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Committee Members Orange County Transportation Authority  
Shaun Pelletier  City of Aliso Viejo 550 South Main Street, Room 09 
Rudy Emami  City of Anaheim                   Orange, California 
Tony Olmos  City of Brea                July 24, 2019 1:30 p.m. 
Nabil S. Henein  City of Buena Park  
Raja Sethuraman  City of Costa Mesa  
Nardy Khan  County of Orange  
Doug Dancs  City of Cypress  
Matthew Sinacori  City of Dana Point  
Mark Lewis  City of Fountain Valley  
Meg McWade  City of Fullerton  
William Murray  City of Garden Grove  
Travis Hopkins  City of Huntington Beach  
Mark Linsenmayer  City of Irvine  
Chris Johansen  City of La Habra  
Michael Belknap  City of La Palma  
Mark Trestik  City of Laguna Beach  
Ken Rosenfield  City of Laguna Hills  
Jacki Scott  City of Laguna Niguel  
Akram Hindiyeh  City of Laguna Woods  
Tom Wheeler  City of Lake Forest  
Dave Hunt  City of Los Alamitos  
Mark Chagnon  City of Mission Viejo  
David Webb  City of Newport Beach  
Christopher Cash  City of Orange  
Luis Estevez  City of Placentia  
Brendan Dugan  City of Rancho Santa Margarita  
Tom Bonigut  City of San Clemente  
Steve May  City of San Juan Capistrano  
William Galvez  City of Santa Ana  
Steve Myrter  City of Seal Beach  
Guillermo Perez  City of Stanton  
Doug Stack  City of Tustin  
Akram Hindiyeh  City of Villa Park  
Marwan Youssef  City of Westminster  
Thom Coughran  City of Yorba Linda  

 
Any person with a disability who requires a modification or accommodation in order to participate in 
this meeting should contact the Measure M2 Local Programs section, telephone (714) 560-5372, no 
less than two (2) business days prior to this meeting to enable OCTA to make reasonable 
arrangements to assure accessibility to this meeting. 
 
Agenda descriptions are intended to give members of the public a general summary of items of 
business to be transacted or discussed. The posting of the recommended actions does not indicate 
what action will be taken. The Committee may take any action which it deems to be appropriate on 
the agenda item and is not limited in any way by the notice of the recommended action. 
 
All documents relative to the items referenced in this agenda are available for public inspection at 
www.octa.net or through the Measure M2 Local Programs office at the OCTA Headquarters, 600 
South Main Street, Orange, California. 
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Call to Order  

Self-Introductions  

Consent Calendar  

All items on the Consent Calendar are to be approved in one motion unless a Technical 
Advisory Committee member requests separate action on a specific item. 

1. Approval of Minutes 

Approval of the Technical Advisory Committee regular meeting minutes of May 22, 
2019 

Regular Items 

2. CTFP Guidelines Update – Joseph Alcock 

Overview 

Measure M2 allocates net revenues for the development of various competitive 

programs which provide funding for transit, environmental cleanup, and local 

streets and roads projects. Funding for local streets and roads projects is 

anticipated to be made available (subject to Board of Director’s approval) through 

a 2020 call for projects for the Regional Capacity Program and Regional Traffic 

Signal Synchronization Program. In anticipation of the Board of Director’s 

authorization of a 2020 call for projects later this year, staff has updated the 

Comprehensive Transportation Funding Programs Guidelines and is seeking 

direction to advance these proposed revisions to the Orange County 

Transportation Authority’s Board of Directors for consideration and approval. 

Recommendation 

Recommend for Board of Directors approval of proposed updates to the 

Comprehensive Transportation Funding Programs Guidelines 

Discussion Items 

3. Semi-Annual Review Trend Analysis – Joseph Alcock 

4. Senate Bill 1 (SB1) Update – Louis Zhao 

5. Guidance to Assist OCTA Decision Making when Requested to Lead Locally 
Sponsored Projects – Tamara Warren   

6. Correspondence 
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OCTA Board Items of Interest 

• Monday, May 24, 2019 
Item 15: Master Agreement for Transit and Intercity Rail Capital Program 

• Monday, June 10, 2019 
Item 11: Capital Programming Update 
Item 12: Funding Recommendations for the 2019 Bicycle Corridor 
Improvement Program 
Item 13: Orange County Transportation Authority State and Federal Grant 
Programs 
Item 18: Comprehensive Transportation Funding Programs – 2019 Call for 
Projects Programming Recommendations 
Item 19: Comprehensive Transportation Funding Programs Semi-Annual 
Review 
Item 20: Measure M2 Quarterly Progress Report for the Period of January 
2019 Through March 2019  

• Monday, June 24, 2019 
Item 13: Measure M2 Project W Safe Transit Stops – 2019 Programming 
Recommendations 

• Monday, July 8, 2019 
Item 7: Measure M2 Eligibility Review Recommendations for Fiscal Year 
2017-18 Expenditure Reports 

  
Announcements by Email 

• May 22, 2019 Technical Advisory Committee Meeting Agenda, sent 
5/17/2019 

• May 22, 2019 TAC Meeting-Request Follow-Up Materials, sent 5/29/2019 

• June OCTA Technical Steering Committee Meeting Cancellation, sent 
6/3/2019 

• June OCTA Technical Advisory Committee Meeting Cancellation, sent 
6/21/19 

• July 10, 2019 Technical Steering Committee Meeting Agenda, sent 
7/1/2019 
 

7. Committee Comments 

8. Local Assistance Update 

9. Staff Comments  

10. Items for Future Agendas 

11.  Public Comments 

12.  Adjournment 

The Technical Advisory Committee is scheduled to meet on the fourth Wednesday of each month. 
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Approval of Minutes 

May 22, 2019
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Voting Representatives Present Orange County Transportation Authority 
Shaun Pelletier City of Aliso Viejo 550 S. Main Street, Room 09 
Rudy Emami City of Anaheim Orange, CA 
Tony Olmos City of Brea May 22, 2019 1:30 PM 
Mina Mikhael City of Buena Park  
Jennifer Rosales City of Costa Mesa  
Nardy Kahn County of Orange  
Matthew Sinacori City of Dana Point Guests Present 
Mark Lewis City of Fountain Valley Bob Stachelski, Huntington Beach 
Temo Galvez City of Fountain Valley Oliver Luu, Caltrans 
Meg McWade City of Fullerton Carlos Barragan, Caltrans 
Mark Linsenmayer City of Irvine Raquel Garcia, La Habra 
Mark Trestik City of Laguna Beach  
Ken Rosenfield City of Laguna Hills  
Jacki Scott City of Laguna Niguel Staff Present: 
Tom Wheeler City of Lake Forest Joe Alcock 
Mark Chagnon City of Mission Viejo Christina Moore 
Christopher Cash City of Orange Greg Nord 
Frank Sun City of Orange Adriann Cardoso 
Brendan Dugan City of Rancho Santa Margarita Christina Perez 
Taig Higgins City of Santa Ana Kurt Brotcke 
Doug Stack City of Tustin Cynthia Morales 
Marwan Youssef City of Westminster  
Rick Yee City of Yorba Linda  
Tiffany Trans Caltrans  
   
Voting Representatives Absent:  
Nabil S. Henein City of Buena Park  
Raja Sethuraman City of Costa Mesa  
Doug Dancs City of Cypress  
William (Bill) Murray City of Garden Grove  
Travis Hopkins City of Huntington Beach  
Chris Johansen City of La Habra  
Michael Belknap City of La Palma  
Dave Hunt City of Los Alamitos  
David Webb  City of Newport Beach  
Luis Estevez City of Placentia  
Tom Bonigut City of San Clemente  
Steve May City of San Juan Capistrano  
Steve Myrter City of Seal Beach  
Guillermo Perez City of Stanton  
Akram Hindiyeh City of Villa Park  
Thom Coughram City of Yorba Linda  
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Meeting was called to order by Mr. Lewis at 1:30 p.m. 

Self-Introductions 

CONSENT CALENDAR 

1. The Minutes for the March 27, 2019 meeting were approved. 
 
Mr. Stack motioned to approve the item. The motion was seconded by Mr. Emami. 

 

REGUALR ITEMS 

2. March 2019 Semi-Annual Review – Christina Moore 
 
Ms. Moore presented an overview on March 2019 Semi-Annual Review (SAR) 
findings. 
 
Mr. Lewis asked if at a future TAC meeting, staff could provide a report documenting 
M2 project delivery and performance. 
 
Mr. Alcock replied in the affirmative. 
 
Ms. Khan inquired whether the current number of project delays was typical.  
 
Ms. Moore stated the overall number of requests is similar to what the Orange 
County Transportation Authority (OCTA) has seen during previous SAR cycles.  Ms. 
Moore also mentioned that the March SAR cycle typically includes more delays and 
fund extension requests, as compared to the September cycle, given that agencies 
are focused upon project delivery and end of fiscal year deadlines. 
 
Mr. Alcock also stated that the universe of the M2 projects has gotten bigger over 
time, which is causing the numbers to seem bigger, but on a percentage basis they 
remain fairly consistent.   
 
Mr. Wheeler motioned to approve the item. The motion was second by Mr. Youssef. 

 

DICUSSION ITEM  

3. Senate Bill 743 (SB 743) Update – Greg Nord 
 
Mr. Nord presented an overview of OCTA’s findings and perspectives on SB 743 
implementation.  
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Mr. Cash noted that the City of Orange was coordinating with other North Orange 
County agencies to discuss and review SB 743 implementation and stated that 
based upon his understanding, OCTA would not be doing any regional efforts with 
respect to SB 743 implementation. Mr. Cash asked if that was still OCTA’s position.  
 
Mr. Nord replied in the affirmative but also noted that OCTA was looking at 
approaches currently being employed by other counties. 
 
Mr. Cash stated that he was concerned that they (local agencies) will run out of time 
to comply with the state’s deadline for July 2020 implementation. 
 
Mr. Stachelski asked if OCTA had any idea how SB 743 would affect CTFP project 
and project applications.  
 
Mr. Alcock stated that as far as he knew SB 743 would not affect CTFP projects or 
project applications. He also stated that SB 743 would implement mitigation 
thresholds for California Environmental Quality Act purposes only. 
 

4. Correspondence 
 
Mr. Lewis inquired about the status of M2 Eligibility for the cities of Santa Ana and 
Stanton (cities).  
 
Mr. Alcock stated that an item was taken to OCTA’s Board (Board) with a 
recommendation to find the cities ineligible to receive net M2 revenues; and noted 
that this included suspension of payments of net M2 revenues until the cities can 
demonstrate compliance with M2 eligibility requirements and the Board of Directors 
(Board) acts to find the cities eligible. Mr. Alcock also stated that the 
recommendation also included direction for: the cities to pay for Fiscal Year (FY) 
2018-19 audit costs (from any future Net M2 payments); to increase the cities’ MOE 
requirement for FY 2018-2019 by the amount of expenditures that were not met in 
FY 2017-2018; and direction for the OCTA Chief Executive Officer to negotiate and 
execute settlement agreements with the cities.  
 
Mr. Lewis asked, if based upon this recommendation, Local Fair Share (LFS) 
payments would also be suspended.  
 
Mr. Alcock replied that payment of all M2 Net revenues had been suspended and 
noted that this included LFS, Senior Mobility, and all M2 competitive funds. 
 
Mr. Lewis asked if this Board action will affect the 2019 Project O and P Call. 
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Mr. Alcock responded in the affirmative stating that this would impact two of Santa 
Ana’s projects, which were originally recommended for funding by the Technical 
Steering Committee and Technical Advisory Committee.   
 
Mr. Lewis also asked for an update on the status of the City of Irvine and Laguna 
Beach projects, which were not recommended for funding.  
 
Mr. Alcock responded that the 2019 M2 O and P Call for Project’s Programing 
Recommendations had not been taken to the OCTA Regional Planning and 
Highways Committee (RP&H) or Board. Mr. Alcock stated that the item would be 
heard during the June series of RP&H and Board meetings. 
 
There was no further discussion. 

 

5. Committee Comments – None 
 

6. Local Assistance Update 
 
Active Transportation Program (ATP): 
 
Mr. Luu stated that Caltrans would be providing a webinar series for Cycle 5 ATP 
applications. He also stated that Cycle 5 workshops would be hosted by the 
California Transportation Commission (CTC) later in the year. 
 
Mr. Luu further noted that Exhibit 22-G form had been revised and was available 
on Caltrans website.  He also informed the group that the next ATP progress report 
submittal deadline was July 12, 2019, and further noted that completion reports 
would be due within six months of contract acceptance, or the project becoming 
operable (i.e. open to the public), or if all non-infrastructure activities were deemed 
complete. 

 

CTC Allocations: 

 
Mr. Luu stated the deadline to submit allocations or time extension requests for the 
August CTC meeting was June 17, 2019.  He also noted that if local agencies 
wanted to submit major scope change requests (for the ATP programs), which 
would alter the project’s the cost/benefit ratio, the CTC would need solid justification 
given that the const/benefit analysis is a major component of ATP application 
scoring. 
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Training: 
 
Mr. Luu stated that Caltrans Headquarters was looking for suggestions on what 

training to provide.  He also noted that on September 11, 2019 the Southern 

California Local Assistance Management Meeting would be held in District 12. 

 
Disadvantage Business Enterprise (DBE) Exhibit 9-B and Americans with 
Disabilities Act (ADA) Exhibit 9-C: 
 
Mr. Barragan stated that June 14, 2019 was the deadline for local agencies to 
submit the DBE Annual Submittal Form (Exhibit 9-B) and Local Agency ADA Annual 
Certification Form (Exhibit 9-C) to Caltrans District 12 for Federal FY 2019-2020. 
Mr. Barragan also stated the DBE Exhibit 9-B and ADA Exhibit 9-C forms needed 
to be submitted for agencies in order to qualify for federal transportation funds and 
noted that the forms were available on Caltrans’ website.   
 
Inactive Invoices: 
 
Mr. Barragan announced that August 20, 2019 was the deadline for invoice 
submittals for the next quarter.  He also stated that Caltrans would continue to 
contact local agencies weekly to ensure that inactive invoices are submitted. 
 
New Dynamic Invoice 5-A Form: 
 
Mr. Barragan also stated that October 1, 2019 was the projected mandatory 
deadline for implementation of new Invoice 5-A Forms. He shared that this form 
was available on Caltrans’ website and further stated that Caltrans was looking to 
see if it was possible to provide new invoice training to local agencies and he would 
keep the TAC posted. 
 
Caltrans Web Accessibility for All (CWAA) 
 
Mr. Barragan concluded his comments by stating effective July 1, 2019 Caltrans 
Headquarters will have completed their ADA website compliance remediation. He 
stated that this remediation was completed in order to provide better access to 
Caltrans’ resources and information. 

 

7. Staff Comments 
 
Mr. Alcock stated that programming recommendations for M2 Project W (The Safe 
Transit Stops Program) would be going to Board in June. He also stated that a final 



  AGENDA 
  Technical Advisory Committee 

Item #1 

 

Page 10 of 14 
 

M2 Eligibility findings for FY 2018-2019 would be going to OCTA Board for approval 
in July. 
 
Mr. Alcock also stated that M2 Eligibility submittal materials for FY 2019-2020 would 
be due to OCTA by June 28, 2019. 
 
Mr. Emami inquired if any cities were interested in discussing electric scooters. 
 
Mr. Lewis asked if OCTA can provided any assistance/insights on this topic. 
 
Mr. Brotcke shared that OCTA provided a best practice guideline last year and 
noted that staff would be happy to provide the document to all local agencies.  Mr. 
Brotcke also stated that if the TAC wants to set up an Ad Hoc Committee on this 
item, OCTA would be happy to facilitate those discussions. 
 
Mr. Emami stated he thought it would be beneficial to further entertain this topic.  
 
There was no further discussion. 

 

8. Items for future Agendas  
 

• CTFP project delivery report 

• Update on Board’s action to approve 2019 O and P Call’s programming 
recommendation.  

 
 

9. Public Comments – None 
 

10.  Meeting was adjourned at 2:15 p.m. 
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2019 CTFP Guidelines Update 



 

Orange County Transportation Authority 
550 South Main Street / P.O. Box 14184 / Orange / California 92863-1584 / (714) 560-OCTA (6282) 

July 24, 2019 
 
 
To: Technical Advisory Committee 
 
From: Orange County Transportation Authority Staff 
 
Subject: Measure M2 Comprehensive Transportation Funding Programs – 

Proposed Guideline Modifications 
 
 
Overview 
 
Measure M2 allocates net revenues for the development of various competitive 
programs which provide funding for transit, environmental cleanup, and local 
streets and roads projects. Funding for local streets and roads projects is 
anticipated to be made available (subject to Board of Directors approval) through 
a 2020 call for projects for the Regional Capacity Program and Regional Traffic 
Signal Synchronization Program. In anticipation of the Board of Director’s 
authorization of a 2020 call for projects later this year, staff has updated the 
Comprehensive Transportation Funding Programs Guidelines and is seeking 
direction to advance these proposed revisions to the Orange County 
Transportation Authority’s Board of Directors for consideration and approval. 
 
Recommendation  
 
Recommend for Board of Directors approval of proposed updates to the 
Comprehensive Transportation Funding Programs Guidelines. 
 
Background 
 
The Regional Capacity Program (RCP) provides Measure M2 Project O funding 
for improvements to the Orange County Master Plan of Arterial Highways 
(MPAH). The program also provides for intersection improvements and other 
projects to help improve street operations and reduce congestion. 
 
The Regional Traffic Signal Synchronization Program (RTSSP) provides 
Measure M2 Project P funding for multi-agency, corridor-based signal 
synchronization throughout Orange County. 
 
These programs allocate funds through a competitive process and target 
projects that improve traffic by considering factors such as degree of congestion 
relief, cost effectiveness, and project readiness. 
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The Comprehensive Transportation Funding Programs (CTFP) document 
serves as the mechanism with which Orange County Transportation Authority 
(OCTA) staff administer the RCP and RTSSP, as well as other competitive 
transit (Projects S, T, and V) and environmental cleanup programs (Project X). 
 
The CTFP Guidelines identify procedures and requirements that local agencies 
are required to follow in order to apply for M2 funding (and following award of 
funds) in order to seek reimbursement. These guidelines were first approved by 
the OCTA Board of Directors (Board) on March 22, 2010 and were most recently 
updated and approved in August 2019. 
 
Discussion 
 
As part of original CTFP Guidelines approval (in 2010), the Board made 
provisions to modify and adjust the guidelines as needed. In anticipation of Board 
approval of the 2020 RCP and RTSSP annual call for projects later this year, 
staff has comprehensively reviewed the Guidelines and made updates, where 
appropriate, to facilitate program administration. 
 
A general summary of proposed substantive changes is provided below. For a 
more detailed summary of proposed changes see Attachment A, which provides 
a table of proposed changes as well as Attachment B, which provides a marked-
up version of the Guidelines (in track changes format). It should also be noted 
that for simplicity, proposed changes that were deemed to be non-substantive 
(i.e. wording/grammatical, streamlining, and clarifications) are generally not 
identified. 
 
The most significant proposed changes include the following: 

• Project O 
o Revised the point spread for Economic Effectiveness in the 

Scoring Criteria.  

• Project P 
o Noted that OCTA-led projects are not available for this call. 
o Revised total number of corridors per project from two to three. 
o Revised description of eligible activities so that the activities are 

clearer to applicants.  
o Included three new eligible project features for Project 

Characteristics.  

• Excess Right-of-Way (ROW) Reimbursement  
o Added language clarifying excess property acquired through ROW 

process for reimbursement. 
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The Technical Steering Committee (TSC), which met on July 10, 2019, approved 
the proposed changes to the guidelines, with the following additional 
modifications to be considered and reviewed by the Technical Advisory 
Committee (TAC): 

• Maintaining the consistency of ineligible item change throughout Chapter 
7 for gateway treatment projects (pgs. 7-18 and 7-44 in Guidelines) 

• Modification of OCTA staff’s recommendations on revising the excess 
right-of-way disposal policy (pgs. 7-9 and 9-9). The TSC provided specific 
language that suggested potential use of deed restrictions or liens. 
However, staff had discussions with the Department Manager of Real 
Property, who has indicated that this proposed change would be overly 
burdensome to the process and worked with staff on language that is 
consistent with Measure M2 requirements for Chapter 9 of the CFTP 
Guidelines. 

• Following TSC action, an additional comment was made regarding having 
the CFTP Guidelines clarify the maximum amount of fiber capacity that is 
required to support an M2 Project P traffic signal synchronization project 
(pg. 8-10) 

 
These TSC proposed changes have been incorporated into Attachments A and 
B, as appropriate. If the TAC approves these proposed modifications, they will 
then be submitted to the OCTA Board for further consideration as part the 2020 
call, which would proceed according to the general timeline identified below. 

• Board authorization to issue call: August 2019 

• Application submittal deadline: October 24, 2019 

• TSC/TAC Review: February/March 2019 

• Committee/Board approval: May 2019 
 
Summary 
 

The CTFP serves as the mechanism OCTA uses to administer the Regional 
Capacity Program and Regional Traffic Signal Synchronization Program as well 
as other competitive programs. In anticipation of a potential 2020 annual call for 
projects for the Regional Capacity Program and the Regional Traffic Signal 
Synchronization Program, staff is seeking approval of proposed modifications to 
the CFTP Guidelines. If approved by the Technical Steering Committee, these 
proposed updates will be submitted to the OCTA Technical Advisory Committee 
and subsequently to the OCTA Board of Directors for review and final approval 
as part of a 2020 call for projects authorization request later this year.   
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Attachments 
 

A. 2020 CFTP Guidelines (Projects O and P) – Proposed Changes List 
B. Comprehensive Transportation Funding Programs, Guidelines Excerpt, 

Proposed Revisions 
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2020 CTFP Guidelines (Projects O and P) – Proposed Changes List 

No. Section/Chap
ter 

Subsection Page 
No. 

Proposed Change 

1 III. Definitions 8.   Excess Right-of-Way and 
Surplus Right-of-Way 

ix Definition revised 

2 III. Definitions 20.   O&M Technical Memorandum x Added definition for new term 

3 III. Definitions - 
Acronyms 

N/A xii - 
xiv 

Adding new section for Acronyms  

4 III. Precepts 2  xvi Typo corrected 

5 III. Precepts 4 xvi Clarified that a separate cooperative funding agreement will be issued for 
Project V funded projects and any OCTA-led Project P (RTSSP) funded 
projects. 

6 III. Precepts 32 xix Revise “shall” to “intent is to”  

7 III. Precepts 35 xx Revised to coincide with language from Chapter 9 

8 Chapter 7 Programming Approach 7-2 Revised language to read as “Typically, OCTA has made approximately 
$32 million available for each RCP (Project O) programming cycle” 

9 Chapter 7 2020 Call for Projects 7-3 Revised language to read as” Contingent on OCTA’s Board approval, the 
2020 Call for Projects (call) for RCP (Project O) – under M2 is 
anticipated to provide approximately $32 million for…” 

10 Chapter 7 Applications 7-4 Contact information updated 

11 Chapter 7 ROW Acquisition/Disposal Plan 7-9 Added language clarifying excess property acquired through ROW 
process for reimbursement 

12 Chapter 7 Application Review Process 7-14 Dates and years have been updated for 2020 Call 

13 Chapter 7 Ineligible Expenditures 7-18 Added “gateway treatments” 

14 Chapter 7 Operational Attributes/Sustainability 
Elements 

7-24 To clarify section related to the scoring criteria, added “Points are 
awarded at construction phase only” 

15 Chapter 7 Table 7-2 7-30 Due to majority of past applicants scoring in the top ranges (9 & 10), 
recommended reducing the ranges to make category more competitive 

16 Chapter 7 Potentially Eligible Items 7-43 Revised “should not” to “shall not” 

17 Chapter 7 Ineligible Projects 7-44 Added “gateway treatments” 

18 Chapter 8 Objectives 8-2 Added “intersecting crossing arterial” 

19 Chapter 8 2020 Call for Projects 8-2 Revised language to read as “Contingent on OCTA’s Board approval, the 
2020 Call for Projects (call) for RTSSP (Project P)– under M2 is 
anticipated to provide approximately $8 million…” 

20 Chapter 8 2020 Call for Projects 8-2 Revised total number of corridors per project from “two (2)” to “three (3)”. 
Other sections with same language in Chapter were also changed 
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2020 CTFP Guidelines (Projects O and P) – Proposed Changes List 

No. Section/Chap
ter 

Subsection Page 
No. 

Proposed Change 

21 Chapter 8 2020 Call for Projects – 5(a) 8-2 Added “A Project Report is required at the conclusion of this phase to 
document work completed during the PI phase. This PI Project Report 
shall be submitted according to the payment process” 

22 Chapter 8 2020 Call for Projects – 5(b) 8-2 Revised “project final report” to O&M Technical Memorandum” 

23 Chapter 8 2020 Call for Projects – 6 8-3 Added “as part of the PI Project Report” 

24 Chapter 8 Applications 8-3 Removed “CD” and added “thumb drive, memory stick, or via electronic 
file upload and/or email” 

25 Chapter 8 Applications 8-4 Contact information updated 

26 Chapter 8 Application Process 8-4 – 
8-6 

The 2020 Call will not include OCTA-led projects.  Given this, language 
referring to OCTA-led projects has been removed 

27 Chapter 8 Application Review and Program 
Adoption 

8-8 Dates and years have been updated for the 2020 Call, including in other 
applicable sections throughout Chapter 8 

28 Chapter 8 Sample Resolution Form 8-8 In order to clarify ordinances needed for local agencies’ resolutions, 
added “Local agencies, at a minimum, must include items a-h from the 
sample resolution.” 

29 Chapter 8 Project Definition 8-9 Added “This includes construction or modifications of an Intelligent 
Transportation Systems communications link between intersections or to 
the Agency’s Traffic Management Center.  This link may be off of the 
main line but is necessary for a Regional Traffic Signal Synchronization 
Corridor project.” 

30 Chapter 8 Project Definition 8-9 Change from “Two linked corridors” to “Linked corridors” 
  

31 Chapter 8 Eligible Activities/New or Upgraded 
Communication Systems 

8-10 Added “not to exceed 120 strands” in order to clarify the maximum 
amount of fiber capacity required to support a M2 Project P Traffic Signal 
Synchronization project. 

32 Chapter 8 Eligible Activities/CCTV 8-11 Added “Intelligent cameras that include analytics, such as automated 
continuous counts and other metrics.  If implemented, these items will 
require a data sharing agreement with OCTA.” 

33 Chapter 8 Eligible Activities/Caltrans labor 8-12 Clarified section to reflect eligible items under Caltrans labor activities 

34 Chapter 8 Eligible Activities/Active 
Transportation/Pedestrian Safety 
related elements 

8-12 Added three-line items under Active Transportation/Pedestrian Safety 
related elements. 
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2020 CTFP Guidelines (Projects O and P) – Proposed Changes List 

No. Section/Chap
ter 

Subsection Page 
No. 

Proposed Change 

35 Chapter 8 Ineligible Expenditures 8-12 Added “Rewiring of complete intersection because of age or isolated 
mitigation” 

36 Chapter 8 Selection Criteria/Transportation 
Significance 

8-13 Revised language 

37 Chapter 8 Table 8-1 Point Breakdown 8-15 Added three eligible project features for Project Characteristics 

38 Chapter 8 Matching Funds 8-17 Added “in-kind match” as eligible for Caltrans fees and expenses 

39 Chapter 8 Matching Funds 8-17 Added” Please note, overmatch is subject to the same audit and 
requirements as in-kind match” 

40 Chapter 8 Matching Funds 8-17 Added “In-kind match services are subject to audit”  

41 Chapter 8 Matching Funds 8-18 Removed OCTA-led language 

42 Chapter 8 Exhibit 8-1 Project P Application 
Checklist 

8-20 & 
8-21 

Revised/updated Application Checklist 

43 Chapter 9 Excess Right-of-Way 9-9 – 
9-11 

Clarified excess right-of-way reimbursement policies 
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Semi-Annual Review Trend Analysis 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Semi-Annual Review Adjustment Trend Analysis 
March 2019 

 

1. Allocations in millions, pending Board of Directors (Board) approval of the March 2019 semi-annual review.  
2. Planned - indicates that funds have not been obligated and/or are pending contract award. 
3. Started - indicates that the project is underway and funds are obligated. 
4. Pending - indicates that the project work is completed and the final report submittal/approval is pending. 
5. Completed - indicates that the project work is complete, final report approved, and final payment has been made. 
6. Cancelled - indicates that the project work will not be completed (project savings will be returned to the program). 

 

Programming Findings:   
 
As of March 31, 2019, OCTA had allocated (after adjustments) approximately $485.5 million in 
M2 discretionary funds to support up to 645 project phases for Projects O, P, S, V, W, and X.  
 

• 182 Regional Capacity Program (RCP) Project O project phases totaling more than $295.2 
million (including $24 million in external funding) have been awarded to local agencies through 
nine calls for projects (call).   
 

• 208 Regional Traffic Signal Synchronization (RTSSP) Project P projects phases totaling more 
than $97.7 million (including $18 million in external funding) have been awarded to local 
agencies through nine calls.  

 

• 5 Transit Extensions to Metrolink Project S project phases totaling more than $.710 million 
have been awarded to local agencies through one call. 

 

• 55 Community Based Transit Circulator (CBT) Project V project phases totaling more $40.3 
million (including planning phase allocations of $.323 million) have been awarded to local 
agencies through three calls.   

 

• 7 Safe Transit Stops Project W (transit stop amenity improvements) phases totaling more than 
$1.2 million have been awarded through two calls. 

 

• 166 Environmental Cleanup Program (ECP) Project X Tier I project phases totaling more than 
$22.5 million have been awarded through nine calls; and 

 

• 22 Environmental Cleanup Program X Tier 2 project phases totaling more than $27.9 
 million have been awarded through two calls. 
 
 

M2 CTFP Summary Table 

  September 2018 Semi-Annual Review March 2019 Semi-Annual Review 

Project Status 
Project Phases Allocation Project Phases 

Allocations1 

(after adjustments)  

Planned 2   95  $               84.5    69   64.2 

Started 3 138  $             209.7  128 183.4 

Pending 4   71  $               28.5   73   60.4 

Completed 5 308  $             142.4  337 154.8 

Cancelled 6   33  $               20.4    39   22.7 

Total  645  $             485.5  645 485.5 

 



Semi-Annual Review Adjustment Trend Analysis 
March 2019 

 

 
 

 

Project Delivery Findings:  
 

• Semi-annual review adjustment request types have generally broken down accordingly to 
the following percentages:  

 
o Funds extension (38%), 
o Scope change (20%), 
o Delay requests (20%), 
o Transfer (9%), 
o Cancellation (10%), and  
o Advancements (2%).  

 
There tends to be seasonal trends with respect to semi-annual review adjustment 
requests. The March semi-annual review process typically experiences a higher volume 
of adjustment requests than the September semi-annual review cycle.  
Based upon trend data, the increase in March semi-annual review adjustment requests 
appears to be linked to the timing of both encumbrance and fund expenditure deadlines 
associated with the end of the fiscal year.  

 

• There also appears to be an upward trend in the volume of adjustment requests with each 
successive semi-annual review cycle. These increases appear to be attributable to the 
overall increase in total active project phases within the M2 program. Even year semi-
annual review statistics are listed below:  

 
 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 

• In terms of funds extension requests (Note: once obligated, M2 Comprehensive 
Transportation Funding Program funds expire 36 months from the contract award date.  
Funds extension requests allow local agencies to request a one-time extension of up to 
24-months) the RTSSP and RCP programs required the most adjustments. The RTSSP 
accounted for the largest number of requests (68%) followed by the RCP at (27%). With 
respect to the RTSSP, it appears the high volume of funds extension requests are likely 
tied to the large amount of utility conflicts the program experiences. With respect to the 
RCP, these requests generally appear to be the result of procurement, right-of-way 
(ROW), and/or construction activities taking longer than anticipated.  Also, both the 
RTSSP and RCP require a significant amount of coordination and interface with 
neighboring local agencies/project partners, which frequently impacts project initiation and 
delivery schedules. 

 
 

 
 

Year 
Requests  

(March and September) 
Total active 

Phases 

% of Total Active 
Phases 

 
2012  8 256 

3% 

 
2014 33 248 

13% 

 
2016 53 358 

15% 

 
2018 60 373 

16% 



Semi-Annual Review Adjustment Trend Analysis 
March 2019 

 

 
 

 

• Most scope change adjustment requests have occurred within the RTSSP (42%) and the 
ECP (35%) programs. This trend is likely due to the nature of each of these respective 
programs. These programs’ scope adjustments have typically either been for location 
changes, site constraint issues, and/or for device type/technology modifications. It should 
be noted that with respect to these programs, site constraint issues do not appear to be 
well known nor readily apparent until after project initiation. Also, both programs are 
dependent upon technological devices, which continue to evolve during project delivery 
processes.   

 

• For transfer requests, most of these adjustments (59%) have occurred within the RCP. 
This is likely due to engineering and/or ROW phase project savings being transferred to 
the subsequent construction phase. To a lesser extent the RTSSP (23%) and CBT (18%) 
programs also experience project savings which can be transferred to subsequent phases.   
 
For the RTSSP program these requests typically involve transferring primary 
implementation phase funds to the subsequent operations and maintenance phase.   
 
For the CBT Program, these requests typically involve transferring operations and 
maintenance funds from one fiscal year to another.  Based upon past observations in the 
CBT Program, these requests typically occurred between years one and two of the 
program and have been attributed to taking longer to “ramp-up” service than initially 
anticipated.  

 

• Most funds cancellation requests have been for the RCP program at 33% and to a lesser 
extent also distributed amongst the RTSSP and ECP programs at 22% and the CBT 
program at 14%. Typical issues resulting in project cancellations have generally included 
stakeholder coordination challenges, lack of resolution of ROW impact/negotiations, site 
constraints, and for the CBT Program, low ridership.  

 

• Project advancements have occurred much less frequently than other semi-annual review 
adjustment requests.  Most of these requests have been associated with the RCP.  Project 
advancement requests are primarily needed to accommodate procurements and/or earlier 
project develop phases being completed sooner than anticipated.  
 

Staff will continue to monitor and report on M2 requested project adjustments to further identify, 
understand, and anticipate future trends which may emerge with respect to  
M2 project delivery.   
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Senate Bill (SB) 1 Update 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 



Senate Bill 1
The Road Repair and Accountability Act of 2017
Road Maintenance and Rehabilitation Account

Local Streets and Road Program Update

Technical Advisory Committee

July 24, 2019



Overview

• Signed April 28, 2017

• Invests $52.5 billion over the next decade

• Augments existing programs and creates new funding programs

• Creates the Road Maintenance and Rehabilitation Account (RMRA) 

to allocate a portion of revenues

• Includes accountability measures for California Department of 

Transportation (Caltrans) and local agencies

2



Highway User Tax Account and SB 1 Revenues

*Revenue estimates provided by the League of California Cities.
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Local Streets & Roads Projected 2019-20 City Revenues

*Revenues are estimates provided by the League of California Cities.County of Orange is projected to receive $99.4 million
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Local Streets & Roads 2018-19 SB1 RMRA Projects

• Total 147 Projects for FY2018-2019

• 109 Street 
Rehabilitation/Resurfacing/Safety/Improvements

• 18 Bridge Maintenance 

• 9 Design

• 4 Drainage

• 4 Traffic Signal Upgrade

• 3 Active Transportation Projects

5



Local Streets & Roads 2018-19 SB1 RMRA Projects

*Revenues are estimates provided by the League of California Cities.

Agency

Street rehab/ 

resurfacing

Sidewalk 

Rehab Drainage

Guard 

Rail 

Repair

Road 

Edge 

Support

ADA 

Upgrade

Bridge 

Maint Design

Street 

Imprvmt

Safety 

Imprvmnt

Traffic 

Signal 

Upgrade Bikeway Total

2018-19 SB 1 

Revenue*

Aliso Viejo 3 3  $        918,441 

Anaheim 18 1 19  $     6,313,009 

 Brea 2 2  $        793,626 

Buena Park 2 2  $     1,484,977 

Costa Mesa 2 2  $     2,038,357 

 Cypress 1 1  $        883,578 

Dana Point 1 1  $        602,353 

Fountain Valley 2 2  $     1,006,308 

 Fullerton 2 2  $     2,549,609 

Garden Grove 3 1 4  $     3,127,404 

Huntington Beach 2 2  $     3,582,683 

 Irvine 2 2  $     4,882,609 

La Habra 2 2  $        412,088 

La Palma 5 5  $        562,521 

 Laguna Beach 3 1 1 1 6  $     1,155,822 

Laguna Hills 1 1  $        293,424 

Laguna Niguel 2 2  $     1,111,146 

 Laguna Woods 1 1  $     1,500,003 

Lake Forest 3 3  $        281,950 

Los Alamitos 2 2  $        209,730 

 Mission Viejo 2 2  $     1,480,497 

Newport Beach 2 2  $     1,541,321 

Orange 1 1  $     2,509,618 

 Placentia 2 2  $        932,674 

Rancho Santa Margarita 3 3  $        872,105 

San Clemente 2 2  $     1,158,757 

 San Juan Cap 2 2  $        649,875 

Santa Ana 12 1 13  $     5,979,984 

Seal Beach 1 1  $        459,380 

 Stanton 1 1  $        697,803 

Tustin 6 2 8  $     1,455,788 

Villa Park 1 1  $        105,210 

 Westminster 2 2  $     1,670,273 

Yorba Linda 1 1  $     1,222,014 

COUNTY 6 2 1 18 8 2 2 2 1 42  $   37,338,098 

TOTAL 103 1 4 1 1 1 18 9 2 2 4 1 147 91,783,035$  



Maintenance of Effort

Maintenance of Effort reporting is required to ensure that
SB 1 Local Streets and Roads funding does not supplant
existing levels of general revenue spending on streets
and roads

• One time fund sources that are not received on an on-going
basis may be excluded from this calculation.

• State Controller’s Office (SCO) may perform audits to ensure
compliance.

• If the agency fails to comply, funds are to be returned to the
State Controller’s Office to be re-distributed.

7



Important Dates

Project Lists Due * May 1

Commission Adopts Initial List of Projects * June CTC Meeting

Subsequent Eligibility list due to CTC August 1

CTC Adopts Subsequent List of Projects August CTC Meeting

Expenditure Reports due to CTC October 1

Annual Road Report due to SCO (MOE) October 1

8

* All Orange County agencies submitted and were found eligible



Questions?

9

- CTC SB1 Local Streets and Roads Webpage:

https://catc.ca.gov/programs/sb1/local-streets-roads-program

- SB1 CALSMART Reporting Login:

https://calsmart.dot.ca.gov/login/auth

- LSR Program Contact: 

LSR@catc.ca.gov

- State Controller’s Office MOE Contact:

AUDstreetsroads@sco.ca.gov

https://catc.ca.gov/programs/sb1/local-streets-roads-program
https://calsmart.dot.ca.gov/login/auth
mailto:LSR@catc.ca.gov
mailto:AUDstreetsroads@sco.ca.gov


Esri, HERE, Garmin, USGS, NGA, EPA, USDA, NPSCounty 

County of Orange Local Streets and Roads Program Fiscal Year 2018-2019

Map depicting Local Streets and Roads Projects
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Guidance to Assist OCTA Decision Making when 

Requested to Lead Locally Sponsored Projects  

 



 

LOCAL JURISDICTION REQUESTS  
FOR OCTA TO SERVE AS LEAD AGENCY FOR A 

 LOCALLY SPONSORED CAPITAL PROJECT   
DRAFT GUIDANCE 

 
 

I. PURPOSE 

 

The purpose of this guidance is to provide parameters for when the Orange 

County Transportation Agency (OCTA) would accept a request to take over as 

lead for a local jurisdiction sponsored transportation capital project. 

 

II. POLICY 

 
Prior to OCTA accepting a request to serve as lead of a local jurisdiction 
sponsored transportation capital project, the following criteria must be met; 
1. Project purpose and need must be clearly defined. 

2. Project deemed to have regional transportation significance. 

3. OCTA determined to have sufficient capacity to take on project delivery 

responsibility and maintain existing priorities. 

4. The project must have project level environmental clearance following both 

the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the National 

Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process.  

a. Following the federal environmental clearance process for the project 

ensures maximum funding flexibility for future phases and is critical to 

reducing cost risk.  

b. Obtaining federal clearance is not optional unless reviewed and agreed 

in advance by OCTA that it is unnecessary.  

5. A funding plan developed and formally approved by both agencies defining 

responsibility for all direct and indirect costs. 

6. A cost sharing agreement must be negotiated up front specifying shared 

responsibility for project cost increases resulting from unforeseen issues 

during project implementation. 

7. Parties must agree to mutual indemnification for project legal issues/claims. 

8. Agreement on utility and right-of-way assignments and timeframe for local 

agency acceptance of the transfer of rights and defined actions if transfer 

extends beyond. 

9. Defined public outreach responsibilities and cost ensuring successful delivery. 

10. Both agencies agree that prior to entering into right-of-way phase and prior to 

the completion of the design phase, the project will be re-evaluated for benefit 

versus cost risk of project delivery before committing to construction.   

11. A formal request must be sent to OCTA from the local jurisdiction’s legislative 

body (i.e. city council or Board of Supervisors) requesting OCTA 

consideration to serve as lead for project design and construction. 

12. OCTA Board of Director’s review and approve serving as lead for the 

proposed project. 



OCTA REQUESTS TO SERVE AS LEAD AGENCY FOR A 
 LOCAL JURISDICTION INITIATED CAPITAL PROJECT   

DRAFT GUIDANCE 
 

2 
 

 

III. RESPONSIBILITIES 
 
Local Agency Responsibility 
1. Environmentally clear the project following CEQA and NEPA process prior to 

formally requesting OCTA’s involvement as lead agency.  
2. Submit an official written request to OCTA from the agencies legislative body 

seeking OCTA’s approval to take over as lead of the federally environmentally 
cleared regionally significant transportation project including justification. 

3. Provide documentation on why the project should be deemed regionally 

significant for transportation. 

4. Sign a cooperative agreement for project implementation with OCTA as lead 

including provisions addressing cost sharing responsibilities in the event of 

unforeseen cost increasing project issues during delivery. 

5. Agree to mutual indemnification for project legal issues/claims. 

6. Agree to utility and transfer of rights assignments and timeline for acceptance. 

7. Conduct a risk workshop with OCTA during or after environmental clearance 

to identify issues impacting successful delivery. 

8. Agree to a review by OCTA prior to entering the right-of-way phase and the 

completion of the design phase, to assess the project risk of moving forward 

and benefit of completing the project before initiating the construction phase. 

 

OCTA Responsibility  

1. Review and make a determination that the proposed transportation capital 

project is regionally significant and not merely locally significant. 

2. Conduct a constructability review upfront to gain insight on the challenges 

and issues in delivery of the project.  

3. Perform an internal review to determine staff and agency resources 

necessary for project delivery and current workload capability. 

4. Make a determination that taking on the responsibility as lead of the 

requested project will not impact OCTA’s first priority of delivering on the 

promise of Measure M2 or other OCTA primary responsibilities.   

5. Develop a cooperative agreement for local agency and OCTA signature 

including cost sharing provisions to address unforeseen cost increasing 

project issues ensuring equity and fairness.  

6. Agree to mutual indemnification for any project lawsuits. 

7. Conduct a review prior to entering the right-of-way phase and prior to 

completion of the design phase, to assess the project risk of moving forward 

and benefit of completing the project before agreeing to initiate the 

construction phase. 

8. Seek OCTA Board approval to serve as lead for the delivery of the proposed 

project as presented by the local agency including the determinations 

required in this policy. 
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