49,117)

($13,221)
(35,896)
($49,117)

($52,884)
(143,583)
($196,467)

($66,105)
(178,967)
($245,072)

SMALL URBAN & RURAL REGIONS (State Administered)
State
($4,829)
Federal
(7,319)
Small Urban & Rural Regions Subtotal
($12,148)

($4,829)
(7,444)
($12,273)

($4,829)
(7,444)
($12,273)

($4,829)
(7,444)
($12,273)

($4,829)
(7,444)
($12,273)

($19,316)
(29,777)
($49,093)

($24,145)
(37,095)
($61,240)

STATEWIDE COMPETITION (State Administered)
State
Federal
Statewide Competition Subtotal

($16,150)
(44,603)
($60,753)

($16,150)
(45,240)
($61,390)

($16,150)
(45,240)
($61,390)

($16,150)
(45,240)
($61,390)

($16,150)
(45,240)
($61,390)

($64,600)
(180,960)
($245,560)

($80,750)
(225,562)
($306,312)

($121,505)

($122,780)

($122,780)

($122,780)

($122,780)

($491,120)

($612,625)

TOTAL DISBURSEMENTS
[1]

Surface Transportation Block Grant (STBG) Set-Aside for Transportation Alternatives (TA) was formally the Transportation Alternatives Program (TAP) included in MAP-21.

Note: Individual numbers may not add to total due to independent rounding.
STBG Set-Aside for TA reflects preliminary FHWA estimates pursuant to Fixing America's Surface Transportation (FAST) Act.
Final dollar amounts may vary based on actual apportionment and obligational authority by FHWA or any changes in Federal guidance.
Fiscal Year 2020-21 extends beyond FAST Act authorization, but is assumed to be funded at the same level as in prior years.

ANNUAL DISTRIBUTION IN FY 2017-18 THROUGH FY 2020-21
URBAN REGIONS
MTC Region
SACOG Region
SCAG Region
Fresno COG (Fresno UZA)
Kern COG (Bakersfield)
SANDAG (San Diego UZA)
San Joaquin COG (Stockton)
Stanislaus COG (Modesto)
Tulare CAG (Visalia)
Total

FEDERAL FEDERAL
STBG
OTHER
$
5,506 $
1,915
1,544
609
15,194
4,833
586
249
469
225
2,648
829
332
183
321
138
197
118
$ 26,796 $
9,100

STATE
$

$

2,908
1,123
6,106
503
510
1,006
465
281
317
13,221

TOTAL
$

$

10,329
3,276
26,134
1,338
1,205
4,483
981
740
632
49,117

Disadvantaged
Communities*

$

$

2,582
819
6,533
334
301
1,121
245
185
158
12,279

Note: Individual numbers may not add to total due to independent rounding.
Final dollar amounts may vary based on actual apportionment and obligational authority by FHWA or any changes in Federal guidance.
* Per Senate Bill 99, guidelines shall include a process to ensure no less than 25 percent of overall program funds benefit disadvantaged
communities.

2017 Active Transportation Program

Scoring Rubrics

The California Transportation Commission (CTC) has prepared these Scoring Rubrics in coordination with
Caltrans to provide additional guidance on the evaluation process. This document is principally intended
as a guide for the evaluators when scoring the 2017 ATP applications. Applicants may also find this a
useful resource when developing applications. This document, however, is not intended as the
definitive formula for how applications will be scored. Evaluators may take other factors into
consideration when scoring applications, such as the overall application quality, project context and
project deliverability.
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Scoring Rubrics
QUESTION #1: DISADVANTAGED COMMUNITIES (0-10 POINTS)
This project does not qualify as a Disadvantaged Community.
If this project does not qualify as a Disadvantaged Community, applicant may skip and move onto question 2.
Special Instructions & Expectations for Evaluators:
If the applicant checked the box for “This project does not qualify as a Disadvantaged Community” the evaluator
will not evaluate sub-questions C, D and E. The score for Question #1 will be zero “0” if the box is checked.

A. Map of Project Boundaries, Access and Destination (0 points): Required

Provide a scaled map showing the boundaries of the proposed project/program/plan, the geographic boundaries
of the disadvantaged community, and disadvantaged community access point(s) and destinations that the
project/program/plan is benefiting.

B. Identification of Disadvantaged Community: (0 points)

Select one of the following 4 options. Must provide information for all Census Tract/Block Group/Place # that the
project affects.
• Median Household Income
• CalEnviroScreen
• Free or Reduced Priced School Meals - Applications using this measure must demonstrate how the project
benefits the school students in the project area.
• Other
Special Instructions & Expectations for Evaluators:
Sub-questions A & B do not receive any points.
• If the applicant does not check the box “This project does not qualify as a Disadvantaged Community” they
are required to provide the required project map(s) and provide the DAC information as required in both A
& B.
• The evaluator should verify that the required information in both A & B is provided and complete. If the
evaluator determines the information is incomplete, inconsistent, or has been manipulated to maximize
the DAC criteria they should note this in their evaluation comments and score Question 1 accordingly.
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C. Direct Benefit: (0 - 4 points)
1. Explain how the project/program/plan closes a gap, provides connections to, or addresses a deficiency in
an active transportation network or meets an important community need.
2. Explain how the disadvantaged community residents will have physical access to the
project/program/plan.
3. Illustrate how the project was requested or supported by the disadvantaged community residents.
Points

Applicant’s ability to demonstrate the project will result in a direct benefit to the
Disadvantaged Community.

4 Points

The application clearly and convincingly:
• Explains how the project/program/plan closes a gap, provides connections to, or
addresses a deficiency in an active transportation network or meets an important
community need, AND
• Explains how the disadvantaged community residents will have physical access to
the project/program/plan. AND
• Illustrates and documents how the project was requested or supported by the
disadvantaged community residents.
The application convincingly:
• Explains how the project/program/plan closes a gap, provides connections to, or
addresses a deficiency in an active transportation network or meets an important
community need, AND
• Explains how the disadvantaged community residents will have physical access to
the project/program/plan. AND
• Illustrates how the project was requested or supported by the disadvantaged
community residents.
The application somewhat:
• Explains how the project/program/plan closes a gap, provides connections to, or
addresses a deficiency in an active transportation network or meets an important
community need, AND
• Explains how the disadvantaged community residents will have physical access to
the project/program/plan. AND
• Illustrates how the project was requested or supported by the disadvantaged
community residents.
The application minimally:
• Explains how the project/program/plan closes a gap, provides connections to, or
addresses a deficiency in an active transportation network or meets an important
community need, AND
• Explains how the disadvantaged community residents will have physical access to
the project/program/plan. AND
• Illustrates how the project was requested or supported by the disadvantaged
community residents.
Evaluators can award a score of zero if they believe the application does not adequately
make a convincing argument that the project will directly benefit a disadvantaged
community.

3 Points

2 Points

1 Points

0 Points
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Special Instructions & Expectations for Evaluators:
When evaluating “Explain how the project/program/plan closes a gap, provides connections to, or addresses a
deficiency in an active transportation network or meets an important community need,” the evaluator should
consider:
• If the project will provide reasonable improvements to close missing gaps; increases needed routes or
connections, or addresses the poor conditions of an existing route.
• If developing a new route/connection will the project result in a convenient and logical route that residents
will want to use because it offers improved access to destinations the community commonly utilizes.
• If the project will address the lack of or need for active transportation planning, and/or community
concerns about the lack of pedestrian or bicycle safety education in their community.
• If the project will address an identified “need” that was identified by the local community and is supported
by backup documentation/attachments.
When evaluating “Explain how the disadvantaged community residents will have physical access to the
project/program/plan,” the evaluator should consider:
• If the improvements will be physically convenient for the community to access or use.
• If the improvements will provide a logical route that residents will use or want to use because it offers safe
and convenient access.
• If the plan or program will be conducted within the local DAC community, and the DAC residents will be
specifically targeted to participate in the process.
When evaluating “Illustrate how the project was requested or supported by the disadvantaged community
residents,” the evaluator should consider:
• If the local DAC community actively involved in the project development;
• If the DAC community had the opportunity to provide their input into the community needs and support
this project,
• If this project was presented to the DAC community in a local forum so that they could provide input or
support? Or, was the project simply voted upon in a general agency meeting without really reaching out to
the community to learn their needs and wants.

D. Project Location: (0 - 2 points)

Is your project located within a disadvantaged community?
Points
Applicant’s ability to demonstrate the project is located within a DAC.
2 Points Project location(s) are/is fully (100%) located within a DAC.
1 Point Project location(s) are/is partially (less than 100%) within a DAC.
0 Points None of the project location(s) are/is within a DAC.
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Special Instructions & Expectations for Evaluators:
Evaluators should review the project location maps that are required with the application to determine the
accuracy of the applicant’s response to the project location question.
• If the applicant failed to provide project location maps that clearly define and show all of the proposed
projects locations, and the corresponding census track/block/place data that verifies the DAC community
location status, the evaluator should not give full points for this sub-question and should use their best
judgment to choose the least score they feel best represents the information given.
E. Severity: (0-4 points)
Points
Median Household Income (MHI) Criteria – MHI = $61,489
1 Point 75% through <80% of MHI
2 Points 70% through <75% of MHI
3 Points 65% through <70% of MHI
4 Points < 65% of MHI
Points
CalEnviroScreen Criteria
1 Point 20% through 25% most disadvantaged
2 Points 15% through < 20% most disadvantaged
3 Points 10% through < 15% most disadvantaged
4 Points < 10% most disadvantaged
Points
Free or Reduced Lunches
1 Point ≥ 75% through 80% of students receive free or reduced lunches
2 Points > 80% through 85% of students receive free or reduced lunches
3 Points > 85% through 90% of students receive free or reduced lunches
4 Points > 90% of students receive free or reduced lunches
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Points
Use MHI
Criteria
Severity
Scoring
Above

Other DAC Criterion
If a project applicant believes a project benefits a disadvantaged community but the project
does not meet the aforementioned criteria due to a lack of accurate Census data or
CalEnviroScreen data that represents a small neighborhood or unincorporated area, the
applicant must submit for consideration a quantitative assessment, to demonstrate that the
community’s median household income is at or below 80% of that state median household
income.
TBD Regional definitions of disadvantaged communities as adopted in a Regional Transportation
Plan (RTP) by an MPO or RTPA per obligations with Title VI of the Federal Civil Rights Act of
1964, such as “environmental justice communities” or “communities of concern,” may be
used in lieu of the options identified above.
4 Points Projects located within Federally Recognized Tribal Lands (typically within the boundaries of
a Reservation or Rancheria).
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QUESTION #2: POTENTIAL FOR INCREASED WALKING AND BICYCLING, ESPECIALLY AMONG STUDENTS,
INCLUDING THE IDENTIFICATION OF WALKING AND BICYCLING ROUTES TO AND FROM SCHOOLS, TRANSIT
FACILITIES, COMMUNITY CENTERS, EMPLOYMENT CENTERS, AND OTHER DESTINATIONS; AND INCLUDING
INCREASING AND IMPROVING CONNECTIVITY AND MOBILITY OF NONMOTORIZED USERS. (0-35 POINTS)
A. Describe the specific active transportation need that the proposed project/plan/program will

address. (0-15 points)

Breakdown of points:
• “Need” must be considered in the context of the “Potential for increased walking and bicycling”
• “Need” must be considered in the context of one or more of the following:
o adequacy of the existing “walking and bicycling routes”,
o “Improving Connectivity” (Improvement in connectivity is defined as decreased travel time
and/or increased route options), or
o “Improving Mobility” (mobility is access to everyday needs and services)
• To receive the maximum points, applicants must demonstrate all of the above aspects of “need”.
Points

Applicant’s ability to demonstrate a specific active transportation need.

10-13 Points The application clearly and convincingly demonstrates “need” in the project area, and
documents:
• the lack of adequate walking and bicycling routes,
• the lack of connectivity,
AND
• the lack of mobility for non-motorized users,
AND/OR
• For NI projects/components- education, encouragement and/or enforcement
7-9 Points The application convincingly demonstrates “need” in the project area, and documents:
(at least 2 of the following)
• the lack of adequate walking and bicycling routes,
• the lack of connectivity,
• the lack of mobility for non-motorized users
AND/OR
• For NI projects/components- education, encouragement and/or enforcement
4-6 Points The application somewhat demonstrates “need” in the project area, and documents:
(at least 1 of the following)
• the lack of adequate walking and bicycling routes,
• the lack of connectivity,
• the lack of mobility for non-motorized users
AND/OR
• For NI projects/components- education, encouragement and/or enforcement
1-3 Points The application minimally demonstrates “need” in the project area, and documents:
(partially 1 or more of the following)
• the lack of adequate walking and bicycling routes,
• the lack of connectivity,
• the lack of mobility for non-motorized users.
AND/OR
• For NI projects/components- education, encouragement and/or enforcement
0 Points

The application does not demonstrate “need” in the project area
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PLUS:
Points

Applicant’s ability to demonstrate the active transportation needs of STUDENTS.

2 Points

The application demonstrates the active transportation needs of students

0 Points

The application does not demonstrate the active transportation needs of students

Special Instructions & Expectations for Evaluators:
The following checks and analysis must be done by the evaluator prior to awarding points:
• Evaluators are encouraged to review the data provided for reasonableness from the proposed
project/plan/program?
o In doing this the evaluator should consult the attached photos, Google Maps, and any other
information available to make an informed decision. A project does not need to have, or
create large numbers in order to cause great change to a community’s active transportation
increases, and this can be reflected in the scores given to a project.
• Evaluators are to evaluate the level to which the applicant demonstrated the need for improvements
in the project area.
B. Describe how the proposed project/plan/program will address the active transportation need:

(0-20 points)

Breakdown of points:
• “Need” must be considered in the context of the “Potential for increased walking and bicycling”
• “will address” must be considered in the context of one or more of the following “needs”:
o Adequacy of the existing “walking and bicycling routes”,
o “Improving Connectivity” (connectivity means decreased travel time and/or increased route
options), or
o “Improving Mobility” (mobility is access to everyday needs and services)
• To receive the maximum points, applicants must demonstrate all of the above aspects of “need”.
• The amount of points an applicant/project receives on this sub-questions is not impacted by the
number of categories documented for addressing the active transportation need.
o Applications only documenting one category has the potential of receiving full points as
long as it can fully meet the scoring criteria. It is up to the applicant to demonstrate that
additional categories are not appropriate for the project to better or more fully address the
need.
o Applications documenting numerous categories should not automatically receive additional
points. It is up to the applicant to demonstrate that the project scope connected to each
category is relevant to the non-motorized users’ needs in the project limits.

8

2017 Active Transportation Program

Scoring Rubrics
Points

Applicant’s ability to make a case that the project/program/plan will address need for
active transportation.

14-18 The application clearly and convincingly demonstrates that the project will best result in
meaningful increases in the number (and/or percentage for rural/small communities) of walking
Points
and bicycling users in the project area by:
•
•

creating or improving links or connections,
encouraging use of routes to transportation-related and community identified destinations,
where an increase in active transportation modes can be realized,
AND
• a school, a very important destination and/or a large number of important destinations are
identified, and access to them will be positively impacted by the project.
AND/OR
• For NI projects/components- education, encouragement and/or enforcement
9-13 The application convincingly demonstrates that the project will likely result in meaningful
increases in the number (and/or percentage for rural/small communities) of walking and bicycling
Points
users in the project area by: (at least 2 of the following)
• creating or improving links or connections,
• encouraging use of routes to transportation-related and community identified destinations,
where an increase in active transportation modes can be realized,
• a school, a very important destination and/or many important destinations are identified,
and access to them will be positively impacted by the project.
AND/OR
• For NI projects/components- education, encouragement and/or enforcement
5-8 The application somewhat demonstrates that the project will likely result in minor meaningful
increases in the number (and/or percentage for rural/small communities) of walking and bicycling
Points
users in the project area by: (at least 1 of the following)
• creating or improving links or connections,
• encouraging use of routes to transportation-related and community identified destinations,
where an increase in active transportation modes can be realized,
• a school, a very important destination and/or some important destinations are identified,
and access to them will be positively impacted by the project.
AND/OR
• For NI projects/components- education, encouragement and/or enforcement
1-4 The application minimally demonstrates that the project may result in some minor increases in the
number (and/or percentage for rural/small communities) of walking and bicycling users by:
Points
(partially 1 or more of the following)
• creating or improving links or connections,
• encouraging use of routes to transportation-related and community identified destinations,
where an increase in active transportation modes can be realized, AND
• a school and/or few destinations are identified, and access to them will be positively
impacted by the project.
AND/OR
• For NI projects/components- education, encouragement and/or enforcement
0
The application did not demonstrate the project would address the need.
Points
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PLUS:
Points

Applicant’s ability to make a case that the proposal that will increase the number of
active transportation trips accomplished by STUDENTS.

2 Points The project will increase the proportion of active transportation trips accomplished by
students
0 Points The project will not increase the proportion of active transportation trips accomplished
by students
Special Instructions & Expectations for Evaluators:
A “very important destination”, such as access to goods, services and activities that society considers particularly
important i.e. a hospital, a grocery store, a transit station, or an employment center (where the community can
reasonably expect to find employment). The applicant may be able to make a case for other very important
destinations, with adequate documentation.
The following checks and analysis must be done by the evaluator prior to awarding points:
• Evaluators are to evaluate if the proposed improvements are the best solution to address the need
described in sub-question A.
• Evaluators are to evaluate if the destinations shown in the application, are reasonably accessible by
non-motorized users.
• Evaluators are to determine if an increase in active transportation modes can be realized by the
project.
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QUESTION #3: POTENTIAL FOR REDUCING THE NUMBER AND/OR RATE OR THE RISK OF PEDESTRIAN AND
BICYCLIST FATALITIES AND INJURIES, INCLUDING THE IDENTIFICATION OF SAFETY HAZARDS FOR PEDESTRIANS
AND BICYCLISTS. (0-25 POINTS)
A. Describe the plan/program influence area or project location’s history of collisions resulting in

fatalities and injuries to non-motorized users and the source(s) of data used (e.g. collision reports,
community observation, surveys, audits). (10 points max)
General Guidance on the safety “Influence Area” for a project:
• Where “Project” is used describe Plan, Infrastructure, and/or Non-Infrastructure projects
• The project’s “Influence area” needs to be established by the applicant. The following are some general
criteria to guide applicants in determining appropriate “influence-area” for each of their proposed safety
improvements/countermeasures (As defined in the Caltrans Highway Safety Improvement Program
application Instructions). Before applying these general criteria, it is the applicant’s responsibility to
ensure that they are reasonable for their particular application.
a) New Traffic Signals: All crashes within 250 feet of the new signal.
b) For intersection or mid-block crossing improvements, collisions that occurred within 250 feet of the
intersection/mid-block crossing in all directions affected by the improvement may be used. If the
distance to the nearest intersection is less than 500 feet, only those collisions that occurred from midpoint may be used.
c) Longitudinal Improvements (bike lanes, sidewalks, road diets, etc): All crashes potentially effected by
and within the limits of the improvement.
d) If the improvements represent a new route and there is no past crash and safety data available within
the limits of the proposed improvements, the applicant should consider the potential for the project to
eliminate or reduce existing conflict points on parallel routes. A portion of the crash data from parallel
routes can be included where the new facility/route can be reasonably expected to reduce the
likelihood of past crashes from reoccurring. The overall applicant data provided in the Narrative
Questions and various attachments must support the use of parallel crash data.
e) The influence-area may be extended beyond the physical improvements and/or the limits above if
standard traffic engineering principles, as documented in Caltrans, American Association of State
Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO) or FHWA publications, suggest it would be
appropriate to do so. When the influence-area of the project is not obvious and judgment has been
used in identifying the influence-area, it is the applicant’s responsibility to provide additional
documentation showing the reasonableness of the judgment.
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6 points: Based on the actual history of “reported” Crash Data
Breakdown of points:
• Only verified crashes are to be included when applying points for this sub-question.
• A single crash with multiple injuries or fatalities must only be counted as 1 injury/fatality crash.
• The scoring table below takes into account the difference in project cost in relation to number of
accidents.
o The expectation is that higher-cost projects will address higher accident numbers.
• This question allows the applicant to provide “crash rates” in addition to the crash data, in
small/rural areas in order to account for the fact that non-motorized users in many small/rural
communities have higher “exposure risk” than more populated urban communities, (Crash Rate
must be in terms of Crashes/Total Population of the Community.)
o If crash rate information is provided and it demonstrates a compelling argument that the
non-motorized users in the project area face a disproportionately high “exposure risk”
compared to typical populations across California:
 Then the “Size of Project” column to the left of the project’s actual cost category will
be used to determine the score (except for $500K or less).
• Given that fatalities are considered to have considerably higher costs/impacts on communities and
victims, each fatality-crash will be counted as 3 crashes in the following table.
Points

Size of Project (in terms of Total Project Cost through Construction)
$500k or less
$501k to $1M
$1M to $5M
$5M or more
Number of Crashes

6 Points
5 Points
4 Points
3 Points
2 Points
1 Points
0 Points

6+
5
4
3
2
1
0

9+
8
7
6
4-5
1-3
0

14+
12-13
10-11
9
6-8
2-5
0-1

18+
16-17
14-15
12-13
8-11
3-7
0-2

Special Instructions & Expectations for Evaluators:
The following “Minimum Requirements” must be met for the application to receive any of these points:
• Applicant must provide a scaled map showing the crashes being counted are within the influence
area of the proposed improvements that have the potential to reduce future crashes.
• Applicant must provide a listing of the crashes.
o The listing must demonstrate the crashes are from official crash reports and represent the
most recent 5 years of available crash data. (Note: SWITRS and TIMS crash data is typically
1.5 to 2.5 years old before it is loaded into the crash database).
o Old data, and more than 5 years of data must be excluded.
• Evaluators must be able to verify that the crashes on the listing are the same as the crashes on the
map AND the totals must match the crashes entered into the table.
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The following checks and analysis must be done by the evaluators prior to awarding points:
• Evaluators are to verify the following:
o Crashes are from official crash reports. The full crash reports do not have to be included,
but their report number and agency must be identifiable.
o Only pedestrian and bicycle crashes are included.
 All crashes that do not include a non-motorized user as one of the primary victims
must be excluded.
o The number of crashes entered into the table is directly supported by both the map and the
listing.
 Any crash that the evaluator cannot reasonably verify in both the map and listing
should not be counted.
 Example: If the table shows 3 fatalities and the map shows 3 fatalities, but the
listing only shows 2 fatalities, then the evaluator should only consider the project
limits to have 2 fatalities.
 If the applications includes more than 5 years of crash data, the evaluator should
only consider the most recent 5 years of data.
• Evaluators need to consider whether the proposed project improvements have the potential to
reduce future crashes. If the evaluators don’t feel the project improvements have the potential to
reduce the future crashes, then they should not consider the crashes.
• Evaluators should consider additional point reductions for this question if the applicant included
significant amounts of motorized-only crashes, more than 5 years of crash data, crash data that
cannot be verified by the map and report-listing, AND/OR crash data that does not reasonably tie to
the influence area of the proposed “safety” improvements. (This supports the following statement
in the CTC Guidelines intended to encourage applicants to include accurate information: “A project
applicant found to have purposefully misrepresented information that could affect a project’s score
may result in the applicant being excluded from the program for the current cycle and the next
cycle.”)
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4 points: Based on applicant’s ability to make a compelling case that the location’s history of Crash Data (Or
Safety Data for projects without documented crash data) directly supports/demonstrates the “need” for
“safety” improvements within the project limits.
Points

Applicant’s ability to demonstrate the location’s history of Crash/Safety data directly
supports/demonstrates the “need” for “safety” improvements.

4 Points The application clearly and convincingly shows:
• how the past crash/safety data is within the expected influence area of the
proposed project,
• that the past crash/safety data was analyzed by the applicant to identify the
specific crash-type trends that will likely occur in the future if no action is taken,
AND
• there are significant safety threats to pedestrians and/or bicycles that can be
mitigated by ATP eligible improvements.
3 Points The application convincingly shows:
• how the past crash/safety data is within the expected influence area of the
proposed project,
• that the past crash/safety data was analyzed by the applicant to identify the
specific crash-type trends that will likely occur in the future if no action is taken,
AND
• there are significant safety threats to pedestrians and/or bicycles that can be
mitigated by ATP eligible improvements.
2 Points The application somewhat shows:
• how the past crash/safety data is within the expected influence area of the
proposed project,
• that the past crash/safety data was analyzed by the applicant to identify the
specific crash-type trends that will likely occur in the future if no action is taken,
AND
• there are significant safety threats to pedestrians and/or bicycles that can be
mitigated by ATP eligible improvements.
1 Points The application minimally shows:
• how the past crash/safety data is within the expected influence area of the
proposed project,
• that the past crash/safety data was analyzed by the applicant to identify the
specific crash-type trends that will likely occur in the future if no action is taken,
AND
• there are significant safety threats to pedestrians and/or bicycles that can be
mitigated by ATP eligible improvements.
0 Points Evaluators can award a score of zero if they believe that the application does not
adequately prove the safety need of the proposed project.
Special Instructions & Expectations for Evaluators:
The following checks and analysis must be done by the evaluator prior to awarding points:
• Evaluators are to verify that the applicant demonstrated that the past crash/safety data is within
the expected influence area of the proposed project.
• Evaluators are to verify that the applicant demonstrated that they analyzed the past crash/safety
data to identify the specific crash-type trends which will likely occur in the future if no action is
taken.
• Evaluators are to verify that the applicant demonstrated there are significant safety threats to
pedestrians and/or bicycles which can be mitigated by ATP eligible improvements.
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B. Safety Countermeasures (15 points max)
Describe how the project/program/plan will remedy (one or more) potential safety hazards that contribute
to pedestrian and/or bicyclist injuries or fatalities (only); Countermeasures must directly address the
underlying factors that are contributing to the occurrence of pedestrian and/or bicyclist collisions.
Breakdown of points:
• The amount of points an applicant/project receives on this sub-questions is not impacted by the
number of “Potential safety hazards” and “Countermeasures” documented in the application.
o Applications only documenting one “Potential safety hazard” / “Countermeasure” has the
potential of receiving full points as long as it can fully meet the scoring criteria and
demonstrate that implementing only one countermeasure is appropriate to address the
existing hazards.
o Applications documenting numerous “Potential safety hazards” / “Countermeasures” should
not automatically receive additional points. It is up to the applicant to demonstrate that
each safety hazard is relevant to the non-motorized users in the project limits and that each
countermeasure being funded by the project is necessary to mitigate the potential for future
crashes.
o Projects that appear to include elements/costs with little safe benefits should not receive as
many points as projects with highly effective & efficient use of limited funding.
Points Applicant’s ability to demonstrate the project/program/plan will remedy (one or more)
potential safety hazards.
12-15 Points The applicant clearly and convincingly demonstrates that:
• there is an urgent need for the countermeasure(s) proposed – based on past
crash/safety data trends,
• the proposed countermeasure(s) have a proven track record for addressing the
past crash/safety data trends,
AND
• the proposed application of the countermeasure(s) should fully mitigate the
potential for future non-motorized crashes in the area of the project.
8-11 Points The applicant convincingly demonstrates that:
• there is a significant need for the countermeasure(s) proposed – based on past
crash/safety data trends,
• the proposed countermeasure(s) have a proven track record for addressing the
past crash/safety data trends,
AND
• the proposed application of the countermeasure(s) should significantly (but not
fully) mitigate the potential for future non-motorized crashes in the area of the
project.
4-7 Points The applicant somewhat demonstrates that:
• there is a moderate need for the countermeasure(s) proposed – based on past
crash/safety data trends,
• the proposed countermeasure(s) have a track record for addressing the past
crash/safety data trends,
AND
• the proposed application of the countermeasure(s) should somewhat mitigate the
potential for future non-motorized crashes in the area of the project.
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1-3 Points

0 Points

The applicant minimally demonstrates that:
• there could be a need for the countermeasure(s) proposed – based on past
crash/safety data trends,
• the proposed countermeasure(s) have a track record for addressing the past
crash/safety data trends,
AND
• the proposed application of the countermeasure(s) should somewhat mitigate the
potential for future non-motorized crashes in the area of the project.
Evaluators can award a score of zero if they believe that the application does not
adequately prove the safety need of the proposed project.

Special Instructions & Expectations for Evaluators:
The following checks and analysis must be done by the evaluator prior to awarding points:
• Evaluators are to evaluate the level to which the applicant demonstrated the need for the safety
improvements being proposed in the project.
• Evaluators are to evaluate the level to which the applicant demonstrated that they analyzed the
past crash/safety data trends and appropriately selected safety countermeasure(s) with proven
track record(s) for addressing the past trends.
• Evaluators are to evaluate the level to which the applicant demonstrated each proposed safety
countermeasure(s) is appropriately included in the project to mitigate the potential for future nonmotorized crashes in the area of the project.
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QUESTION #4: PUBLIC PARTICIPATION and PLANNING (0-10 POINTS)
Describe the community based public participation process that culminated in the project/program proposal or
will be utilized as part of the development of a plan.
A. What is/was the process of defining future policies, goals, investments and designs to prepare for future
needs of users of this project? How did the applicant analyze the wide range of alternatives and impacts on
the transportation system to influence beneficial outcomes? (3 points max)
Breakdown of points:
• The level of expected planning for a project is directly connected to the magnitude and complexity
of the proposed changes/designs and to the impacts to the overall transportation network.
o Projects with larger scopes and costs should demonstrate a more extensive internal
planning process, including the analysis of a wide range of alternatives.
Points

Applicant’s ability to demonstrate the public participation process will be utilized as part of the
development of a plan.

3 Points The applicant clearly and convincingly demonstrates that:
• The project scope was developed through a comprehensive technical planning process
(appropriate for the complexity and magnitude of the project) and the planning process
considered the existing and future needs of the project users and transportation system and
the planning process was effectively integrated into the public participation process.
2 Points The applicant demonstrates that:
• The project scope was developed through a comprehensive technical planning process
(appropriate for the complexity and magnitude of the project) and the planning process
considered the existing and future needs of the project users and transportation system and
the planning process was effectively integrated into the public participation process.
1 Points The applicant somewhat demonstrates that:
• The project scope was developed through a comprehensive technical planning process
(appropriate for the complexity and magnitude of the project) and/or the planning process
considered the existing and future needs of the project users and transportation system
and/or the planning process was effectively integrated into the public participation process.
0 Points Evaluators can award a score of zero if they believe that the application does not adequately prove
the project scope is a result of technical planning.
Special Instructions & Expectations for Evaluators:
The following checks and analysis must be done by the evaluator prior to awarding points:
• Evaluators are to consider the level to which the applicant demonstrated the agency’s active
transportation technical planning conducted as part of developing and refining the project scope.
• Evaluators are to consider the level to which the technical planning considered both existing and future
needs of the project users and transportation system.
• Evaluators are to consider the level to which the process was effectively integrated into the public
participation process.
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B. Who: Describe who was/will be engaged in the identification and development of this
project/program/plan (for plans: who will be engaged) and how they were/will be engaged. Describe and
provide documentation of the type, extent, and duration of outreach and engagement conducted to
relevant stakeholders. (3 points max)
General Guidance on stakeholders and their involvement in a project:
• Public stakeholders can include, but are not limited to, residents, targeted end users, community
leaders, elected officials, advocacy organizations, local businesses, and members of vulnerable or
underserved populations (i.e. elderly, youth, physically and/or mentally disabled, members from
disadvantaged communities).
• Governmental stakeholders can include other departments, agencies, jurisdictions, etc. impacted by
the proposed project that are NOT the applicant (these can include, but are not limited to law
enforcement, transportation, local health department, schools/school districts, emergency services,
metropolitan planning organization, etc.)
• Meetings and/or events and how many were held to engage stakeholders is key to Public
Participation. These can include, but are not limited to:
o The type of meetings or events: open houses, community charrettes, city council meetings,
planning commission meetings, etc.
o How the meetings or events were noticed: local newspaper, county website, on the radio, at
school parents group meetings, etc.
o How the meetings or events were documented: Meeting sign-in sheets, meeting notes,
letters of support, etc.
o Where the meetings or events took place: school, community center, city council hall, etc.
o The accessibility of the meetings or events: accessible by public transportation, translational
services provided, and time of day the meetings or events were held, etc.
o The stakeholders’ involvement in the decision-making body: technical advisory committee,
citizens’ advisory committee, etc.
Breakdown of points:
• Points will be awarded based on the extent that the relevant stakeholders were engaged in the
development of the project and the level of community outreach and meeting/event accessibility
• The level of expected public outreach and participation for a project is directly connected to the
magnitude and complexity of the proposed project and the community characteristics being served
and/or impacted by the project.
Points Applicant’s ability to demonstrate the public participation process took place in development of
the proposed project, or how and who will be engaged in the development of a plan.
3 Points The applicant clearly and convincingly demonstrates that:
• The project scope was developed through a comprehensive public participation process which
included appropriate levels of public and governmental stakeholders, and the meetings and
events were fully accessible and effectively engaged all project stakeholders.
2 Points The applicant demonstrates that:
• The project scope was developed through a comprehensive public participation process which
included appropriate levels of public and governmental stakeholders, and the meetings and
events were accessible and effectively engaged project stakeholders.
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1 Points The applicant somewhat demonstrates that:
The project scope was developed through a comprehensive public participation process which
included some public and/or governmental stakeholders, and/or the meetings and events were
accessible and engaged project stakeholders.
0 Points Evaluators can award a score of zero if they believe that the application does not adequately prove
the project scope was developed through an adequate public participation process.
Special Instructions & Expectations for Evaluators:
The following checks and analysis must be done by the evaluator prior to awarding points:
• Evaluators are to give consideration to any attachments the agency provided in connection with this
sub-question, including but not limited to: any applicable public outreach process/proposal/plan, links
to websites, meeting agenda, meeting sign-in sheet, meeting minutes, public service announcements,
letters of support, etc.
• Evaluators are to consider the extent that the relevant stakeholders were engaged in the development
of the project and the level of community outreach and meeting/event accessibility in relation to the
magnitude and complexity of the proposed project and the community characteristics being served
and/or impacted by the project.
C. What: Describe the feedback received during the stakeholder engagement process and describe how the
public participation and planning process has improved the project’s overall effectiveness at meeting the
purpose and goals of the ATP. (3 points max)
Breakdown of points:
• Points will be awarded based on the extent that the public participation and planning process was
utilized to identify the highest community/regional active transportation priorities and to ensure
the effectiveness of the project at meeting the purpose for the ATP through the use of stakeholder
feedback.
o The magnitude of the proposed project is directly connected to the expected degree to
which the project represents a high local-community vs. regional priority.
Points

Applicant’s ability to demonstrate that feedback was received and how it will improve the
project’s overall effectiveness.

3 Points The applicant clearly and convincingly demonstrates that:
• The project scope is supported by the feedback received during the public participation and
planning process, and this process has improved the project’s overall effectiveness, and the
project is one of the highest community/regional active transportation priorities.
2 Points The applicant demonstrates that:
• The project scope is supported by the feedback received during the public participation and
planning process, and/or this process has improved the project’s overall effectiveness, and/or
the project is one of the highest community/regional active transportation priorities.
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1 Points The applicant somewhat demonstrates that:
• The project scope is supported by the feedback received during the public participation and
planning process, or this process has improved the project’s overall effectiveness, although
the project may not be one of the highest community/regional active transportation priorities.
0 Points Evaluators can award a score of zero if they believe that the application does not adequately prove
project scope is supported by the feedback received during the public participation and planning
process, or the project is not a high community/regional active transportation priority.
Special Instructions & Expectations for Evaluators:
The following checks and analysis must be done by the evaluator prior to awarding points:
• Evaluators are to give consideration to any attachments the agency provided in connection with this
sub-question, including but not limited to: any applicable meeting minutes, letters of support, new
alternatives or major revisions that were identified, etc.
• Evaluators are to consider the level to which the letters of support emphasize that the project
represents the top or one of the top active transportation priorities for the community, targeted end
users, or public stakeholders.
• Evaluators are to consider the extent that the public participation and planning process was utilized to
identify improve the effectiveness of the project
• Evaluators are to consider the extent that the public participation and planning process was utilized to
ensure the project is one of the highest community/regional active transportation priorities.
• Evaluators are to consider the magnitude of the proposed project when considering the extent to which
the project represents one of the highest community/regional active transportation priorities.
D. Describe how stakeholders will continue to be engaged in the implementation of the
project/program/plan. (1 point max)
Points

The applicant’s ability to demonstrate that stakeholders will continue to be engaged in the
implementation of the project/program/plan.

1 Points The applicant demonstrates that project stakeholders will continue to be engaged in the
implementation of the project/program/plan.
0 Points Evaluators can award a score of zero if they believe that the application does not adequately
demonstrates that project stakeholders will continue to be engaged in the implementation of the
project/program/plan.
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QUESTION #5: IMPROVED PUBLIC HEALTH (0-10 POINTS)
NOTE: Applicants applying for the disadvantaged community set aside must respond to the below questions
with health data specific to the disadvantaged communities. All applicants must cite information specific to
project location and targeted users. Failure to do so will result in lost points.
A. Describe the health status of the targeted users of the project/program/plan. Describe how you considered
health benefits when developing this project or program (for plans: how will you consider health
throughout the plan). (5 points max)
Points

The applicant’s ability to demonstrate the health status of targeted users was considered
when developing this project/program or will consider throughout a plan.
4-5 Points The application clearly and convincingly identifies the health vulnerability/ies of the
project’s targeted users and clearly and convincingly describes how health benefits were
considered by :
• Providing thorough health information at a level of geography appropriate to the
project not just state or national data
• Providing health characteristics and vulnerabilities of the community served by the
project
• Contacting a local public health authority such as the local health department or
school district and clearly documenting the results of the contact
• Convincingly describing how the health status of the project’s targeted users
influenced the development of the project/program/plan
2-3 Points The application somewhat identifies the health status of the project’s targeted users by and
somewhat describes how health benefits were considered by:
• Providing some health information specific to the project area
• Contacting a local public health authority
• To some extent describing how the health status of the project’s targeted users
influenced the development of the project/program/plan
1 Point The application minimally identifies the health status of the project’s targeted users and
minimally describes how health benefits were considered by:
• Providing broader health information using state or national data
0 Points The application does not identify the health status of the project’s targeted users or describe
how health benefits were considered.
B. Describe how you expect your project/proposal/plan to promote healthy communities and provide
outreach to the targeted users. (5 points max)
Points

The applicant’s ability to demonstrate the project/proposal/plan will promote healthy
communities and provide outreach to targeted users.

4-5 Points The application clearly and convincingly describes specific strategies that will be employed
to promote healthy communities and clearly and convincingly describes how the project
will provide outreach to the targeted users.
2-3 Points The application somewhat describes strategies that will promote healthy communities and
somewhat describes how the project will provide outreach to the targeted users.
1 Point

The application minimally describes how the project will promote healthy communities and
minimally describes how the project will provide outreach to the targeted users.

0 Points The application does not describes how the project will promote healthy communities or
describes how the project will provide outreach to the targeted users.
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QUESTION #6: COST EFFECTIVENESS (0-5 POINTS)
A project’s cost effectiveness is considered to be the relative costs of the project in comparison to the project’s
benefits as defined by the purpose and goals of the ATP. This includes the consideration of the safety and
mobility benefit in relation to both the total project cost and the funds provided.
Explain why the project is considered to have a high Benefit to Cost Ratio (B/C) with respect to the ATP purpose
and goals of “increased use of active modes of transportation”.
General Guidance:
• “Project” is used to describe Plan, Infrastructure, and/or Non-Infrastructure projects.
• “Project Benefits as defined by the purpose and goals of the ATP”
o State Law defines the Purpose of the ATP as “encouraging increased use of active modes of
transportation, such as biking or walking”.
o Section 2 of the CTC Guidelines restate the Goals of the program as defined by State Law.
o The “project benefits” are evaluated with respect to:
 The extent to which the project addresses the “Needs” and “Benefits” is addressed in
Question #2 and #3, and
 “Total Project Cost” and “ATP funds”
Breakdown of points:
• The amount of points an applicant/project receives on this question is not impacted by only the
magnitude and/or number of different types of improvements benefiting active transportation
users. The magnitude and types of improvements MUST be considered with respect to the Cost
of the project and the amount of ATP funding being requested:
o Applications proposing only one type of improvement with a relative small scope and cost have
the potential of receiving full points as long as they can justify the benefits per costs are very
high.
o Applications proposing numerous types of improvements with a large scope and cost should not
automatically receive additional points. It is up to the applicant to demonstrate that the overall
the benefits per costs are very high.
Points The applicant’s ability to demonstrate the project is considered to have a high B/C with respect to
the ATP purpose and goals.
5 Points The applicant clearly and convincingly demonstrates that:
• The project only includes scope and costs that effectively and efficiently address significant
safety, mobility and other project needs which is expected to directly result in “encouraging
increased use of active modes of transportation” and one or more ATP goals, AND
• The project includes no scope/costs that do not directly address significant active
transportation needs.
3 Points The applicant demonstrates that:
• The project includes scope and costs that effectively and efficiently address significant safety,
mobility and other project needs which are expected to directly result in “encouraging
increased use of active modes of transportation” and one or more ATP goals.
1 Points The applicant somewhat demonstrates that:
• The project includes scope and costs that effectively and efficiently address significant safety,
mobility and/or other project needs which are expected to directly result in “encouraging
increased use of active modes of transportation” and/or one or more ATP goals.
0 Points Evaluators can award a score of zero if they believe that the application does not adequately prove
the project’s use of ATP funding is being done in an efficient and/or effective manner.
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Special Instructions & Expectations for Evaluators:
The following checks and analysis must be done by the evaluator prior to awarding points:
• Evaluators are to evaluate the magnitude of the Total Project Cost and the ATP funding being requested.
Therefore, the Evaluator must review the applicant’s cost estimate before scoring this question.
o Per the main question, the project’s cost effectiveness must be evaluated in relation to both the
total project cost and the funds provided.
• Evaluators are to evaluate the level to which the applicant demonstrated that the project will result in
“encouraging increased use of active modes of transportation” and/or one or more ATP goals.
QUESTION #7: LEVERAGING OF NON-ATP FUNDS (0-5 POINTS)
A. The application funding plan will show all federal, state and local funding for the project: (5 points max.)
Describe the Leveraging funding the applicant is committing to invest in the project if it is awarded ATP
funding (total value in dollars).
Only direct funding and the direct expenses for completing project delivery milestones can be used. Provide
detailed information on actual costs for past milestones and estimated costs for future milestones.
Breakdown of points:
• Points will be awarded based on the amount of the non-ATP funding pledged to the project.
Points

Applicant’s ability to demonstrate that non-ATP funding is pledged to the project.

1 Point The applicant clearly and convincingly demonstrates commitment of leveraging funds to a
phase(s) of the project where the applicant is requesting new ATP funding. (For example, not
for the completion of a prior phase). The commitment funding must be at least 1% of the total
ATP funding requested for the project.
PLUS:
1 Point
2 Points
3 Points
4 Points

1% to 11.4% of total project cost
11.5% to 14.9% of total project cost
15% to 19.9% of total project cost
20% or more of total project cost
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STAFF REPORT
SUBJECT:

Regional Transit Systems Plan

RECOMMENDED ACTION:

Information

DISCUSSION:
SUMMARY:
The San Joaquin Council of Governments has prepared an administrative draft for Interagency
Transit Committee review of the Regional Transit Systems Plan. At the time of this staff report to
the Technical Advisory Committee, the administrative draft was still under review and pending
comments from the transit operators.
SJCOG staff will then incorporate comments, corrections, and clarifications in the draft and
prepare a June “public review” draft for release. This public draft is anticipated to be available in
late June so a web link and notification will be made to committee members via e-mail.

RECOMMENDATION:
Information.

NEXT STEPS
1. Circulate Public Draft Document – June
2. Make revisions based upon public comments - July
3. SJCOG Board approves final report - August

Prepared by:

Diane Nguyen, Deputy Director

