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OCTA

Orange County Transportation Authority Board Meeting ACTIONS
OCTA Headquarters
600 South Main Street, First Floor - Room 154,
Orange, California
February 14, 2005, at 9:00 a.m.

Any person with a disability who requires a modification or accommodation in order to
participate in this meeting should contact the OCTA Clerk of the Board, telephone
(714) 560-56786, no less than two (2) business days prior to this meeting to enable OCTA to
make reasonable arrangements to assure accessibility to this meeting.

Pledge of Allegiance

Director Duvall

Invocation
Director Correa

Agenda Descriptions

The agenda descriptions are intended to give notice to members of the public of 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 Board of
Directors 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.

Public Comments on Agenda ltems

Members of the public wishing to address the Board of Directors regarding any item
appearing on the agenda may do so by completing a Speaker's Card and submitting
it to the Clerk of the Board. Speakers will be recognized by the Chairman at the time

the agenda item is to be considered. A speaker's comments shall be limited to
three (3) minutes.

Special Matters

1. Presentation of Resolutions of Appreciation for Employees of the Year
for 2004

Present Orange County Transportation Authority Resolutions of Appreciation
Nos. 2005-07, 2005-08, 2005-09 to Jeffrey Mellinger, Coach Operator; Quy

Nguyen, Maintenance; and Edmund Buckley, Administration, as Employees of
the Year for 2004.
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ACTIONS
2. Retiree Recognition

3. Retiree Resolution for Sergeant Kenny Chism, Transit Police Services

Consent Calendar (Items 4 through 22)

All matters on the consent calendar are to be approved in one motion unless a Board
Member or a member of the public requests separate action on a specific item.

Orange County Transportation Authority Consent Calendar Matters

4. Approval of Minutes

Of the Orange County Transportation Authority and affiliated agencies' regular
meeting of January 24, 2005.

5. Approval of Resolutions of Appreciation for Employees of the Year for
2004

Adopt Orange County Transportation Authority Resolutions of Appreciation
Nos. 2005-07, 2005-08, 2005-09 to Jeffrey Mellinger, Coach Operator; Quy
Nguyen, Maintenance; and Edmund Buckley, Administration, as Employees of
the Year for 2004.

6. Approval of Travel for Vice Chairman Art Brown

Approval of travel for Vice Chairman Art Brown to Washington D.C., for
February 14-18, 2005.

7. State Legislative Status Report
P. Sue Zuhlke/Richard J. Bacigalupo

Overview

Governor Amnold Schwarzenegger has proposed suspension of Proposition 42
in fiscal year 2005-2006, with a pledge to introduce legislation this year that
will constitutionally prohibit the suspension of future Proposition 42 transfers.

New regulations are being proposed to clarify meal and rest periods’
requirements.
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ACTIONS
7. (Continued)

Recommendations

A. Adopt the following recommended position on the Governor's
Proposition 42 budget proposal:
Support a constitutional amendment to protect future Proposition 42
revenues from being suspended and work cooperatively with the
Govemor to protect transportation projects programmed in the State
Transportation Improvement Program from being delayed.

B. Adopt a support position on the proposed meal and rest period
regulations and request an amendment be added identifying that public
agencies are exempt from these requirements.

8. Orange County Transportation Authority 2005 State and Federal
Legislative Platforms

P. Sue Zuhlke/Richard J. Bacigalupo

Overview

The Orange County Transportation Authority 2005 State and Federal
Legislative Platforms were reviewed and approved by the Board of Directors
on November 22, 2004. Staff is submitting the 2005 State and Federal
Legislative Platforms for review and comments to the 2005 Board of Directors.

Recommendation

Review the Orange County Transportation Authority 2005 State and Federal
Legislative Platforms and amend as appropriate.

9. Direction Regarding Possible Sponsor Legislation to Address Technical
Amendments Related to the Orange County Transportation Authority
Board of Directors

P. Sue Zuhlke/Richard J. Bacigalupo

Overview

Board discussion at the January 10, 2005, Board of Directors’ meeting
included possible technical amendments to the Public Utilities Code to
address the terms and qualifications of public members serving on the Board.
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9. (Continued)

ACTIONS

Recommendation (at Committee)

Following committee discussion, it was recommended that no legislation be
introduced this year.

10. Mission Statement and Values
Ted Nguyen/Ellen S. Burton

Overview

As part of the Orange County Transportation Authority's ongoing efforts to
enhance both internal communications with employees and external
communications with members of the public, a mission statement and
values have been developed for the Executive Committee's review.

Recommendation (at Committee)

The order in which the values appear should be: Integrity, Customer
Focus, Teamwork/Partnership, Communication, and Can-Do Spirit.

Members voted to approve staffs recommendation to approve
recommended Mission Statement and forward to the Board of
Directors for consideration.

11.  Bay Bridge Cost Overruns
Alex Esparza/Richard J. Bacigalupo

Overview

At the request of the Board of Directors, staff has provided an update on
Bay Bridge cost overruns discussions, in order to reassess a previous
Orange County Transportation Authority position opposing the use of
statewide transportation funds for Bay Area Toll Bridge cost overruns.

The Board'’s position will be advocated during upcoming deliberations in
Sacramento.

Page 4




OCTA
I

12.

13.

11.

(Continued)
Recommendation

Oppose the use of statewide transportation funding to pay for San Francisco
Oakland Bay Bridge cost overruns and support efforts to require that these
cost overruns to be paid through local revenues.

Review of Investment Activities for July through September 2004
Robert A. Duffy/Richard J. Bacigalupo

Overview

The Internal Audit Department has completed a review of investment activities
for the period July 1, 2004, through September 30, 2004. The review
indicated that investments were in compliance with the Orange County

Transportation Authority’s debt, investment and accounting objectives, policies
and procedures.

Recommendation

Receive and file the Review of Investment Activities for July through
September 2004, Internal Audit Report No. 05.017.

Buy America Review
Robert A. Duffy/Richard J. Bacigalupo

Overview

Internal Audit has reviewed the costs for the vehicles proposed by Creative
Bus Sales, Inc./ElDorado National Co., to determine if the costs were in
compliance with Federal “Buy America” guidelines. During the review, internal
Audit determined that vehicle costs in excess of 60 percent will be of U.S.
content, in conformity with the requirements of Section 165(a) or (b)3 of the
Surface Transportation Act of 1982, as amended.

Recommendation

Receive and file the Creative Bus Sales, Inc./ElDorado National Co. Buy
America Review, Internal Audit Report No. 05-018.
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15.

14.

Award of Construction Contract for Americans with Disabilities Act Bus
Stop Modifications (Phase 3, Construction Package 4)
Dipak Roy/Stanley G. Phernambucq

Overview

As part of the Orange County Transportation Authority’s Fiscal Year 2004-05
Budget, the Board approved construction of Americans with Disabilities Act
improvements at the Orange County Transportation Authority's bus stops
countywide. Bids were received in accordance with the Orange County
Transportation Authority's public works procurement procedures. Board
approval is requested to execute an agreement.

Recommendation

Authorize the Chief Executive Officer to execute Agreement C-4-1205,
between the Orange County Transportation Authority and CJ Construction,
Inc., the lowest responsive, responsible bidder, in an amount not to exceed
$587,200, for Americans with Disabilities Act Bus Stop Maodifications in the
Cities of Fountain Valley, Garden Grove, and Westminster.

Measure M Quarterly Report
Norbert Lippert/Stanley G. Phernambucq

Overview

Staff has prepared a Measure M progress report for the fourth quarter of 2004.
This is a regular report that highlights the Measure M projects and programs
currently under development.

Recommendation

Receive and file as an information item.
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17.

16.

Selection of Consultant for the Riverside Freeway (State Route 91)
Eastbound Auxiliary Lane Project Management Services
Mary Toutounchi/Paul C. Taylor

Overview

As part of the Orange County Transportation Authority’s Fiscal Year 2004-05
Budget, the Board approved the procurement of project management services
to complete the preliminary engineering and environmental document phase
for the Riverside Freeway (State Route 91) Eastbound Auxiliary Lane Project.
Proposals to perform this work were solicited and evaluated in accordance
with the Orange County Transportation Authority’s procurement procedures
for professional and technical services. Board approval is requested to
execute an agreement.

Recommendation

Authorize the Chief Executive Officer to execute Agreement C-4-1124
between the Orange County Transportation Authority and 1BI Group, in an
amount not to exceed $192,300, for project management consultant services
in support of the Riverside Freeway (State Route 91) Eastbound Auxiliary
Lane Chokepoint Project. This is an eighteen month agreement.

Selection of Consultant for Chokepoint Program Project Management
Services
Mary Toutounchi/Paul C. Taylor

Overview

As part of the Orange County Transportation Authority’s Fiscal Year 2004-05
Budget, the Board approved the procurement of project management services
to support Strategic Planning Division in developing, managing, and
monitoring projects within the Freeway Chokepoint Program. Proposals to
perform this work were solicited and evaluated in accordance with the Orange
County Transportation Authority’s procurement procedures for professional
and technical services. Board approval is requested to execute an
agreement.
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17.

18.

(Continued)
Recommendation

Authorize the Chief Executive Officer to execute Agreement C-4-1146
between the Orange County Transportation Authority and APA Engineering,
Inc., in an amount not to exceed $145,000, for project management services
in support of the Freeway Chokepoint Program. This is a one year
agreement.

Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Funds for Fiscal Year 2004-05
Darrell Johnson/Paul C. Taylor

Overview

Due to changes in the way the State Department of Transportation manages
federal funds, staff has reviewed impacts to projects in Orange County and is
recommending strategies to ensure that all federal funds are available for use
in the region.

Recommendations

A Approve the use of $35 million of fiscal year 2004-05 Congestion
Mitigation and Air Quality funds for the purchase of Metrolink rolling
stock needed for the intracounty service, the design and construction of
Keller Yard Storage Facility, and the Los Angeles Union Station Mail
Dock Demolition and Restoration Project.

B. Authorize staff to process necessary Regional Transportation
Improvement Program and State Transportation Improvement Program
amendments as required by the above actions.

C. Authorize staff to process necessary cooperative agreements with the
California Department of Transportation, the Southern California
Regional Rail Authority and its member agencies as required by the
above actions.
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19.

20.

Citizens’ Advisory Committee
Tamara S. Warren/Ellen S. Burton

Overview

It is recommended the Orange County Transportation Authority Board of
Directors consider the structure of and appointment process for the Citizens’
Advisory Committee. A summary of the current committee structure and
recommendations are provided with this report.

Recommendations

A. Approve the recommended Orange County Transportation Authority
Citizens' Advisory Committee structure and direct staff to initiate
recruitment of participants.

B. Recommend the Board of Directors adopt resolutions of appreciation
2005-11 through 2005-52 for members of the 2004 Citizens’ Advisory
Committee.

Purchase Order for 91 Express Lanes Property Insurance
Al Gorski/James S. Kenan

Overview

The Orange County Transportation Authority has a property insurance policy
for the 91 Express Lanes with Continental Casualty Company, which expires
on February 28, 2005.

Recommendation
Authorize the Chief Executive Officer to issue Purchase Order C-4-1187
between the Orange County Transportation Authority and Marsh Risk and

Insurance Services, in an amount not to exceed $450,000, to purchase
property insurance for the period of March 1, 2005, to February 28, 2006.
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Orange County Transit District Consent Calendar Matters

21.

22,

Amendment to Agreement for Janitorial Services
Ryan Erickson/William L. Foster

Overview

On February 6, 2003, the Board of Directors approved an agreement with
Diamond Contract Services, Inc. to provide janitorial services at all Orange
County Transportation Authority owned facilities for a one-year period with two
one-year options.

Recommendation

Authorize the Chief Executive Officer to execute Amendment No. 4 to
Agreement C-2-1189 between the Orange County Transportation Authority
and Diamond Contract Services, Inc., in an amount not to exceed $700,000,
to exercise the second option year for janitorial services at all Orange County
Transportation Authority owned facilities.

Cooperative Agreement with Regional Center of Orange County
Dana Wiemiller/William L. Foster

Overview

The Orange County Transportation Authority and the Regional Center of
Orange County propose to enter into a Cooperative Agreement to establish a
partnership to provide transportation services to Regional Center consumers
in cooperation with day programs that have successfully been awarded funds
for service vehicles through Section 5310.

Recommendation

Authorize the Chief Executive Officer to execute Cooperative Agreement
C-5-0056 between the Orange County Transportation Authority and the
Regional Center of Orange County, in an amount not to exceed $564,000, to
share in the cost of providing transportation services to consumers of the
Regional Center through June 30, 2006.
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Regular Calendar

23.

24.

Orange County Grade Crossing Safety Enhancement Program Update
Shohreh Dupuis/Paul C. Taylor

Overview

City of Placentia has submitted a request to Supervisor Chris Norby for $3
million of funding from Orange County Transportation Authority. The
request is for supplemental funding for the City's rail crossing program. An
overview of steps taken by the Authority with respect to enhancing rail
crossing safety is presented for Committee information and discussion.

Recommendation
Receive and file as an information item.

Options Regarding Rapid Transit
Paul C. Taylor

Overview

At the January 24, 2005, Measure M Workshop, members of the Board of
Directors discussed options for proceeding with rapid transit since The
CenterLine Light Rail Project was not included in the list of projects approved
by the United States Congress in November 2004 to receive funding from the
Federal Transit Administration. The Board asked staff to develop options that
took into consideration the workshop discussion, develop recommendations
that preserve eligibility for federal participation, and bring them to the Transit
Planning and Operations Committee and the Board for action.

Recommendations

A. Authorize the Chief Executive Officer to develop a process for further
study of rapid transit options selected by the Board, including
discussions with the Citizens’ Oversight Committee use of Measure M
Transit funds for bus rapid transit and/or other selected options, and
return with recommendations of resources required.
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24.

25.

(Continued)

B.

Authorize the Chief Executive Officer to explore conversion of the
current light rail transit project to a bus rapid transit project beginning on
the Bristol Street portion of the current light rail project and return with
recommendations of resources required, including amending current
consultant contracts for project management, preliminary engineering
and environmental impact documentation.

Authorize the Chief Executive Officer to develop a process for the
Board of Directors to revisit and revise the rapid transit master plan in
concert with recently-begun efforts to revise the Authority’'s Long
Range Transportation Plan.

91 Express Lanes Operating Contract
Paul C. Taylor

Overview

The Orange County Transportation Authority has owned the 91 Express
Lanes toll road franchise since January 3, 2003, and the agreement with its
main operating contractor expires January 3, 2006. It is requested the Board
of Directors approve exploring certain refinements to the operating approach
in the release of a Request for Proposals.

Recommendations

A

Review and comment on the refinements to the 91 Express Lanes
approach to operations.

Approve exploring refinement in the release of a Request for Proposals
for 91 Express Lanes contracted operations.
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Other Matters

26. Chief Executive Officer's Report
27. Directors’ Reports
28. Public Comments

At this time, members of the public may address the Board of Directors
regarding any items within the subject matter jurisdiction of the Board of
Directors, but no action may be taken on off-agenda items unless
authorized by law. Comments shall be limited to three (3) minutes per
speaker, unless different time limits are set by the Chairman subject o the
approval of the Board of Directors.

29. Closed Session
Pursuant to Government Code 54956.9(c).
30. Adjournment

The next regularly scheduled meeting of the OCTA/OCTD/OCLTA/
OCSAFE/OCSAAV Board will be held at 9:00 a.m. on February 28, 2005, at
OCTA Headquarters at 600 South Main Street, First Floor - Room 154,
Orange, California.

Page 13







o Y
T LI
574

ORANGE COUNTY

TRANSPORTATION AUTHORILY

— B

LESOLUTION

SRRt e

KeNNY CHISM

WHEREAS, Kenny Chism has served four distinguished years as Training
Sergeant for the Orange County Transportation Authority Transit Police Services; and

WHEREAS, as a member of the United States Army, Kenny Chism faithfully
served his country in Vietnam from 1968 to 1970 and received two Purple Hearts and
the Vietnam Service Medal; and

WHEREAS, Kenny Chism began his service with the Orange County Sheriff’s
Department in 1976, serving as a SWAT Team Member for ten and one half years and as
a Mounted Enforcement Unit Sergeant for eight years; and

WHEREAS, while with the Sheriff's Department, Kenny Chism received two
commendations for life saving and the prestigious Gold Star Award; he also wrote and
submitted the approved proposal for construction of the Laser Village training facility, as
well as wrote and submitted the approved proposal for the Sheriff's Department
transition from revolvers to semi-automatic handguns; and

WHEREAS, Kenny Chism served as Training Sergeant for OCTA assigned
deputies and outfitted the Transit Police Sergeant’s vehicle as a mobile command post in
the event of emergencies.

Now, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Orange County Transportation
Authority hereby congratulates and thanks Kenny Chism for his exceptional service
while performing his duties with the Orange County Transportation Authority Transit
Police Services Division; and .

Bk IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Orange County Transportation Authority
Board of Directors salutes Kenny Chism for his exemplary service and his commitment
to ensure a safer and higher quality of life for all of Orange County.

Dated: February 14, 2005

Bill Campbell, Chairman Arthur T. Leahy, Chidf Executive Officer
Orange County Transportation Authority Orange County Transportation Authority

OCTA Resolution No. 2005-10







Minutes of the Meeting of the

Orange County Transportation Authority
Orange County Service Authority for Freeway Emergencies
Orange County Local Transportation Authority

Call to Order

Orange County Transit District
January 24, 2005

item 4.

The January 24, 2005, regular meeting of the Orange County Transportation
Authority and affiliated agencies was called to order at 9:03 a.m. at the Orange
County Transportation Authority Headquarters, Orange, California; Vice Chairman

Campbell presided.
Roll Call

Directors Present:

Also Present:

Directors Absent:

Bill Campbell, Chairman

Arthur C. Brown, Vice Chairman
Marilyn Brewer

Carolyn Cavecche

Lou Correa

Richard Dixon

Michael Duvall

Cathy Green

Gary Monahan

Chris Norby

Curt Pringle

Miguel Pulido

Susan Ritschel

Mark Rosen

James W. Silva

Thomas W. Wilson

Gregory T. Winterbottom

Cindy Quon, Governor’s Ex Officio Member

Arthur T. Leahy, Chief Executive Officer

Richard J. Bacigalupo, Deputy Chief Executive Officer
Kennard R. Smart, Jr., General Counsel

Wendy Knowles, Clerk of the Board

Members of the Press and the General Public

None



Pledge of Allegiance

Chairman Campbell led the Board and audience in the Pledge of Allegiance to the
Flag of the United States of America.

Invocation
Director Cavecche gave the invocation.
Public Comments on Agenda Items

Chairman Campbell announced that members of the public wishing to address the
Board of Directors regarding any item appearing on the agenda may do so by
completing a Speaker's Card and submitting it to the Clerk of the Board. Speakers
would be recognized at the time the agenda item was to be considered and
comments would be limited to three (3) minutes.

Special Matters

1. Oath of Office to Susan Ritschel

General Counsel, Kennard R. Smart, Jr., administered the Oath of Office to
OCTA Board Member Susan Ritschel.

2. Special Recognition of Board Members With Ten Years of Service

Chairman Campbell presented pins to Vice Chairman Brown and Director Silva
for ten years of service on the OCTA Board of Directors.

3. Presentation of Resolutions of Appreciation for Employees of the Month
for January 2005

Chairman Campbell presented Orange County Transportation Authority
Resolutions of Appreciation Nos. 2005-01, 2005-02, 2005-03 to Jose Ayala,
Coach Operator, Robin Kuebler, Maintenance, and Penny Wise,
Administration, as Employees of the Month for January 2005.

Lt. Jim Rudy presented a special resolution of appreciation from the Transit
Police Service for Mr. Ayala’s participation in effecting the arrest of a man who
was identified to be on his bus.



4. Message from the Chairman of the Board

Chairman Campbell presented his priorities and goals for OCTA over the
coming year. The priorities Chairman Campbell set out are:

Vv Continue the evaluation of extending Measure M

\ Determine what to do with the CenterLine Project

V' Make the decisions that are necessary on three major investment
studies: State Route 91 Freeway, Interstate 405, and Central Orange
County

\ Decide two important procurements: one for the ACCESS vendor and
the other for the operator of the 91 Tollway

v Monitor progress of ongoing work on freeways and the Santa Ana
Operations Center

v Explore opportunities for Bus Rapid Transit signal synchronization,
lobbying at the federal and state level, and developing relations with
transportation organizations in Los Angeles and San Diego

5. Sacramento Legislative Update

Chris Kahn, Sacramento advocate for OCTA, presented to the Board an update
on recent legislative issues as they relate to OCTA's issues at the state level.

Consent Calendar (ltems 6 through 12)

Vice Chairman Campbell announced that all matters on the consent calendar were to
be approved in one motion unless a Board Member or a member of the public
requested separate action on a specific item. The Chairman asked if there were any
requests to pull any of the Consent Calendar items for consideration.

Chairman Campbell pulled Item 8 from the Consent Calendar for discussion.

Director Ritschel abstained on Item 6, having not been present at that meeting.

Vice Chairman Brown and Director Dixon stated that they had been appointed to be
OCTA’s representatives the Council of Governments’ Committee, however, this would
be a conflict with other appointments and requested to decline that appointment.

Vice Chairman Brown also indicated he would not be able to serve as the Southern

California Association of Government's’ Alternate Member or on the Finance and
Administration Committee.

Director Norby requested that committee dates be provided to Members when
established.



Motion was made by Vice Chairman Brown, seconded by Director Pulido, and
declared passed by those present, to accept the balance of committee appointments.

6.

Approval of Minutes

Motion was made by Director Winterbottom, seconded by Director Pulido and
declared passed by those Members present, to approve the minutes of the
Orange County Transportation Authority and affiliated agencies’ regular meeting
of January 10, 2005.

Approval of Resolutions of Appreciation for Employees of the Month for
January 2005

Motion was made by Director Winterbottom, seconded by Director Pulido and
declared passed by those Members present, to adopt Orange County
Transportation Authority Resolutions of Appreciation Nos. 2005-01, 2005-02,
and 2005-03 to Jose Ayala, Coach Operator, Robin Kuebler, Maintenance, and
Penny Wise, Administration, as Employees of the Month for January 2005.

Committee Assignments for 2005
Chairman Campbell pulled this item from the Consent Calendar.

Chairman Campbell stated that he very much appreciates the Members offering
their input as to which committees they would prefer to be involved. He

indicated the changes mentioned earlier should not be part of accepting this
listing as approved.

Chairman Campbell asked that each Committee Chairman take up the issue of
meeting dates and times at their first committee meetings, and instructed the
Clerk of the Board to issue a complete listing of meetings scheduled when that
information is available from the committees.

State Legislative Status Report

Motion was made by Director Winterbottom, seconded by Director Pulido and
declared passed by those Members present, to:

A. Receive and file the State Legislative Status Report as an information
item.

B. Approval to amend the 2005 State Legislative Platform.
C. Adopt the following recommended positions on legislation:

Support on ACA 4 (Plescia, R-San Diego and Harman, R-Huntington
Beach)



10.

11.

12.

Fourth Quarter 2004 Debt and Investment Report

Motion was made by Director Winterbottom, seconded by Director Pulido and
declared passed by those Members present, to receive and file the Quarterly
Debt and Investment Report prepared by the Treasurer as an information item.

Program Supplement Agreement with the California Department of
Transportation for the Garden Grove Freeway (State Route 22) High
Occupancy Vehicle and Widening Project

Motion was made by Director Winterbottom, seconded by Director Pulido and
declared passed by those Members present, to authorize the Chief Executive
Officer to execute Program Supplement Agreement No. M006 to Administering
Agency-State Agreement for Federal Aid Projects No. 12-6071 with the
California Department of Transportation for the use of Federal Congestion
Mitigation and Air Quality funds on the Garden Grove Freeway (State Route 22)
High Occupancy Vehicle and Widening Project.

91 Express Lanes November Status Report
Motion was made by Director Winterbottom, seconded by Director Pulido

and declared passed by those Members present, to receive and file the 91
Express Lanes Status Report for the period ending November 30, 2004.

Regular Calendar

13.

Amendment to Agreement for Provision of ACCESS and Contracted
Fixed Route Services

Beth McCormick, Manager, Operations, addressed the Board on this item,
explaining the reasons for the amendment to the agreement (30-day extension),
which is recommended at this time.

Public comments were heard from Patrick Kelly, Teamsters, Local 952,
regarding benefits and the issue of fairness in the contract negotiations.

Director Cavecche indicated she was willing to extend the contract, and inquired
regarding the amount of money in fees for one month. Ms. McCormick
responded that there were already planned increases in the contracted
services. The same rates for the contract for this year were projected for the
period of the contract extension.

Ms. McCormick also stated that OCTA can anticipate additional vehicle service
hours being required for the ACCESS service.



Chief Executive Officer, Arthur T. Leahy, stated that there is an opportunity to

negotiate at this point, and that the Union should expect to be reasonable in
their requests.

Director Winterbottom stated that as Chair of the Transit Planning and
Operations Committee, he can assure Members that the Committee will be
addressing this issue very diligently.

Director Pringle expressed a concern that flexibility and a weighting of those
features be part of the Requests for Proposals.

Director Brewer inquired if this contract may be handled as a multi-year contract

for economical purposes, and she was advised it can be handled in that manner
in the future.

Director Norby stated that the current contractor has the built-in advantage of
the “free vehicles” provided for them by OCTA. If new contractors come in, they
would have to pass along the costs of providing the vehicles. He feels that
would be where the weighting factors come in.

Director Duvall expressed a concern that Mr. Kelly today stated that it is $30-40
million in costs, and that while he agrees with the extension, he wants to look
very hard at this process. He is concerned that the five representatives who
spoke at the last meeting on this subject were from Laidlaw. He does not want
OCTA to hold all the burden for the medical and the contracts between the
Teamsters and their drivers when it is a contract to OCTA. He feels the Board

should look at the contract in totality and make sure the best is being done for
OCTA.

Director Rosen asked if there has been any analysis in the past of this service
being provided in-house, he would like to see that analysis.

Motion was made by Director Winterbottom, seconded by Director Correa, and
declared passed by those present, to authorize the Chief Executive Officer to
execute Amendment No. 3 to Agreement C-4-0301 between the Orange County
Transportation Authority and Laidlaw Transit Services, Inc., in an amount not to
exceed $2,992,700, for provision of ACCESS and Contracted Fixed Route
Services.



Other Matters

14.

Orange County Transportation Authority’s Board Member Healthcare
Benefits

James S. Kenan, Executive Director, Finance, Administration, and Human
Resources, stated that he had been requested at the Board meeting of January
10, 2005, to put together a summary of what healthcare benefits were offered
by the cities of Board Members, along with identifying what coverage the Public
Members have which is not covered by a public agency. He offered a summary
listing to each Member.

Vice Chairman Brown stated that he wished to move that this matter be
forwarded to the Finance and Administration Committee to get input from Board
Members as to whether they would like to accept some of the plans, offer a
cafeteria type (if coverage is not provided by their city), and be able to look at
taking benefits where needed. Director Winterbottom seconded this motion.

Director Pringle stated that nine of the 17 voting Members on the Board are new
and not yet vested in a healthcare program with OCTA. He stated that he can
understand if someone currently has coverage, it may be difficult to change
plans, but for some, this is a time to examine what the options may be.

Director Pringle further stated that the following should be considered by the
Committee: those who are already vested into an existing health plan within
OCTA should have consideration to allow some of those individuals to continue,
and, if some of those people who are presently vested receiving benefits may
wish to make a change such that there is a contribution from the Members. He
stated he personally would like to see Members of this Board get no medical
benefits, but if that is not the will of the membership, he would understand.

Director Ritschel requested that the Committee also look at the computer
allowance program and offering of cell phones.

Director Correa agreed with reviewing the costs for membership, but feels it is
an important public policy issue when it comes to healthcare. He would not
want to force anyone to use the emergency rooms as their primary health
care.

Mr. Kenan stated that there exists a 30-day requirement for Members to
select coverage, and therefore, he requested that Members be allowed to
apply for their coverage and terminate it at a later date if so desired. It was
agreed that this coverage should be put into place while discussions proceed.

Director Norby requested that any changes made be tied to the open
enrollment period.



15.

16.

17.

18.

Chief Executive Officer's Report

Chief Executive Officer, Arthur T. Leahy, stated that the Federal outreach
position has been advertised, and a good response is being received to date.

Mr. Leahy stated that he met with the Regional CEO’s last week in Los Angeles
and requested again that there be a meeting of Los Angeles Metropolitan
Transportation Authority Board Members and OCTA Board Members to discuss
the Santa Ana (I-5) Freeway, the San Diego (I-405) Freeway, the Riverside
(SR-91) Freeway, the Pacific Electric Right-of-Way, and Metrolink services.

Directors’ Reports

Chairman Campbell introduced Jim Beal from Caltrans, District 12, who briefed

the Board on the repairs and completion of the State Route 55/Interstate 405
Freeway interchange.

Director Silva requested that the matrices given to him regarding Laidlaw
comparisons be distributed to all Board Members.

Public Comments

At this time, Chairman Campbell announced that members of the public may
address the Board of Directors regarding any items within the subject matter
jurisdiction of the Board of Directors.

No public comments were received at this time.
Closed Session

General Counsel, Kennard R. Smart, Jr., stated that pursuant to Government
Code Section 54957.6, a Closed Session was needed to meet with Orange
County Transportation Authority designated representative, Marlene Heyser,
regarding collective bargaining agreement negotiations with the Teamsters
Local 952 representing the Maintenance employees.



19. Adjournment

The meeting was adjourned at 11:15 a.m., and Chairman Campbell announced

that the next regularly scheduled meeting of the OCTA/OCTD/OCLTA/
OCSAFE/OCSAAYV Board will be held at 9:00 a.m. on February 14, 2005, at
OCTA Headquarters at 600 South Main Street, First Floor - Room 154, Orange,

California.
ATTEST
Wendy Knowles
Clerk of the Board
Bill Campbell
OCTA Chairman



Minutes of the Meeting of the
Orange County Transportation Authority
Orange County Service Authority for Freeway Emergencies
Orange County Local Transportation Authority
Orange County Transit District
February 14, 2005

Call to Order

The February 14, 2005, regular meeting of the Orange County Transportation
Authority and affiliated agencies was called to order at 9:03 a.m. at the Orange
County Transportation Authority Headquarters, Orange, California; Vice Chairman
Campbell presided.

Roll Call

Directors Present: Bill Campbell, Chairman
Marilyn Brewer
Carolyn Cavecche
Lou Correa
Richard Dixon
Michael Duvall
Cathy Green
Gary Monahan
Chris Norby
Curt Pringle
Miguel Pulido
Susan Ritschel
Mark Rosen
James W. Silva
Thomas W. Wilson
Gregory T. Winterbottom
Jim Beil for Cindy Quon, Governor’s Ex Officio Member

Also Present: Arthur T. Leahy, Chief Executive Officer
Richard J. Bacigalupo, Deputy Chief Executive Officer
Kennard R. Smart, Jr., General Counsel
Wendy Knowles, Clerk of the Board
Members of the Press and the General Public

Directors Absent:  Arthur C. Brown, Vice Chairman



Invocation

Director Correa gave the invocation.

Pledge of Allegiance

Director Duvall led the Board and audience in the Pledge of Allegiance to the Flag of
the United States of America.

Public Comments on Agenda ltems

Chairman Campbell announced that members of the public wishing to address the
Board of Directors regarding any item appearing on the agenda may do so by
completing a Speaker's Card and submitting it to the Clerk of the Board. Speakers
would be recognized at the time the agenda item was to be considered and
comments would be limited to three (3) minutes.

Special Matters

1.

Presentation of Resolutions of Appreciation for Employees of the Year for
2004

The Chairman presented Orange County Transportation Authority Resolutions
of Appreciation Nos. 2005-07, 2005-08, 2005-09 to Jeffrey Mellinger, Coach
Operator; Quy Nguyen, Maintenance; and Edmund Buckley, Administration, as
Employees of the Year for 2004.

Retiree Recognition

The Chairman presented a certificate of appreciation to Charles Harber, who
retired after nearly 30 years of service.

Retiree Resolution for Sergeant Kenny Chism, Transit Police Services

The Chairman presented a resolution of appreciation to Sergeant Kenny Chism,
who is retiring with the Orange County Sheriff's Department, and has made
considerable contributions to the OCTA Transit Police Services over the past
several years.



Consent Calendar (items 4 through 22)

Chairman Campbell announced that all matters on the consent calendar were to be
approved in one motion unless a Board Member or a member of the public requested
separate action on a specific item. The Chairman asked if there were any requests to
pull any of the Consent Calendar items for consideration.

The Chairman announced that ltem 14 would be continued to a future meeting.

Chairman Campbell pulled Item 19, and Director Correa pulled ltem 21 for discussion.

Orange County Transportation Authority Consent Calendar Matters

4.

Approval of Minutes

Motion was made by Director Wilson, seconded by Director Silva, and declared
passed by those Members present, to approve the minutes of the Orange
County Transportation Authority and affiliated agencies' regular meeting of
January 24, 2005.

Approval of Resolutions of Appreciation for Employees of the Year for
2004

Motion was made by Director Wilson, seconded by Director Silva, and declared
passed by those Members present, to adopt Orange County Transportation
Authority Resolutions of Appreciation Nos. 2005-07, 2005-08, 2005-09 to
Jeffrey Mellinger, Coach Operator; Quy Nguyen, Maintenance; and Edmund
Buckley, Administration, as Employees of the Year for 2004.

Approval of Travel for Vice Chairman Art Brown

Motion was made by Director Wilson, seconded by Director Silva, and declared
passed by those Members present, to approve travel for Vice Chairman Art
Brown to Washington D.C., for February 14-18, 2005.

State Legislative Status Report

Motion was made by Director Wilson, seconded by Director Silva, and declared
passed by those Members present, to:

A. Adopt the following recommended position on the Governor's Proposition
42 budget proposal:
Support a constitutional amendment to protect future Proposition 42
revenues from being suspended and work cooperatively with the
Governor to protect transportation projects programmed in the State
Transportation Improvement Program from being delayed.



10.

1.

12.

(Continued)

B. Adopt a support position on the proposed meal and rest period
regulations and request an amendment be added identifying that public
agencies are exempt from these requirements.

Orange County Transportation Authority 2005 State and Federal
Legislative Platforms

Motion was made by Director Wilson, seconded by Director Silva, and declared
passed by those Members present, to review the Orange County Transportation
Authority 2005 State and Federal Legislative Platforms and amend as
appropriate.

Direction Regarding Possible Sponsor Legislation to Address Technical
Amendments Related to the Orange County Transportation Authority
Board of Directors

Motion was made by Director Wilson, seconded by Director Silva, and declared
passed by those Members present, to accept the Committee’s recommendation
that no legislation be introduced this year.

Mission Statement and Values

Motion was made by Director Wilson, seconded by Director Silva, and declared
passed by those Members present, to accept the recommendation for the order
in which the values appear to be: Integrity, Customer Focus,
Teamwork/Partnership, Communication, and Can-Do Spirit, and approve
staff's recommendation for the Mission Statement.

Bay Bridge Cost Overruns

Motion was made by Director Wilson, seconded by Director Silva, and declared
passed by those Members present, to oppose the use of statewide
transportation funding to pay for San Francisco Oakland Bay Bridge cost
overruns and support efforts to require that these cost overruns to be paid
through local revenues.

Review of Investment Activities for July through September 2004
Motion was made by Director Wilson, seconded by Director Silva, and declared

passed by those Members present, to receive and file the Review of Investment
Activities for July through September 2004, Internal Audit Report No. 05.017.



13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

Buy America Review

Motion was made by Director Wilson, seconded by Director Silva, and declared
passed by those Members present, to receive and file the Creative Bus Sales,

Inc./El Dorado National Co. Buy America Review, Internal Audit Report No.
05-018.

Award of Construction Contract for Americans with Disabilities Act Bus
Stop Modifications (Phase 3, Construction Package 4)

Chairman Campbell announced that this item would be continued to a later
date.

Measure M Quarterly Report

Motion was made by Director Wilson, seconded by Director Silva, and declared
passed by those Members present, to receive and file as an information item.

Selection of Consultant for the Riverside Freeway (State Route 91)
Eastbound Auxiliary Lane Project Management Services

Authorize the Chief Executive Officer to execute Agreement C-4-1124 between
the Orange County Transportation Authority and I1BI Group, in an amount not to
exceed $192,300, for project management consultant services in support of the
Riverside Freeway (State Route 91) Eastbound Auxiliary Lane Chokepoint
Project. This is an eighteen month agreement.

Selection of Consultant for Chokepoint Program Project Management
Services

Public comment was taken from Darrell Nolta regarding this issue, citing the
importance of the freeway chokepoint program.

Motion was made by Director Wilson, seconded by Director Cavecche, and
declared passed by those Members present, to authorize the Chief Executive
Officer to execute Agreement C-4-1146 between the Orange County
Transportation Authority and APA Engineering, Inc., in an amount not to exceed
$145,000, for project management services in support of the Freeway
Chokepoint Program. This is a one-year agreement.

Directors Pulido and Dixon were not present for the vote on this item.



18.

19.

Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Funds for Fiscal Year 2004-05

Public comment was taken from Darrell Nolta regarding this issue, and he
expressed his concemn for transportation and infrastructure.

Motion was made by Director Silva, seconded by Director Cavecche, and
declared passed by those Members present, to:

A Approve the use of $35 million of fiscal year 2004-05 Congestion
Mitigation and Air Quality funds for the purchase of Metrolink rolling stock
needed for the intracounty service, the design and construction of Keller
Yard Storage Facility, and the Los Angeles Union Station Mail Dock
Demolition and Restoration Project.

B. Authorize staff to process necessary Regional Transportation
Improvement Program and State Transportation Improvement Program
amendments as required by the above actions.

C. Authorize staff to process necessary cooperative agreements with the
California Department of Transportation, the Southern California

Regional Rail Authority and its member agencies as required by the
above actions.

Director Pulido was not present for the vote on this item.
Citizens’ Advisory Committee

Chairman Campbell pulled this item for presentation, and invited Leonard
Lahtinen, who has presided as Chairman of this committee, to the podium to
present a resolution of appreciation to him. Resolutions will also be sent to all
Committee Members expressing the Authority’s appreciation for their service,
and those attending this meeting were asked to stand and be recognized.

Motion was made by Director Winterbottom, seconded by Director Duvall, and
declared passed by all Members present, to:

A Approve the recommended Orange County Transportation Authority
Citizens’ Advisory Committee structure and direct staff to initiate
recruitment of participants.

B. Recommend the Board of Directors adopt resolutions of appreciation
2005-11 through 2005-52 for members of the 2004 Citizens’ Advisory
Committee.

Director Pulido was not present for the vote on this item.



20.

Purchase Order for 91 Express Lanes Property Insurance

Motion was made by Director Wilson, seconded by Director Silva, and declared
passed by those Members present, to authorize the Chief Executive Officer to
issue Purchase Order C-4-1187 between the Orange County Transportation
Authority and Marsh Risk and Insurance Services, in an amount not to exceed
$450,000, to purchase property insurance for the period of March 1, 2005, to
February 28, 2006.

Orange County Transit District Consent Calendar Matters

21.

Amendment to Agreement for Janitorial Services

Director Correa pulled this item for discussion, inquiring if health care coverage
was to be included as part of this contract.

Chief Executive Officer (CEO), Arthur T. Leahy, responded that there are no
benefits being offered with this contract.

Director Correa stated that the issue of health care benefits should be looked at
by this Board and discussion followed, and certain motions considered.

Motion was made by Director Wilson, seconded by Director Brewer, to extend
the existing contract and health care benefits be investigated. Motion failed by a
vote of 8-8, with Chairman Campbell and Directors Rosen, Correa, Green,
Silva, Winterbottom, Pulido, and Norby opposing the motion.

Following further discussion, motion was made by Director Correa, seconded by
Director Winterbottom, and declared passed by those present to allow a
two-weeks extension of the contract and examine the inclusion of health care
benefits.

Directors Ritschel, Brewer, Duvall, Dixon, Pringle, Wilson, and Monahan voted
to oppose.

Director Pringle expressed his concem for good faith negotiations if ground
rules are changed after those negotiations have taken place.

Director Monahan stated he was concerned if ground rules are, in fact, being
changed with what could be seen as a policy shift.



21.

22.

(Continued)

Director Cavecche stated that policy discussions for issues as this need to take
place, and that appropriate action should then be taken on upcoming contracts
in relation to the outcome of those discussions.

This item will come back to the Board at its February 28 meeting.
Cooperative Agreement with Regional Center of Orange County

Motion was made by Director Wilson, seconded by Director Silva, and declared
passed by those Members present, to authorize the Chief Executive Officer to
execute Cooperative Agreement C-5-0056 between the Orange County
Transportation Authority and the Regional Center of Orange County, in an
amount not to exceed $564,000, to share in the cost of providing transportation
services to consumers of the Regional Center through June 30, 2006.

Regular Calendar

23.

Orange County Grade Crossing Safety Enhancement Program Update

CEO, Arthur T. Leahy, presented opening comments on this subject, then
introduced Paul Taylor, Executive Director, who briefed the Board on the
history of this issue.

Public comments were heard from in support of OCTA giving this money to
the City of Placentia:

Scott Brady, Mayor of Placentia

Russ Rice, Mayor Pro Tem, Placentia

Norm Eckenrode, Placentia

Connie Underhill, Councilmember, Placentia
Craig Green, Placentia

Darrell Nolta, Westminster

Leonard Lahtinen, Anaheim

Director Norby indicated he supported this measure at the Regional Planning
and Highways Committee and distributed a listing of priorities for grade
crossing improvements.

Motion was made by Director Ritschel and seconded to modify the existing
policy so that the City of Placentia would be eligible to compete for these
funds and deduct the previous amount given to the City of Placentia from the
monies they are now requesting. Motion failed by a vote of 14-2, with
Chairman Campbell and Director Ritschel voting “yes”.



23.

24.

(Continued)

Further discussion and consideration of modified motions followed. A motion
was ultimately made by Director Norby, seconded by Director Correa, and
declared passed 12-4, to approve giving $3 million to the City of Placentia for
grade crossing improvements. Votes of opposition were made by Chairman
Campbell, Directors Ritschel, Brewer, and Cavecche.

Options Regarding Rapid Transit

Paul Taylor, Executive Director, presented this item to the Board and addressed
conformity issues in regard to the Regional Transportation Plan.

Public comments were heard from:
Bill Ward, Costa Mesa
David Mootchnik, Costa Mesa
Hamid Bahadori, Costa Mesa
Ken Ruben, Los Angeles
Patrick Kelly, Costa Mesa
Larry Laven, Anaheim
Greg Smith, Irvine
Jack Mallinckrodt, Santa Ana
Wayne King, Roads Work Best
Darrell Nolta, Westminster

Director Dixon requested that staff look at other routes for rapid transit and look
at light and heavy forms of rapid transit systems.

Director Brewer stated she feels it is important to preserve the Pacific Electric
Right-of-Way as routes are considered.

Director Rosen requested a copy of the Environmental Impact Report for the
route being considered.

Discussion continued, and it was the Chairman’s desire that the
recommendations be voted upon individually. The results of those votes are
listed below:

Motion was made by Director Wilson, seconded by Director Dixon, and declared
passed, to:

A Authorize the Chief Executive Officer to develop a process for further
study of rapid transit options selected by the Board, including discussions
with the Citizens’ Oversight Committee for use of Measure M Transit
funds for bus rapid transit and/or other selected options, and retum with
recommendations of resources required.



24,

25.

(Continued)

Motion was made by Director Norby, seconded by Director Pulido, and declared
passed, to:

B.

Authorize the Chief Executive Officer to explore conversion of the current
light rail transit project to another mode, including consideration of a bus
rapid transit project beginning on the Bristol Street portion of the current
light rail project and return with recommendations of resources required,
including amending current consultant contracts for project management,
preliminary engineering and environmental impact documentation.

Director Silva voted to oppose this recommendation.

Motion was made by Director Brewer, seconded by Director Pulido, and
declared passed, to:

C.

Authorize the Chief Executive Officer to develop a process for the Board
of Directors to revisit and revise the rapid transit master plan in concert

with recently-begun efforts to revise the Authority's Long Range
Transportation Plan.

91 Express Lanes Operating Contract

Paul Taylor, Executive Director, presented opening comments on this item.

Motion was made by Director Norby, seconded by Director Cavecche, and
declared passed by those present, to:

A.

Review and comment on the refinements to the 91 Express Lanes
approach to operations.

Approve exploring refinement in the release of a Request for Proposals
for 91 Express Lanes contracted operations.

Other Matters

26.

Chief Executive Officer's Report

CEO, Arthur T. Leahy, referenced an item that was placed at each Member's
place at the dais giving information and promoting ridership.

10



27.

Directors’ Reports

Chairman Campbell stated the subject of committee meeting frequency had
been raised, and it is important to recognize that meetings will be held when
necessary to prepare the material for the Board to get in a timely fashion.

Chairman Campbell offered anyone interested to let him know if they are
interested in accepting the position of OCTA alternate for OCCOG.

28. Public Comments
At this time, the Chairman advised that members of the public may address
the Board of Directors regarding any items within the subject matter
jurisdiction of the Board of Directors, but no action may be taken on
off-agenda items unless authorized by law. Comments shall be limited to
three (3) minutes per speaker, unless different time limits are set by the
Chairman subject to the approval of the Board of Directors.
Public comments were heard from:
Ken Ruben, Los Angeles
Darrell Nolta, Westminster
Larry Laven, Placentia
29. Closed Session
Kennard R. Smart, Jr., General Counsel, stated that there was need for a
Closed Session pursuant to Government Code 54956.9(c).
There was no report out of this Session.
30. Adjournment
The meeting adjourned at 12:50 p.m., and the Chairman announced that the
next regularly scheduled meeting of the OCTA/OCTD/OCLTA/OCSAFE/
OCSAAYV Board would be held at 9:00 a.m. on February 28, 2005, at OCTA
Headquarters at 600 South Main Street, First Floor - Room 154, Orange,
California.
ATTEST BN ;
A /uc@/- /Lltias
Wgndy Knowles
N@( @M Clerk of the Board
Bill Camgbell
OCTA Chairman
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JEFFREY MEELLINGER

WHEREAS, the Orange County Transportation Authority Board of Directors
recognizes and commends Jeffrey Mellinger; and

WHEREAS, be it known that Jeffrey Mellinger has been with the Authority since
July 19, 1976 and has earned 26 years of safe driving; and

WHEREAS, Jeffrey Mellinger has distinguished himself by maintaining an
outstanding record for safety, attendance and customer relations; and

WHEREAS, Jeffrey Mellinger takes great pride in giving extraordinary service
to all customers; and

WHEREAS, Jeffrey Mellinger maintains a professional demeanor at all times
e and is well respected by his customers, peers and supervisors; and

W

7y

F

WHEREAS, Jeffrey Mellinger’s unselfish dedication to the Authority is
recognized and appreciated.

Now, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Authority does hereby declare

Jeffrey Mellinger as the Orange County Transportation Authority Coach Operator
Employee of the Year for 2004; and

Be IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Orange County Transportation
Authority Board of Directors recognizes Jeffrey Mellinger’s valued service to the
Authority.

Dated: February 14, 2005

Bill Campbell, Chairman Arthur T. Leahy, Chief Executive Officer
Orange County Transportation Authority Orange County Transportation Authority

OCTA Resolution No. 2005-07
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Quy NGUYEN

WHEREAS, the Orange County Transportation Authority Board of
Directors recognizes and commends Quy Nguyen; and

WHEREAS, Quy is a key member of the Authority’s bus maintenance
program, improving service reliability and safety; and

WHEREAS, Quy's expertise in the diagnosis, maintenance and repair of bus
systems is exceptional; and

WHEREAS, his skills and superb attitude in performing all facets of vehicle
maintenance have earned him the respect of all that work with him; and

WHEREAS, his commitment to provide the highest quality of service to our
customers, teamwork, and professionalism and his desire to excel are duly noted.

Now, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Authority does hereby
declare Quy Nguyen as the Orange County Transportation Authority Maintenance
Employee of the Year for 2004; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Orange County Transportation
Authority Board of Directors recognizes Quy Nguyen's valued service to the
Authority.

Dated: February 14, 2005

Bill Campbell, Chairman Arthur T. Leahy, Chief Executive Officer
Orange County Transportation Authority Orange County Transportation Authority

OCTA Resolution No. 2005-08
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EpmunD A. BUCKLEY

WHEREAS, the Orange County Transportation Authority Board of
Directors recognizes and commends Edmund A. Buckley; and

WHEREAS, be it known that Edmund has performed his duties as OCTA’s
Senior Service Analyst for the Operations Planning and Scheduling Department in
an outstanding manner, demonstrating the highest level of integrity and
professionalism in all his dealings with Authority staff and the public; and

WHEREAS, Edmund’s contributions to the development and implementation
of OCTA’s quarterly Service Improvement Programs and subsequent modifications
has demonstrated his qualifications as a critical subject matter expert to OCTA,
other transit providers and the public; and

o WHEREAS, Edmund's knowledge and understanding of OCTA’s transit
?sv\{‘i@; service development and customer support skills enable Edmund to make significant
e contributions to OCTA projects including Night Owl Bus Service, Santa Ana Base

Service Deployment Plan, SR-91 Express Bus Program development, interagency
transit coordination, public information content; and

WHEREAS, Edmund’s unique insight into the evolution of public transit in
Orange County is a critical resource for OCTA transit service planning and transit
service execution decision making.

Now, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Authority does hereby
declare Edmund A. Buckley as the Orange County Transportation Authority
Administrative Employee of the Year for 2004; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Orange County Transportation
Authority Board of Directors recognizes Edmund A. Buckley's valued service fo the
Authority.

Dated: February 14, 2005

Bill Campbell, Chairman Arthur T. Leahy, Chief Executive Officer
Orange County Transportation Authority Orange County Transportation Authority

OCTA Resolution No. 2005-09







Item 6.

m OUT-OF-STATE TRAVEL

 Board Member Only - Travel Authorization/Request For Payment
OCTA

Attach copy of the Travel Worksheet, Registration Forms, and other pertinent documentation for this claim.
Travel will not be processed until all information is received.

Art Brown : Job Title: ' Vice Chairman
Department: Board of Directors Destination: Washington, DC

Name:

Program Name: Various Congressional Meetings

Description/Justification: To meet with various Congressional members discussing the
transportation issues facing Orange County.

Other- Ground Transportation
Conference/Seminar Date:  2/15/05 Departure Date: 2/14/05 [ Mail [] Hand Carry
Payment Due Date: Return Date: 2/18/05 Course Hours:
ESTIMATED EXPENDITURES .. .. APPROVALS
Transportation $476.90 Please Initial: ,
As Z[y)os
Meals $250.00 Finance* Date

. * Funds are available for this travel request.
Lodging $612.00

Please Sign:

Registration
Clerk of the Board Date
Other |  $100.00 -
Total | $1,438.90
4 ACCOUNTING CODES
Org. Key: 1460 | Object: 7655 | Job Key: A0001 | JL: 8MJ
| Ref#:  2005-347 | Board Date:  February 14, 2005 | TIA #:

FAHR-CAMM-054.doc (08/13/04) Page 1 of 1
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ltem 7.

BOARD COMMITTEE TRANSMITTAL

February 14, 2005

To: Members of the Board of Directors
W
From: Wendy Knowiles, Clerk of the Board

Subject State Legislative Status Report

Legislative and Government Affairs/Public Communications February 3, 2005
Committee

Present: Directors Ritschel, Silva, Brown, and Correa

Absent: Directors Brewer, Rosen, and Wilson

Committee Vote

This item was passed by all Committee Members present.

Committee Recommendations

A. Adopt the following recommended position on the Governor’s
Proposition 42 budget proposal:

Support a constitutonal amendment to protect future
Proposition 42 revenues from being suspended and work
cooperatively with the Governor to protect transportation
projects programmed in the State Transportation Improvement
Program from being delayed.

B. Adopt a support position on the proposed meal and rest period
regulations and request an amendment be added identifying
that public agencies are exempt from these requirements.

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



OCTA

February 3, 2005

To: Legislative and Government Affairs/Public Communications
Committee
From: Arthur T. Leahy, Chief Executive Officer

Subject: State Legislative Status Report

Overview

Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger has proposed suspension of Proposition 42
in fiscal year 2005-2006, with a pledge to introduce legislation this year that will
constitutionally prohibit the suspension of future Proposition 42 transfers. New
regulations are being proposed to clarify meal and rest periods’ requirements.

Recommendations

A Adopt the following recommended position on the Governor's
Proposition 42 budget proposal:

Support a constitutional amendment to protect future Proposition 42
revenues from being suspended and work cooperatively with the
Governor to protect transportation projects programmed in the State
Transportation Improvement Program from being delayed.

B. Adopt a support position on the proposed meal and rest period
regulations and request an amendment be added identifying that public
agencies are exempt from these requirements.

Discussion
Proposition 42 Proposal

Governor Schwarzenegger's proposed budget for fiscal year (FY) 2005-2006
includes the suspension of Proposition 42 transfers of state sales tax on
gasoline to transportation funding. The suspension of $1.31 billion in projected
Proposition 42 revenues are to be treated as a loan and along with the
previous two years suspensions, totaling $3.379 billion, are to be repaid over a
15-year period without interest.

Orange County Transportation Authority
550 South Main Street/ P.O. Box 14184 / Orange / California 92863-1584 /(714) 6§60-OCTA (6282)
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The Governor has also proposed the introduction of legislation this year that
will constitutionally prohibit the suspension of future Proposition 42 transfers,
beginning in FY 2007-2008. The Governor’s proposal could negatively impact
Orange County Transportation Authority (OCTA) projects programmed in the
State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP). OCTA staff recommends
that the Governor’s proposal to protect Proposition 42 from future suspensions
be supported and that OCTA work cooperatively with the Governor to:

. Protect projects programmed in the STIP through a partial suspension of
Proposition 42 rather than a full suspension;
o Escalate the repayment of Proposition 42 suspensions from 15 years to

no more than five years or provide that the repayment over 15 years
include interest;

o Deprogram projects in the STIP that have been programmed relying on
county share advancements, if projects must be removed; and
) Provide flexibility on the non-federal match to allow STIP projects to be

funded through GARVEE bonds.
Attachment A is an analysis of the Governor’s Proposition 42 proposal.

Meal and Rest Break Regulations

Last year, the Governor vetoed legislation which would have permitted
additional flexibility for employees covered by a collective bargaining
agreement to schedule meal periods. In his veto message, the Governor
indicated that existing law has created confusion regarding when meal and rest
periods must be taken and that regulations were needed to clarify conditions of
these mandated breaks.

The proposed meal and rest period regulation would define the term “provide a
meal period”, create more flexibility as to when meal periods can be taken, and
provide that failure to provide a meal or rest period results in payment of a
penalty not a wage. OCTA staff recommends a support position on the
proposed meal and rest period regulations and requests an amendment be
added identifying that public agencies are exempt from these requirements.
Attachment B is an analysis of the proposed regulations.

Summary

Budgetary and regulatory proposals are submitted to the Board of Directors for
consideration and action.
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Attachments

A. Analysis of the Governor's Proposition 42 Proposal

B. Analysis of Proposed Regulations Governing Meal and Rest Periods

P. Sue Zuhlke
Manager, State Relations
(714) 560-5574

Approved by:

S he

Richard J! Bamgalupo
Deputy Chief Executive Officer
(714) 560-5901



ATTACHMENT A

PROPOSAL: Governor’'s Proposed Fiscal Year 2005-2006 Budget

SUBJECT: Governor Schwarzenegger proposes to suspend Proposition 42
and support a constitutional amendment to prohibit future
suspensions after fiscal year 2006-2007.

SUMMARY AS OF JANUARY 17, 2005:

Governor Schwarzenegger's proposed budget for fiscal year (FY) 2005-2006 includes
the suspension of Proposition 42 transfers of state sales tax on gasoline to
transportation funding. The suspension of $1.31 billion in projected Proposition 42
revenues are to be treated as a loan and along with the previous two years
suspensions, totaling $3.379 billion, are to be repaid over a 15-year period without
interest. Finance Director Tom Campbell reported that repayment over the 15-year
period would permit the issuance of bonds against the guaranteed revenue stream.
Most likely, the guaranteed revenue stream over the 15-years would only equal the
amount of $3.379 billion obligation. Therefore, the principal amount of the bonds would

be far less so that the principal and interest payments combined do not exceed the
obligation.

In exchange for the current suspension of Proposition 42 in FY 2005-2006 and possibly
in FY 2006-2007, the Governor has proposed the introduction of legislation this year
that will constitutionally prohibit the suspension of future Proposition 42 transfers,
beginning in FY 2007-2008. The reform proposal takes a similar approach to protecting
Proposition 42 as the agreement reached last year between the Governor and local
governments with Proposition 1A. Proposition 1A, a measure approved by 83.7,
percent of voters, in which the State is allowed to take local property tax funds for two
years and then constitutionally limited from similar action in the future. Local
government consensus to suspend funds for two years was met with a pledge by
Governor Schwarzenegger to publicly and actively endorse the constitutional
amendment protecting future funds. It is anticipated that if transportation were to
pursue a similar route as that chosen by local government officials, then comparable
support from the Governor would be received.

Proposition 42, approved overwhelming by nearly 70 percent of voters in March 2002,
as Article XIXB of the California Constitution, requires the transfer of the state sales tax
on gasoline from the state General Fund to the Transportation Investment Fund (TIF).
Previously, the state sales tax on gasoline would be transferred into the General Fund.
It is projected that Proposition 42 would increase transportation funding by $1.2 to $1.5
billion annually.

For FY 2003-2004 through FY 2008-2009, $678 million annually from the TIF is to be
allocated to pay for projects adopted in the Traffic Congestion Relief Program (TCRP).
The balance of the funds in the TIF is to be allocated as follows: 40 percent to the State
Transportation Improvement Program (STIP), 20 percent to the Public Transportation
Account (PTA), 20 percent for county street and road improvements, and 20 percent for



city street and road improvements. After FY 2008-2009, funds in the TIF would be
allocated as follows: 40 percent to the STIP, 20 percent to the PTA, 20 percent for

county streets and roads improvements, and 20 percent for city street and road
improvements.

Since enactment, Proposition 42 has been partially suspended once and completely
suspended once by the Governor and the Legislature under an emergency clause,
allowing suspension in times of fiscal crisis. The Governor now proposes its complete
suspension again. Out of the $3.379 billion expected from Proposition 42 funds for
FY 2003-2004 through FY 2005-2006, only $295 million would have gone to
transportation projects if the Governor’s proposal is approved by the Legislature.

EFFECTS ON ORANGE COUNTY:

The following table illustrates the direct loss of funds to Orange County from the
proposed suspension of Proposition 42 in FY 2005-2006, and highlights the projected
revenues that Proposition 42 will provide OCTA, Orange County, and cities in Orange
County, assuming the completion of the Traffic Congestion Relief Program (TRCP) in
2007-2008.

Orange County Estimated Proposition 42 Funding

FY 2005-2006* FY 2007-2008 and After
(Proposed to be Suspended) | (Upon Completion of TCRP Projects
STIP $15.2 million $28.1 million
Cities $12.5 million $27.8 million
County $7.9 million $17.6 million
PTA $3.3 million $7.3 million
Total $44.9 million $80.8 million

* For FY 2005-2008, since funding is proposed to be suspended, allocations for Orange County’s two
TCRP projects, $123.7 million for the widening of the Garden Grove Freeway (State Route 22) and $11.8

million for the OnTrac grade separation project, would not be made by the California Transportation
Commission.

Although the Governor's proposal intends to repay the Proposition 42 funds, the
proposed suspension and previous suspensions repaid over 15 years will have a
negative impact on the STIP. The suspension in the current fiscal year, to be repaid in
FY 2007-2008, eliminated a cash flow of nearly $215 million. A similar suspension next
year will eliminate approximately $252 million. Since repayment would not occur during
the five year period of the STIP, the STIP will not be financially constrained and projects
will have to be removed. There are $128.7 million worth of projects programmed in the
STIP for FY 2004-2005 and $1.019 billion programmed in FY 2005-2006 which will
likely be delayed.

Orange County regional projects programmed during the two year period include the
Santa Ana Freeway (I-5) Far North HOV and Widening project, the Imperial Highway



and Placentia Grade Separation projects, and various chokepoint projects totally $72.3
million. Additionally, $36.2 million in interregional funds are programmed for the |-5 Far
North widening project. Loss of Proposition 42 funding could delay these projects.

There are $361 million in projects programmed through advances against future county
shares beyond the five year STIP period. There are also several counties, including
Orange County, that have unprogrammed county share balances that cannot be
accessed because of the advances. In addition, there are $160 million in interregional
projects programmed through advances. If projects have to be removed from the STIP,
those projects programmed through advances should be the first to be deprogrammed.

The FY 2004-2005 state budget provided for approximately $800 million in bonding
capacity to be repaid with future federal transportation funds. These Grant Anticipation
Revenue Vehicle (GARVEE) bonds require a non-federal match which under the
current California Transportation Commission (CTC) guidelines must be from state
revenue. The CTC implemented this requirement to ensure that all counties could seek
funding through GARVEE bonds. Unfortunately, there are no available state funds for
the non-federal match and the CTC cannot issue bonds at this time.

OCTA POSITION:

OCTA staff recommends that the Governor's proposal to protect Proposition 42 from

future suspensions be supported and that OCTA work cooperatively with the Governor
to:

e Protect projects programmed in the STIP through a partial suspension of
Proposition 42 rather than a full suspension;

o Escalate the repayment of Proposition 42 suspensions from 15 years to no more
than five years or provide that the repayment over 15 years include interest;

e Deprogram projects in the STIP that have been programmed relying on county
share advancements, if projects must be removed; and

« Provide flexibility on the non-federal match to allow STIP projects to be funded
through GARVEE bonds.



ATTACHMENT B

PROPOSAL: Proposed Regulation Governing Meal and Rest Periods

SUBJECT: The proposed meal and rest period regulation would define the
term “provide a meal period”, create more flexibility as to when
meal periods can be taken, and provide that failure to provide a
meal or rest period resuits in payment of a penalty not a wage.

SUMMARY AS OF JANUARY 25, 2005:

Existing law specifies that an employer may not employ an employee for a work period
of more than five hours per day without providing the employee with a meal period of
not less than 30 minutes. This law has been previously interpreted to mean that the
meal period must commence no later than the beginning of the fifth hour of work.
Failure to provide an employee a meal or rest period in accordance with any applicable
wage order of the Industrial Welfare Commission (IWC) will result in the employer
paying the employee one additional hour of pay at the employee’s regular rate of
compensation for each work day that the meal or rest period is not provided.

Existing law permits the IWC to maintain exemptions from provisions regulating hours
of work that was contained in any valid wage order in effect in 1997. Public agencies
have historically been exempt from provisions of the wage orders related to meal and
rest periods. The IWC, however, can choose not to exempt public agencies. In
October 2003, the IWC amended wage order 9 to apply the meal and rest period
provisions to public agencies that employ commercial drivers. AB 98 (Koretz, D-West
Hollywood), effective January 1, 2004, permitted the IWC to exempt from the provisions
those employees covered by a valid collective bargaining agreement. Since July 1,
2004, public transit agencies are the only public agencies that must comply with the
meal and rest period provisions contained in the wage orders.

The wage orders that exempt public agencies from various requirements do so through
a general statement contained within the wage order stating that certain sections shall
not apply to any employees directly employed by the State or any political subdivision
thereof, including any city, county, or special district. There is no statutory exemption
for public agencies.

Last year, AB 3018 (Koretz, D-West Hollywood), which would have permitted additional
flexibility for employees covered by a collective bargaining agreement to schedule meal
periods, was vetoed by the Governor. In his veto message, the Governor stated,

“Inconsistent interpretation of existing law has created confusion relative to
when and how employers must provide meal and rest periods to their
employees. This confusion has left many employers facing steep penalties for
failing to adhere to the law, even if they believe they have met all required
mandates. This bill addresses this problem for unionized employers in the
transportation industry. Unfortunately, this problem impacts both union and
non-union employers and spreads across almost all industries. In addition, |



believe that a good portion of this issue can be addressed administratively.
Regulations are warranted to clarify when an employer has complied with the
mandate to provide meal and rest periods.”

The regulation being proposed by the Division of Labor Standards Enforcement would:
(1) establish criteria to determine if an employer has met the requirement of providing a
meal period; (2) clarify that employees may choose to begin the initial meal period by
the end of the sixth hour of work; (3) define the term “work period”, and (4) clarify that
the one hour of pay an employer must pay an employee for failure to provide a meal or
rest period is considered a penalty.

However, the proposed regulation makes three significant clarifications.  First,
employers will have complied with the requirement for providing a meal period if the
employer makes the meal period available to the employee and affords the employee
the opportunity to take it. Under the current interpretation of “provide a meal period,”
employers have been held liable for not ensuring that each employee takes the
required meal period.

Second, more flexibility is added that benefits both the employee and employer by
allowing the meal period to be taken before the end of the sixth hour of work instead of
no later than the fifth hour of work. Finally, by considering the one hour of pay for
failure to provide a meal or rest break a penalty instead of wage, the statute of limitation
to collect back penalties decreases from three years to one year.

The proposed regulation does not include a statement that exempts public agencies
and only states that “Unless provided otherwise by an applicable order of the Industrial
Welfare Commission, a meal period as required by Labor Code Section 512 (a) may
begin before the sixth hour of the work period.”

EFFECTS ON ORANGE COUNTY:

Contractors used by the Orange County Transportation Authority (OCTA) for fixed route
and ACCESS service are required to comply with meal and rest periods. These costs
are eventually passed on to OCTA through the contract. The proposed regulation
would directly benefit OCTA’s contractor and ultimately benefit OCTA.

By action of the IWC, public agency employers who employ commercial drivers which
would be subject to Wage Order Number 9 covering the transportation industry are now
required to provide meal and rest periods. This requirement went into effect on
July 1,2004. Public transit operators are not subject to the meal or rest break
requirement if their commercial drivers are covered by a collective bargaining
agreement that expressly provides for meal and rest periods.

Prior to July 1, 2004, all public agencies, including public transit operators, were exempt
from the meal and rest break requirements. These breaks were provided, however, to
OCTA coach operators through recovery time at the end of each run. Because of the



change to Wage Order Number 9, OCTA was required to negotiate these breaks
through collective bargaining. OCTA and the union agreed that these breaks would be
taken during recovery time and during the time between split shifts. If OCTA is unable
to negotiate an acceptable agreement regarding meal and rest periods with our coach
operators during future negotiations, we would be subject to the strict requirements of
the wage order. If OCTA had to comply with the strict meal and rest periods of a
30-minute meal period and two 10-minute rest breaks, approximately 190,000 annual
vehicle service hours would have to be added to ensure uninterrupted service. This is
a cost of approximately $4 million.

The OCTA Board of Directors opposed the imposition of meal and rest breaks on public
agencies in 2002 and 2003. Although then Governor Davis vetoed legislation in 2002
concerning meal and rest breaks for public transit operators, he signed legislation in

2003 which permitted the IWC to subject public agencies to the requirements in Wage
Order Number 9.

Governor Schwarzenegger has proposed to eliminate the IWC and have its
responsibilities transferred to the Labor and Workforce Development Agency. Should
this occur, the wage orders could be amended or eliminated entirely and replaced with
regulations such as this one being proposed. Since public agencies are exempt
through the wage orders and not through statute, it would be advisable to include the
exemption in the proposed regulation.

OCTA POSITION:

Because the proposed regulation provides more flexibility and shortens the statute of
limitation, staff recommends that OCTA support the proposed regulation. Additionally,
staff would recommend that a section be added to the proposed regulation that clearly
exempts public agencies from the requirements of meal and rest periods. Although
Wage Order Number 9 clearly provides otherwise for meal and rest periods, additional
language in the regulation would remove any ambiguity that other public agencies are
exempt from the proposed regulation.






OCTA

Item 8.

BOARD COMMITTEE TRANSMITTAL
February 14, 2005

To: Members of the Board of Directors
U)\L/
From: Wendy Knowles, Clerk of the Board

Subject Orange County Transportation Authority 2005 State and Federal
Legislative Platforms

Legislative and Government Affairs/Public Communications February 3, 2005
Committee

Present: Directors Ritschel, Silva, Brown, and Correa

Absent: Directors Brewer, Rosen, and Wilson

Committee Recommendation

Review the Orange County Transportation Authority 2005 State and
Federal Legislative Platforms and amend as appropriate.

Committee Discussion

This item was for review only. No action taken at this time.

Orange County Transportation Authority
550 South Main Street / P.O. Box 14184 / Orange / California 92863-1584 / (714) 560-OCTA (6282)
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February 3, 2005

To: Legislative and Government Affairs/Public Communications
Committee
From: Arthur T. Leahy, Chief Executive Officer

Subject: Orange County Transportation Authority 2005 State and Federal
Legislative Platforms

Overview

The Orange County Transportation Authority 2005 State and Federal
Legislative Platforms were reviewed and approved by the Board of Directors on
November 22, 2004. Staff is submitting the 2005 State and Federal Legislative
Platforms for review and comments to the 2005 Board of Directors.

Recommendation

Review the Orange County Transportation Authority 2005 State and Federal
Legislative Platforms and amend as appropriate.

Background

Each year, Government Relations’ staff develops legislative platforms that
outline the Orange County Transportation Authority’'s (OCTA's) legislative
goals for the coming year. These documents describe OCTA's legislative
priorities and objectives and direct staff on bills to introduce. The legislative
platforms also provide guidelines for future recommended positions on other
bills of interest to OCTA.

To ensure that staff had clear objectives and priorities, the then 11 voting
member Board of Directors adopted the 2005 State and Federal Legislative
Platforms on November 22, 2004.

Discussion

The 2005 State and Federal Legislative Program is included as Attachment A.
Below are highlights of each of the platforms.

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

2005 State Legislative Platform Highiights
Reimbursement of Local Funds

OCTA has introduced language to extend the period of time for which agencies
can receive reimbursement of local funds used to work on projects in the State
Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) prior to the California
Transportation Commission (CTC) allocating the funds. Currently, an agency
can be reimbursed for authorized expenditures of local funds for the 12 months
prior to a STIP allocation by the CTC. Due to the financial strain on the State
Highway Account (SHA), allocations during the last 26 months have been
limited to highway maintenance and safety projects. OCTA is sponsoring
legislation to increase from 12 months to 36 months the guaranteed
reimbursement of project costs advanced with local funds for projects approved
by the CTC in the STIP.

Stable Funding Source for Planning Activities

OCTA and the California Association of Councils of Governments (CALCOG)
have introduced language that would establish a more stable base amount of
funding for planning, programming, and monitoring activities. Under the
proposal, funding for planning activities would be taken off the top of the SHA
instead of coming out of the STIP and therefore not be as susceptible to
fluctuations in the STIP, which have recently resulted in no new allocations for
any activities. This legislative proposal is supported by regional transportation
planning agencies throughout the state.

Amend High Speed Rail Proposal

Existing law creates the Safe, Reliable High-Speed Passenger Train Bond Act
for the 21%' Century (Act) which, subject to voter approval, would provide for the
issuance of $9.95 billion in general obligations bonds. Although originally set
to be placed on the November 2004 election ballot, legislation passed by the
Legislature and approved by Governor Schwarzenegger delayed a vote on the
issuance of bonds until November 2006.

Under existing Act language, the initial segment of the California high-speed
train system is planned to extend between the San Francisco Transbay
Terminal and Los Angeles Union Station. OCTA and the City of Anaheim are
co-sponsoring legislation to extend the initial segment to the City of Anaheim.
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State Architect Review Process

Prior to this year, the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) had an
interagency agreement with the Department of General Services-Division of
State Architect (DGS-DSA) that authorized Caltrans to certify projects on the
state highway system rights-of-way for compliance with state accessibility
design standards to fulfill the requirements of the Americans with Disabilities
Act. Caltrans was notified by DGS-DSA that this agreement would not be
renewed because legal counsel for the DGS-DSA does not believe it is
authorized under current statute to delegate that responsibility to Caltrans.
Although the interagency agreement expired on June 30, 2004, Caltrans was
permitted to certify projects until January 1, 2005, after which project plans
would have to be submitted to DGS-DSA for approval.

This requirement unnecessarily adds a second layer of review and mandates
the payment of plan review fees from one state agency to another, thereby
impacting the delivery schedule for every project that contains a pedestrian
facility. As approved by the Board of Directors on January 24, 2005, OCTA
and the Self-Help Counties Coalition have submitted language to authorize
Caltrans to review and approve accessibility standards for projects on the state
highway system rights-of-way.

2005 Federal Legislative Platform Highlights
Renewal of the Transportation Equity Act for the 21° Century

In 2005, Congress will continue to consider the successor bill to the 1998
Transportation Equity Act for the 21st Century (TEA-21). This landmark
$219 billion legislation authorized federal funding for the nation’s road, rail, and
transit projects through September 30, 2003. National, state, and local
transportation associations and agencies spent most of 2004 preparing for the
reauthorization process by developing recommendations on funding formulas,
program structure, equity, and expedited project delivery for inclusion in the
new Act.

By previous action on June 20, 2002, the OCTA Board of Directors adopted the
California Transportation Consensus Principles. These principles were
developed through a collaborative effort between the Business, Transportation
and Housing Agency, the California Association of Councils of Governments,
regional transportation planning agencies, and other interested parties.
Because the policy objectives in this document represents OCTA’s general
interests, and in order to provide a united front for transportation in general,
OCTA continues to support the California Transportation Consensus Principles
for Reauthorization of the Transportation Equity Act for the 21st Century.
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Fiscal Year 2006 Transportation Appropriations Bill

The transportation appropriations bill will be important because it provides the
funding for the authorized programs. In addition, the Homeland Security Act,
passed in 2002, created a new federal Department of Homeland Security and
transferred several programs critical to transportation into that department from
the Department of Transportation.

OCTA will support appropriations for the Department of Homeland Security,
which protects national transportation systems including transit facilities, rail
lines, and related software systems.

OCTA will also secure funding earmarks in Fiscal Year 2006 appropriations
legislation for freeway improvement and mass transit expansion.

Summary

The Board of Directors is respectfully requested to review the Orange County
Transportation Authority 2005 State and Federal Legislative Platforms adopted
on November 22, 2004, and consider amendments as appropriate.

Attachment

A. Orange County Transportation Authority 2005 State and Legislative

Program
erared by: Approved by:
P. Sue Zuhlke Richard Bacigalupo
Manager, State Relations Deputy Chief Executive Officer

(714) 560-5574 (714) 560-5901
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. STATE BUDGET

As the state enters its fourth year of double-digit
deficit budgets, the Orange County Transportation
Authority (OCTA) remains concerned about the
stability and consistency of dedicated transportation
funding. Since fiscal year (FY) 2001, approximately
$4.5 billion has been loaned from transportation
accounts to either the General Fund or the Traffic
Congestion Relief Fund (TCRF) with only $273
million repaid to date and another $1.38 billion
proposed to be repaid in FY 2005.

A portion of the proposed repayment during FY
2005 relies on renegotiated gaming compacts
by Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger with five
Indian tribes. These compacts will dedicate $1.2
billion to transportation through the issuance of
a bond. It is important to note that this funding
does not constitute new revenues but rather
an early repayment of previous transportation
loans. The California State Treasurer, however,
estimates that the sale of the bond will only
generate $856 million.

Transportation advocates will be alert to further
erosion of state funding as well as state attempts
to shift their costs to local entities or to secure a
larger state share of the upcoming federal funding.
Key protective actions by OCTA will include:

a) Oppose further loans from state highway and
transit accounts to the state General Fund,
deferral of existing loan repayment provisions,
taking of “spill over” revenue from the Public
Transportation Account, or relaxation of
payback with interest provisions.

b) Oppose unfunded mandates for transportation
agencies and local governments in providing
transportation improvements and services.

¢) Oppose cost shifts or changes in responsibility
for projects funded by the state to the local
transportation entities.

d) Protect OCTA's statutory portions of the state
highway and transit funding programs.

e) Advocate for the allocation of OCTA's State
Transportation Improvement Program (STIP)
reserve.

f) Oppose efforts to utilize statewide transportation
funds to cover Bay Bridge cost overruns.

Key revenue enhancement and maintenance
efforts by OCTA will include:

g) Support legislation to treat the property tax
of single-county transit districts the same
as multi-county districts and correct other
Educational Revenue Augmentation Fund
(ERAF) inequities between like agencies.

h) Seek additional funding for paratransit
operations, including service for persons
with disabilities and senior citizens.

i) Support legislative efforts to amend Proposition
42 to make the sales taxon gasoline aguaranteed
revenue source for transportation.

j) Support a Constitutional amendment to
require the state to pay back with interest
any funds loaned to it from the transportation
accounts.

Il. STATE/LOCAL FISCAL REFORMS

Last year, the state faced a $10 billion structural
deficit (the inability to fund the ongoing programs
and services to which it had committed) as part
of its $16 billion deficit. Resolving this structural
deficit will require less dependence on more
volatile forms of revenues (i.e. personal income
tax on the upper income persons), increases in
various taxes, and/or serious reductions in state
programs.

Attempts to prevent future budget shortfalls and
address the causes of the structural deficiencies
have led to comprehensive and holistic reform
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Fiscal/STIP Reforms

efforts. Recently, Governor Schwarzenegger
created the California Performance Review
Board to examine possible reform efforts to
overhaul California’s bureaucracies with the aim
of eliminating duplication and inefficiencies in
government. The uncertainty of possible structural
changes, along with the additional property tax
shift that occurred in 2004, could affect local
agencies’ ability to meet maintenance of effort
requirements to receive Measure M funds.
Therefore, OCTA will:

a) Support legislation protecting or expanding local
decision-making in programming expenditures
of transportation funds.

b) Protectlocal prerogative over regional program
funds.

c) Support efforts to ease or simplify local
matching requirements for state and federal
grants and programs.

d) Support the retention of existing local revenue
sources, including Vehicle License Fees (VLF)
and property taxes.

e) Investigate updating the formula used to
sub-allocate gas tax between counties and
cities.

f) Oppose efforts to suspend fuel excise or sales
taxes as relief to consumers from high fuel

prices, unless an alternate funding source is
provided.

g) Cooperate with the Southern California
Association of Governments on proposals to
increase funding for large multi-county projects
approved by the OCTA Board of Directors,
but oppose instituting regionai gasoline
sales taxes or user fees that would not be
directly controlled by county transportation
commissions.

ill. FISCAL ISSUES

A number of past legislative actions, court
decisions, and voter approved ballot measures
have undermined the ability of local governments
to serve the needs of their citizens. Key measures
in this effort include:

a) Oppose efforts to increase the one and
one-half percent cap on administrative fees
charged by the Board of Equalization on the
collection of local sales taxes measures.

b) Support legislation to protect the flexibility
of federal aid highway funds by requiring
state compliance with federal highway safety
requirements.

c) Seek flexibility for obligating regional federal
transportation funds through interim exchange
instead of loss of the funds by the local
agency.

d) Oppose efforts to change the allocation of
gasoline sales tax as approved by the voters
with the passage of Proposition 42.

IV. STIP REFORM

The STIP, substantially amended by SB 45, (Kopp)
(Chapter 622, Statues of 1997), is a programming
document that establishes the funding priorities
and project commitments for transportation capital
improvements funded primarily from the State
Highway Account (SHA). SB 45 places decision-
making closest to the problem by providing
project selection for 75 percent of the funding
in the Regional Transportation Improvement
Program (RTIP). This funding is distributed to
counties based on an allocation formula. The
remaining 25 percent of the funds is programmed
by the Department of Transportation (Caltrans)
in the Interregional Transportation Improvement
Program (ITIP).
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Transit Programs

Inits 2001 Annual Report to the Legislature, the
California Transportation Commission (CTC)
recommended the Legislature revisit the program
structure defining the 75 percent RTIP and 25
percent ITIP. The CTC believes a structural
imbalance exists that could be remedied by
increasing the percentage of STIP funding
for the ITIP, changing the scope of the RTIP
and ITIP so that the ITIP is more focused on
interregional needs, or some combination of
these two remedies. Key provisions to be sought
by OCTA include:

a) Support legislation that maintains equitable
“return to source” allocations of transportation
tax revenues, such as updating north/south
formula distribution of county shares and ITIP
allocations.

b) Support legislation to clarify that programming
of county shares has priority over advancement
of future county shares.

¢) Maintain the current STIP formula, which
provides 75 percent of the STIP funding to
the locally nominated RTIP and 25 percent
to the ITIP Program.

d) Support a formula based guaranteed
disbursement of the ITIP.

e) Support establishing a consistent four-year
time period for all phases of the STIP funding
cycle including programming, implementing,
and auditing of local share funding.

f) Sponsor legislation to increase from 12 months
to 36 months the guaranteed reimbursement
of project costs advanced with local funds for
projects approved by the CTC in the STIP.

g) Support federal Minimum Guarantee highway
funding being subject to regional distribution
within the state as with earlier federal funding
programs.

h) Support removing the barriers for funding
transportation projects including allowing
local agencies to advance projects with local
funds when state funds are unavailable due
to budgetary reasons, and allowing regions
to pool federal, state, and local funds in order
to limit lengthy amendment processes and
streamline project delivery time.

i) Support exemptions for State Highway
Operations and Protection Program (SHOPP)
safety projects so that these projects can
continue in the event the budget is not passed
by the constitutional deadline.

j) Support requiring Transportation Congestion
Relief Program (TCRP) projects that are
advanced with non-TCRP funds be reimbursed
from the TCRF before advancing other TCRP
projects.

k) Co-sponsor legislation to provide a more stable
base of funding used to calculate the amount
of STIP funding that regional transportation
planning agencies and county transportation
commission can use for planning, programming,
and monitoring purposes.

[) Support legislation to involve county
transportation commissions in development
and prioritization of SHOPP projects.

V. TRANSIT PROGRAMS

With the addition of 600,000 new cars to Southern
California freeways every year, the need for
alternatives to driving is becoming increasingly
important. Over the past ten years, Los Angeles
and San Diego counties have made aggressive
transit improvements through expansion of their
Metrolink and light rail systems. On the other hand,
Orange, Riverside, and San Bernardino counties
have concentrated on expanding their bus and
Metrolink commuter services. While maintaining
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Roads & Highways

its emphasis on rail and bus services, OCTA will
look to maintain its building opportunities for
the future and anticipates the following transit
program issues to surface next year:

a) Support legislation to encourage the
interoperability of smart card technology
within California.

b) Support legislation to limit the liability of transit
districts for the location of bus stops (Bonanno
v. Central Contra Costa Transit Authority).

c) Support study of the policies, funding options,
and need for rail/highway grade separations
including any impact on existing state highway
and transit funding sources.

d) Support incentives to local entities for the
development and siting of transit oriented
development projects (i.e. an increased
share of property taxes, extra credit towards
housing element requirements).

e) Oppose unfunded transit mandates that
may occur as part of California’s Olmstead
Plan.

Vl. ROADS AND HIGHWAYS

Iin 2003, OCTA became, upon purchase of the 91
Express Lanes, a toll road operator. In addition
to being responsible for the toll road operation,
OCTA s responsible for funding highway, street,
and road projects, and will manage the widening
of the Garden Grove Freeway (State Route 22)
utilizing a design-build process. OCTA advocacy
efforts will emphasize the following:

a) Oppose efforts to create a conservancy that
would affect the delivery of transportation
projects under study or being implemented
in the region.

b) Support administrative policy change to
lower the oversight fee charged by Caltrans
to ensure that project support costs are

d)

9)

h)

)

equivalent whether the project is administered
by Caltrans or a local agency.

Support improvements in major trade gateways
in California to facilitate the movement of
intrastate, interstate, and international trade
beneficial to the state’s economy.

Oppose efforts limiting the use of design-
build contracting and support the use of the
design-build process to build infrastructure and
transit facilities in a timely and cost efficient
manner.

Support streamlining of the Caltrans review
process for projects, and reduction of red
tape, without compromising environmental
safeguards.

Explore viability of statutory authorization to
manage construction projects on state highways
similar to the authority vested in the Santa
Clara Valley Transportation Authority.

Support customer privacy rights while
maintaining OCTA’s ability to effectively
communicate with customers and operate
the 91 Express Lanes.

Work with Caltrans to ensure design
specifications for bridges are free from
defect.

Explore options with the state, county,
cities, and other local jurisdictions to ensure
greater cooperation in the control of street
signal coordination, prioritization, and
preemption.

Co-sponsor legislation with the Self-Help
Counties Coalition to authorize Caltrans to
approve accessibility standards for projects
on the State highway system right-of-way.
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Rail/Administrative/En

Vil. RAIL PROGRAMS

Due to the current state budget deficit, the
Legislature approved a bill to postpone placement
of the Safe, Reliable High-Speed Passenger Train
Bond Act of the 21st Century on the statewide
ballot until November 20086. This bond act would
provide $9 billion for the construction of the
high-speed rail system and over $900 million
for feeder rail service.

Two magnetic levitation systems are also being
explored that could travel through Orange County.
Funding for these rail systems could impact other
transportation funding. Key advocacy efforts will
emphasize the following:

a) Support legislation that encourages mixed-
use development around rail corridors.

b) Support equitable distribution of bond revenue
for feeder rail service.

c) Support legislation that will aid in the
development, approval, and construction of
projects to expand goods movement capacity
and reduce congestion.

d) Co-sponsor, with the City of Anaheim, legislation
that would extend the initial operating segment
of the California High-Speed Rail System
from the Los Angeles area to Anaheim.

Viil. ADMINISTRATION/GENERAL

General administrative issues arise every session
that could impact OCTA’s ability to operate
efficiently. Key positions include:

a) Support legislation that is aimed at controlling,
diminishing, or eliminating unsolicited electronic
messages that congest OCTA's computer
systems and reduce productivity.

b) Oppose legislation and regulations
adversely affecting OCTA's ability to

vironmental

efficiently and effectively contract for
goods and services, conduct business of
the Authority, and limit or transfer the risk
of liability.

IX. ENVIRONMENTAL POLICIES

Changes in environmental laws can affect OCTA's
ability to plan, develop, and build transit, rail, and
highway projects. While OCTA has been a leading
advocate for new cleaner transit technologies and
the efficient use of transportation alternatives, it
also remains alert to new, conflicting, or excessive
environmental statute changes. Key positions
include:

a) Oppose efforts to grant special interest
groups control or influence over California
Environmental Protection Act (CEQA)
process.

b) Support legislation to integrate state and
federal environmental impact studies.

c) Oppose expanded use of High Occupancy
Vehicle (HOV) lanes for purposes not
related to congestion relief or air quality
improvement.

d) Support creative use of paths, roads, and
abandoned rail lines using existing established
rights of way to promote bike trails and
pedestrian paths.

e) Supportincentives for development, testing,
and purchase of clean fuel commercial
vehicles.

f) Support an income tax credit to employers
for subsidizing employee transit passes.

g) Oppose legislation that restricts road
construction by superseding existing broad-
based environmental review and mitigation
processes.
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Employment

h) Support efforts to seek funding for retrofitting
or re-powering heavy duty trucks and buses
for cleaner engines to attain air quality
standards.

i) Support legisiation to require the South Coast
Air Quality Management District (AQMD)
to grant transit demonstration projects a
temporary relief from having to initiate new
services with alternative fuel vehicles. This
allows greater flexibility to transit agencies
to test new markets and/or services with the
goal of expanding the transit market share.

X. EMPLOYMENT ISSUES

As a public service employer and one of the
largest employers in Orange County, OCTA
balances its responsibility to the community
and the taxpayers to provide safe, reliable, cost-
effective service with its responsibility of being a
reasonable, responsive employer. Key advocacy
positions include:

a) Oppose efforts to impose state labor laws on
currently exempt public agencies.

b) Oppose legislation that circumvents the
collective bargaining process.

c) Support legislation that reforms the worker’s
compensation and unemployment insurance
systems, and labor law requirements that
maintain protection for employees and allow
businesses to operate efficiently.

d) Oppose legislation and regulations adversely
affecting OCTA's ability to efficiently and
effectively deal with labor relations, employee
rights, benefits, and working conditions,
including health, safety, and ergonomic
standards for the workplace.
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|. SURFACE TRANSPORTATION
LEGISLATION

In 2005, Congress will continue to consider the
successor bill to the 1998 Transportation Equity
Act for the 21st Century (TEA-21). This landmark
$219 billion legislation authorized federal funding for
the nation’s road, rail, and transit projects through
September 30, 2003. National, state, and local
transportation associations and agencies spent
most of 2004 preparing for the reauthorization
process by developing recommendations on
funding formulas, program structure, equity,
and expedited project delivery for inclusion in
the new Act.

By previous action on June 20, 2002, the Orange
County Transportation Authority Board adopted the
California Transportation Consensus Principles.
These principles were developed through a
collaborative effort between the Business,
Transportation and Housing Agency, the California
Association of Councils of Governments, regional
transportation planning agencies, and other
interested parties. Because the policy objectives
in this document represents OCTA’'s general
interests, and in order to provide a united front
for transportation in general, and California in
particular, OCTA will continue to support the
California Transportation Consensus Principles
for Reauthorization of the Transportation Equity
Act for the 21st Century (Exhibit A).

In addition to these broad general funding and
process principles, OCTA has an interest in
continuing some specific provisions of TEA-21
and in changing others. Key issues important to
OCTA to be advanced through its associations
and advocates during the reauthorization process
include:

a)

b)

)

Support a 90.5 percent or higher minimum
guarantee to individual states of return to source
funding for federal-aid highway programs.

Support continuation of the Congestion
Mitigation and Air Quality (CMAQ) program
funding formulas that include multipliers for the
worst air quality non-attainment problems.

Oppose any provision in surface transportation
reauthorizing legislation that changes the
current weighting factors assigned to non-
attainment areas for the purposes of determining
each state’s share of CMAQ funds.

Support expanded eligibility for use of CMAQ
funds to include improved transit frequency
and headways.

Support language in surface transportation
reauthorizing legislation whereby federal
obligational authority used for demonstration
projects are “taken off the top” when determining
state apportionments, so that these funds will
not be subtracted from a county’s funding
share.

Support advanced funding of CMAQ-eligible
projects through deposits into an operating fund
rather than expenditure reimbursement.

Support reimbursement to local entities for
expenditures made on projects approved
and listed in the Federal Transportation
Improvement Program.

Support expansion of Intelligent Transportation
Systems programtoinclude funding foroperations
rather than just capital expenditures.

Support changes in New Start program selection
criteria to consider travel time savings and
give priority to projects, which provide access
to airports or other inter-modal sites.

Support directly allocating planning funds
via state processes to metropolitan planning
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organizations but do not support increased
federal funding for metropolitan planning
organizations.

k) Support creation of a separate funding category
for goods movement projects.

l) Support provisions to ensure that local entities
that overmatch federal discretionary funding
in the New Starts Program are rewarded.

m) Support provisions to ensure that New Start
segments or extensions that are wholly
locally funded receive credit as match for
local efforts.

n) Support renewal of exemption for public
transit buses from the maximum axle weight
requirements of federal-aid highways.

0) Support adding noise mitigation as an eligible
expenditure for Transportation Enhancement
Activities highway funding.

p) Protect from repeal or adverse amendments
for credits for non-federal share match by
private entity expenditures to construct the
SR-91 toll road and toll revenues generated
by agencies that have built toll facilities without
federal funds.

q) Seek to expand permissible uses of Urbanized
Area Formula Grant (Section 5307) funding to
public transit operators to include operating costs
of Older Americans Act program transportation
services, similar to Americans with Disabilities
Act (ADA) transportation services.

The above principles do not include the categorical
and demonstration project funding that OCTA
will be seeking for Orange County. A list of
transit and highway projects prepared by the
OCTA Strategic Planning Division, along with
projects proposed by Orange County cities, was
provided in a separate report for Board review and
approved by the Board in January 2003 (Exhibits B

ISIation (continued

and C). Among the recommended projects
were:

a) Inclusion of the final design and construction
for The CenterLine Light Rail Project and its
extensions under Section 5309 Fixed Guideway
New Starts and Extensions category.

b) Gradeseparationprojectscountywide, specifically
including a $250 million funding earmark for
the OnTrac Project sponsored by the City
of Placentia.

c) A$121 million funding earmark for the widening
of Bristol Street in Santa Ana.

d) A $221.3 million funding earmark the State
Route 91 Widening Project.

e) A $44.2 million funding earmark for the I-
5/0Ortega Highway interchange Project.

f) A $181.5 million funding earmark for the I-405
Widening Project.

Given the possibility that current transportation
legislation will be extended into 2005, staff
recommends that the board consider supporting
the following additional projects for inclusion
in future surface transportation reauthorizing
legislation:

g) A$240 million funding earmark for the Anaheim
Regional Transportation Inter-modal Center
(ARTIC).

h) A $60 million funding earmark for the western
segment connecting the cities of Anaheim
and Ontario for the California-Nevada Super
Speed Train (MAGLEV) project.

i) Support legislation which authorizes funding
for public transportation terrorism response
and prevention.
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Appropriations/Transit, Rail & HI

II. FISCAL YEAR 2006 TRANSPORTA-
TION APPROPRIATIONS BILL

While it is generally anticipated that the negotiations
on the surface transportation authorization act
will continue to be one of the major focuses
of OCTA's federal legislative efforts in 2005,
the transportation appropriations bill will also
be important because it provides the funding
for the authorized programs. In addition, the
Homeland Security Act, passed in 2002, created
a new federal Department of Homeland Security
and transferred several programs critical to
transportation into that department from the
Department of Transportation. in 2005, OCTA
will work to:

a) Seek afiscal year 2006 appropriation earmark
of $80 million for The CenterLine project
commensurate with project budget under
Section 5309 (m) (1) (B).

b) Support continued full funding of Section 5309
(m) (1) (A) rail modernization grant funds.

¢) Support appropriations for bus and bus-related
OCTA projects under Section 5309 (m) (1)
(C).

d) Support appropriations for the Department of
Homeland Security, which protects national
transportation systems including transit facilities,
rail lines, and related software systems.

e) Support additional federal appropriations to
underwrite funding for efforts to increase security
of our nation’s transportation infrastructure
and systems.

f) Secure funding earmarks in Fiscal Year 2006
appropriations legislation for the following
highway projects:

+ Interstate 405 Widening Project
« State Route 91 “Chokepoint” Project
« State Route 91 Widening Project

State Route 91 Truck Storage Lane

Project

- State Route 91/State Route 241 High
Occupancy Toll Connector Project

« Interstate 5 High Occupancy Vehicle Lane
Phase 1 Project

 Interstate 5/Ortega Highway Interchange
Project

+ Interstate 5/State Route 55 “Chokepoint”

Project

g) In concert with other area transportation
agencies, and community colleges, secure a
$1 million funding earmark for the Southern
California Regional Training Consortium
whose purpose is to develop and transmit
bus maintenance training information to the
transit agencies in Southern California.

lil. TRANSIT, RAIL AND HIGHWAYS

While next year’'s federal legislative focus will
be on reauthorization of TEA-21 and Fiscal
Year 2006 transportation appropriations, it is
likely that other bills may be introduced to deal
with specific transit, rail, or highway issues.
In addition, OCTA works with various federal
agencies to gain approval and support for its
federally funded projects. Key legislative issues
and tasks will include:

a) Support bond issues for Amtrak improvements
in high-speed rail corridors with tax exemptions
for bondholders.

b) Advocate for additional funding for at-grade
rail crossings, pedestrian trails, and grade
separations to improve vehicle and pedestrian
safety.

c) Support legisiation to encourage the Federal
Highway Administration, Federal Transit
Administration, and the Environmental
Protection Agency to reform administrative
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Environment/Er
procedures to expedite federal review and
reduce delays in payments to local agencies
and their contractors for transportation project
development, right-of-way acquisition, and
construction activities.

d) Support efforts to expand the definition of
the Alameda Corridor East Project to include
North Orange County.

e) Seekauthority for highway funds for retrofit sound
mitigation measures, such as soundwalls.

IV. ENVIRONMENTAL POLICIES

Federal environmental laws affecting OCTA
include the National Environmental Protection
Act, the Federal Clean Air Act, Federal Water
Pollution Control Act, and Federal Endangered
Species Act. While it is generally not anticipated
that there will be significant changes in these
Acts next year, OCTA historical positions have
included:

a) Seek opportunities to streamline the
environmental process for federally funded
projects.

b) Support legislation to establish that equally or
more protective state requirements, such as the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA),
can be substituted for National Environmental
Protection Act (NEPA) requirements.

¢) Support legislation promoting bicycle facilities
or bicycling as a commute option.

d) Support legislation that encourages the
development of hydrogen fueled vehicles
and infrastructure, and to seek funding for
hydrogen related such projects in Orange
County.

loyment

V. EMPLOYMENT ISSUES

Federal employment laws affecting OCTA include
the Federal Fair Labor Standards Act, the Federal
Family and Medical Leave Act, the Federal
Occupational Safety Health Act and the Omnibus
Transportation Employee Testing Act of 1991.
While it is generally not anticipated that there will
be significant changes in these Acts next year,
OCTA historical positions have included:

a) Support income tax reductions for employees
receiving employer-provided transit passes,
vanpool benefits, or parking spaces currently
counted as income.

b) Oppose legislation and regulations adversely
affecting management's ability to effectively and
efficiently deal with labor relations, employee
rights, benefits, and working conditions including
health, safety, and ergonomics standards for
the workplace.
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CALIFORNIA TRANSPORTATION CONSENSUS
PRINCIPLES

FOR THE REAUTHORIZATION OF THE
TRANSPORTATION EQUITY ACT FOR THE
TWENTY-FIRST CENTURY (TEA-21)
California’s transportation system is the gateway
for the economic engines within the state that
drive the national economy and for the largest
proportion of the goods and services that link the
United States with its global markets. The efficiency,
security, and quality of California’s transportation
system directly affect the economic wellbeing of
every other state in the nation. Reauthorization
of TEA-21 provides an opportunity to strengthen
transportation’s key role in supporting national
security and the global economic competitiveness
of the United States in the 21st Century. The
following are California’s principles in furthering
that goal:

Funding

+ Increase funding levels by raising annual
obligation limits and spending down the
unobligated balances in the Highway Trust
Fund.

+ Maintain the guaranteed funding levels and
“firewalls” established in TEA-21 that match
transportation expenditures to transportation
revenues.

+ Retain the Revenue Aligned Budget Authority
(RABA) mechanism, but distribute the proceeds
consistent with the historical split of gas tax
proceeds both to the Highway and Mass
Transit Accounts.

+ Develop a mechanism to use available
Highway Trust Fund balances to dampen the
large swings in funding that could resuit from
negative RABA adjustments. There should
not be a major reduction in funding levels

when Highway Trust Fund balances are high
and can be used to mitigate negative RABA
adjustments.

« Allow for easier access to and/or flexibility in
qualifying projects from approved Regional
Transportation Plans for innovative financing.
This effort would include the modification of
regulations and/or incentives for innovative
financing arrangements including increased
capitalization of infrastructure banks, debt-
financing flexibility, direct treasury financing,
access to public-private joint ventures, and the
broadening of eligibility rules of the innovative
financing program.

Program Structure

« Continue the basic program structure instituted
by ISTEA that provides state, regional, and
local officials the flexibility to allocate federal
funds to a range of highway, transit, local
road, and bicycle/pedestrian improvements
based on needs.

+ Remove barriers to funding projects and
programs that promote more efficient operation
of the existing transportation system, such
as deleting the three-year limit on the use
of CMAQ funds and the varying local match
requirements among different transportation
programs.

» Concentrate any increased funding in the
existing highway and transit formula and
capital investment programs. Refrain from
creating any new discretionary programs
beyond those currently authorized by law.

+ Provide for increased program capacity to
support the safe and efficient movement
of goods in corridors that are crucial to
national economic security and vitality, and
provide for the mitigation of congestion-and
environmental effects of such movements.
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Support this effort by using Highway Trust
Fund dollars or other Federal funding sources
for programmatic increases in excess of
current authorizations.

Equity

+ Ensure that California receives an increased
share of highway funding based on its
contributions to the Highway Trust Fund and
preeminent role in the national economy.

+ Oppose efforts to impose an arbitrary funding
“cap” on the dishursement of formula or
discretionary federal transit funds to any
state.

Expediting Project Delivery

+ Link permitting agency review and approval
to environmental review processes for
environmentally responsible and expeditious
project delivery. Federal agencies should
coordinate policy and share financial and
staff resources to integrate and expedite use
of authorized funds to meet local, state, and
national transportation and environmental
priorities.

+ Provide states with financial incentives such as
enhanced and coordinated funding to assure
the use of integrated review and planning
procedures.

 Pursue a California pilot program demonstrating
coordination of effort and funding between
the state and federal permitting agencies
and regulatory structures.
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SUMMARY OF ORANGE COUNTY TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY PROJECTS
Reauthorization of the Transportation Equity Act for the 21st Century (TEA-21)

0 . 3

d 0 R :
CenterLine Light Rail & Extensions $482,800,000 X X 2011 g;zi::e':i?é
Bus Rapid Transit - Initial Capital $54,120,000 X X 2004-2012 Planning
Intercounty Express Bus $18,240,000 X X 2003-2007 Service Planning
Transit Operations/Maintenance Base $57,600,000 X X 2009 Planning
Santa Ana Transit Terminal $600,000 X X TBD* Planning
Fare Collecrion System $8,000,000 X X 2006 Planning
Kiosks, Vehicle, Cameras on Buses $2,960,000 X X 2004 Planning
Security Cameras ac Transic Centers $1,240,000 X X TBD* Planning
Security for Rail Crossings/Bridges $4,800,000 X X TBD* Planning

Total $147,560,000

- High DPrioriey Highway Drbjects

Bristol Street Multi-Modal Corridor $107,121,000 X 2007 g;‘:ﬁ‘e’;’;’é
State Route 91 Widening $221,325,000 X nominated 2010 Preliminary Planning
Sc}zf:tycﬁ‘x’ltep"i"‘ Projects at Orange/Riverside $40,700,000 X X 2007-2010 PSR Complete
Grade Separations-Orange/Olive Corridor $146,400,000 X X TBD* Preliminary Planning
SR-22/1-405 HOV Direct Connector $66,400,000 X X TBD* Environmental
1-5/Ortega Highway Interchange $44,265,000 X X 2010 PSR 65% complete
1-5 South HOV Lane Phase | $62,000,000 X X TBD* Preliminary Planning
I-5 and SR-55 Chokepoint $53,000,000 X nominated TBD* Preliminary Planning
1-405 Widening & Improvements $181,500,000 X nominated TBD* Preliminary Planning

Total $922,711,000

- Goods Movemenr Projeces

City of Placentia On Trac ** $177,060,000 X X TBD* Environmental

State Route 57 Truck Climbing Lane $58,400,000 X X 2010 PSR Complete

Grade Separations-Orangethorpe Corridor $70,800,000 X X TBD* Preliminary Planning

State Route 91 Truck Storage Lane $7.082,000 X X 2007 Preliminary Planning
Total $313,342,000

State College Boulevard - Capiral $2,688,000 X X TBD* Identify Funding

Beach Boulevard - Capital $2,320,000 X X TBD* Identify Funding

Total $5,008,000
Grand Total $1,871,421,000

*TBD - Year of opening or implementation contingent upon appropriation; ** City of Placentia responsible for directly seeking appropriations.

LRTP - Long Range Transportation Plan; RTP - Regional Transporation Program
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Exhibit ¢

SUMMARY OF PROJECTS BY LOCAL CITIES AND AGENCIES

Reauthorization of the Transportation Equity Act for the 21st Century (TEA-21)

Project Tide (Limits)

Aliso Viejo

l Total Project Cost }

Federal Share

State Share

Local Share

Pedestrian Access Bridge to School Sites $6,050,000 $4,840,000 _ $1,210,000

Anzhetm

Anaheim Regional Transportation Intermodal
Center

$295,000,000

$245,000,000

$50,000,000

Burlington Northern Santa Fe RR Soundwall
Supplemental Appropriation

$6,000,000

$4,800,000

$1,200,000

Burlington Northern Santa Fe RR/SR-90
Underpass Supplemental Appropriation

Brea

$20,000,000

$16,000,000

$4,000,000

SR57/Lambert Rd. Interchange Improvements $13,750,000 $1,375,000 $1,375,000

Buena Park

Inverjurisdictional Traffic Surveillance and Control $3,000,000 2400000 8] $600,000

Costa Mesa

Cypress

Harbor Blvd. N. & [-405 Interchange Improv. $4,000,000 $3,000,000 $- $1,000,000
Fairview Rd/I-405 Interchange Improvements $2,400,000 $1,900,000 $- $500,000
East 17th Street Corridor Improvements $2,200,000 $1,760,000 $- $440,000
Widen Laguna Canyon Rd from 1-405 on the $32,200,000 $16,200,000 $- $16,000,000
north to to El Toro Rd on the south

Alton Parkway Extension from Commercentre $21,000,000 $14,000,000 $- $7,000,000
Drive to [-405

Dana Poine

Coast Highway Street Improvements $4,000,000 $3,000,000 $- $1,000,000
PCH Landscaped Median Project $3,000,000 $2,000,000 $- $1,000,000
Stonehill Drive Landscaped Median Project $4,000,000 $3,000,000 $- $1,000,000
Del Obispo Landscaped Median Project $1,000,000 $800,000 $- $200,000
Grade Separation at State College and BNSF ROW $31,686,100 $25,348,800 $- $6,337,300
Reconstruct Harbor Blvd. Bridge at SR-22 $17,000,000 $8,800,000 $4,400,000 $3,800,000
GMA #6

Major Corridor Improvement of 1-405 from $280,000,000 $224,000,000 - $56,000,000

SR-73/SR-55 to LA County Border

Sand Canyon/SCRRA Grade Separation

$22,000,000

$17,600,000

$4,400,000

Alton/SR-55 Interchange Improvement

La Paz Rd. at I-5 Interchange Reconstruction

$55,000,000

$4,000,000

$44,000,000

$3,200,000

$400,000

$11,000,000

$400,000
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Exhibit C «continuem

Project Title (Limits) \ Total Project Cost l Federal Share l State Share ! L.ocal Share

'[.ug\m‘a Niguel

Bridge Construction from Camino Capistrano to $7,500,000 $6,000,000 $1,500,000
Vista Viejo Road

Laguna Woods

El Toro Rd./Paseo de Valencia/I-5 On Ramp $600,000 $480,000 _ $120,000

Placentia

OC Gateway Railroad Grade Separation $200,000,000 $177,060,000 $22,940,000 —

Rancho Santa Margarita
Signal Synchronization of Antonio Parkway $156,500 $125,200 _ $31,300
San Clemente

Avenida La Pata Extension Design from Via Saluda $2,500,000 $2,000,000 $500,000
0 Ortega Highway

San Juan Capisttano

Improve Interchange Ramps and Bridge Widening $40,000,000 $15,000,000 $15,000,000 $10,000,000
at Ortega Hwy/I-5 Interchange

Install Southbound Off Ramp at I-5/Stonehill $7,030,000 $2,815,000 $2,815,000 $1,400,000
Drive

Bristol Street Widening from Civic Center Drive to $121,000,000 $96,800,000 $- $24,200,000
‘Warner Avenue

Seal Beach Blvd. @ 1-405 Bridge Replacement $20,000,000 $16,000,000 $- $4,000,000
Seal Beach Blvd. Raised Medians $800,000 $640,000 $- $160,000
Median Cable Railing SR-73, 133, 241, 261 $4,000,000 $3,200,000 $- $800,000
Tustin Ranch Road Extension $22,100,000 $17,680,000 $- $4,420,000
Red Hill Ave. Grade Separation at OCTA/SCRRA/ $25,000,000 $20,000,000 $- $5,000,000
Edinger Ave.

Newport Ave./SR-55 Ramp Reconfiguration $20,000,000 $6,500,000 $- $13,500,000
Newport Ave. Extension and Widen to Six Lanes $26,800,000 $19,070,000 $- $7,730,000
Construction of Road ar Valencia North Loop Rd. $27,500,000 $22,000,000 $- $5,500,000

and Armstrong Ave. within MCAS Tustin

Bolsa Blvd. Raised Medians

$2,000,000 $1,600,000 $400,000

Bolsa Chica Rd. @ 1-405 Bridge Widening $3,000,000 $2,400,000 $- $600,000
Goldenwest @ 1-405 Bridge Widening $3,500,000 $2,800,000 $- $700,000
Newland St. @ 1-405 Bridge Widening $4,000,000 $3,200,000 $- $800,000
Edwards Street Widening $2,500,000 $2,000,000 $- $500,000
OC Gareway Railroad Soundwall Project $4,725,000 $3,780,000 $- $945,000
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2005 APPROPRIATIONS SUMMARY OF OCTA PROJECTS

Description

Seerion 3209 New Seatts

‘ 2004 Federal Funds Requested | 2004 Federal Funds Reccived l 2005 Federal Funds Requested ‘

Account

CenterLine Light Rail & Extensions $28,800,000 _ $40,000,000 | 5309 New Starts

Swarion 5309 Bus and Bus Facilides

NIREHE FIDjects

OnTrac

Bus Rapid Transit - 1nitial Capiral $28,880,000 $2,210,085 $26,669,915 | 5309 Bus

Intercounty Express Bus $18,240,000 $1,080,486 $17,159,514 | 5309 Bus

‘Transit Operations/Maincenance Base $- $- $- | 5309 Bus

Santa Ana Transit Terminal $- $- $- | 5309 Bus

Fare Collection System $8,000,000 $982,260 $7,017,740 | 5309 Bus

Kiosks, Vehicle, Cameras on Buses $- $- $- | 5309 Bus

Security Cameras at Transic Centers $1,240,000 $319,234 $920,766 | 5309 Bus

Security for Rail Crossings/Bridges $-

Total $56,360,000 $4,592,065 $51,767,935

Bristol Street Multi-Modal Corridor $26,780,000 $- $26,780,000 | Nar'l Corridor Planning & Devel-
opment Program

State Route 91 Widening $36,890,000 $- $36,890,000 | Nac'l Corridor Planning & Devel-
opment Program

SR-91 Chokepoint Projects ac Orange/Riverside $31,870,000 $- $31,870,000 | Nat'l Corridor Planning & Devel-

County Line opment Program

Grade Separations-Qrange/Olive Corridor $24,400,000 $- $24,400,000 | Nar']l Corridor Planning & Devel-
opment Program

SR-22/1-405 HOV Direct Connector $11,600,000 $- $11,600,000 | Interstate Maintenance

1-5/Ortega Highway Interchange $7.,400,000 $800,000 $6,600,000 | Interstace Maintenance

[-5 South HOV Lane Phase | $10,300.000 $- $10,300,000 | Interstate Maintenance

1-5 and SR-55 Chokepoint $8,800,000 $- $8,800,000 | Interstate Maintenance

1405 Widening & Improvements $30,200,000 $- $30,200,000 | Interstate Maintenance

Total $188,240,000 5800,000 $187.440,000

Grand Total

* Other Opanee ity Pravests Fuiided tn 04

$302,308,000

$5,392,065

$- $- $- | City of Placentia responsible for

(City of Placentia Sponsored Praject) sending appropriations form

State Route 57 Truck Climbing Lane $9,700,000 $- $9,700,000 | Nar']l Corcidor Planning & Devel-
opment Program

Grade Separations-Orangethorpe Corridor $11,800,000 $- $11,800,000 | Nar'l Corridor Planning 8 Devel-
opment Program

State Route 91 Truck Storage Lane $2.400,000 $- $2,400,000 | Nat'l Corridor Planning & Devel-
opment Program

Total $23.900,000 $- $23.900,000

Intelligent Transportation System

State College Boulevard - Capiral $2,688,000 $- $2,688,000 | Intelligent Transportation Syscems

Beach Boulevard - Capital $2,320,000 $- $2,320,000 | Intelligent Transportation Systems

Toeal $5,008,000 5 $5.008,000

$308,115,935

Anaheim Resort Transit, Anaheim $491,130 Section 5309 Bus
Town Center/Old Town Enhancemenc Project, Yorba Linda $3,100,000 Surface Transportation Program
Harbor Bivd. Intelligent Transportation, Garden Grove $800,000 Intelligent Transportation Systems
Total $4.391,130
% of Total Request 3%
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OCTA

Item 9.

BOARD COMMITTEE TRANSMITTAL
February 14, 2005

To: Members of the Board of Directors
WY
From: Wendy Knowles, Clerk of the Board

Subject Direction Regarding Possible Sponsor Legislation to Address
Technical Amendments Related to the Orange County Transportation
Authority Board of Directors

Legislative and Government Affairs/Public Communications February 3, 2005
Committee

Present: Directors Ritschel, Silva, Brown, and Correa

Absent: Directors Brewer, Rosen, and Wilson

Committee Recommendation

Following committee discussion, it was recommended that no
legislation be introduced this year.

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






OCTA

February 3, 2005

To: Legislative and Government Affairs/Public Communications
Committee

From: Arthur T. Leahy, Chief Executive Officer

Subject: Direction Regarding Possible Sponsor Legislation to Address

Technical Amendments Related to the Orange County
Transportation Authority Board of Directors

Overview

Board discussion at the January 10, 2005, Board of Directors’ meeting included
possible technical amendments to the Public Utilities Code to address the
terms and qualifications of public members serving on the Board. This item is
presented for further direction.

Recommendation

Provide direction to staff regarding possible legislation to address terms and
qualifications of public members serving on the Board of Directors.

Discussion

With last year’s passage of AB 710 (Correa, D-Santa Ana), the Orange County
Transportation Authority (OCTA) Board of Directors was increased from 12 to
18 members, effective January 1, 2005. During the January 10, 2005, Board
of Directors’ meeting, discussion took place regarding the public members’
qualifications and terms.

Specifically, the Board discussed:

e Whether the intent of AB 710 was to exclude elected officials from school
boards;

e Whether the terms of the public members should be staggered by
legislation;

e Whether the four-year term of public members should legislatively be
determined to be consistent with the office, not the person appointed by the
Board;

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

Orange County Transportation Authority Board of

Directors

¢ Whether a public member's term should be legislatively terminated if the
member accepts campaign contributions in support of candidacy for elected
public office or files as a candidate for elected public office.

In order to preserve the Board’s ability to seek legislative amendments to
address these concerns, staff submitted language for a spot bill to Legislative
Counsel in order to meet counsel’'s January 21, 2005, deadline. If the Board so
directs, the next step would be to seek an author to introduce the spot bill by
February 18, 2005, which is the last day to introduce legislation. Staff would
then request that OCTA legal counsel draft language to address any or all of
the above concerns for review and recommendation by the appropriate OCTA
Board committees and approval by the Board of Directors. Amendments could
not be introduced into the spot bill until 30 days after introduction of the bill, or
about March 21, 2005.

If the Board does not desire to address these issues, the bill will not be
introduced.

Summary

Staff seeks direction regarding sponsoring legislation to address the
qualifications and terms of public members appointed to the Board of Directors.

Attachment

None.

Prepared hy: Approxed by:
e s

P. Sue Zuhlke Richard J. Bacigalupo
Manager, State Relations Deputy Chief Executive Officer
(714) 560-5574 (714) 560-5901
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Item 10.

OCTA
BOARD COMMITTEE TRANSMITTAL

February 14, 2005

To: Members of the Board of Directors
wkK
From Wendy Knowles, Clerk of the Board
Subject: Mission Statement and Values
Executive Committee February 7, 2005
Present: Chairman Campbell, Vice Chairman Brown, Directors Cavecche,

Norby, Pringle, Ritschel, Silva, Wilson, and Winterbottom

Absent: None

Committee Vote
The item was passed by all Committee Members present.
Committee Recommendations

After a brief discussion, Members offered that the order in which the values
appear should be:

Integrity

Customer Focus
Teamwork/Partnership
Communication
Can-Do Spirit

Members voted to approve staff’'s recommendation to:

Approve recommended Mission Statement and forward to the Board of
Directors for consideration.

Orange County Transportation Authority
550 South Main Street/ P.O. Box 14184 / Orange / California / 92863-1584 / (714) 560-OCTA (6282)
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February 7, 2005

To: Executive Commj}tee

From: Arthur T. Leahy‘,“Chief Executive Officer
Subject: Mission Statement and Values
Overview

As part of the Orange County Transportation Authority’s ongoing efforts to
enhance both internal communications with employees and external
communications with members of the public, a mission statement and values
have been developed for the Executive Committee’s review.

Recommendation

A new Orange County Transportation Authority’s mission statement and values
are provided for Board discussion and comment.

Background

A customer service assessment was performed in October 2003 by Jerome
Consulting as part of the “Putting Customers First” program. One of the
findings was that there is a lack of knowledge or consistent application of
Orange County Transportation Authority’'s (OCTA) current mission statement
and values. An OCTA management forum in January 2004 included a
presentation that shared report findings and suggested the need to integrate
the OCTA mission and core values into OCTA-wide systems, programs and
products.

After numerous discussions with all divisions regarding proposed OCTA
internal values, drafts of the proposed values were presented at an OCTA
management forum in August 2004 with break-out groups providing valuable
comments. To refine the mission statement, language was tested to ensure its
effectiveness with community members and business leaders during two focus
groups conducted in December 2004. The focus groups were witnessed by
then-Chairman Gregory T. Winterbottom and Directors Art Brown and Carolyn
Cavecche.

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

Both internal and external feedback has been gathered to develop a refined
mission statement and values. Staff plans to integrate these statements into
key internal programs and projects such as a new employee orientation
program, employee handbooks, the performance evaluation process as well as
numerous ongoing external communications opportunities.

Summary

A new Orange County Transportation Authority’s mission statement and values
are provided for Board discussion and comment.

Attachments

A.  Existing OCTA Vision and Mission Statement
B. Proposed OCTA Mission Statement
C. Proposed OCTA Values

Prepared by: Approved by:
%l A=A
/ %, 6 WV
Ted Nguye Ellen S. Burton
Media Relations Manager Executive Director,

(714) 560-5334 External Affairs
(714) 560-5923






ATTACHMENT A

Existing OCTA Vision

To provide leadership in creating
transportation choices which
enhance the quality of life
in Orange County.

Existing OCTA
Mission Statement

To create, coordinate, finance and
deliver an easy-to-use
transportation network

which meets the public’s needs
and keeps Orange County moving.




ATTACHMENT B

Proposed OCTA
Mission Statement

To enhance the quality of life
in Orange County by delivering
safer, faster and more efficient

transportation solutions.




Proposed | Attachment C

| A ValUé

Our Commitmeht to One Another and Our Customers

The values that shape the way we do business will significantly influence who we are and how we want
to be viewed by others. The OCTA Values should guide our behavior and how we treat everyone we have
contact with.

Our values of Integrity, Teamwork/Partnership, Communication, Customer Focus and Can-Do Spirit
represent the standards we aspire to. If we all place a priority on them, OCTA will truly be the best
transportation system now and in the years to come.

= Integrity
- Do what we say we are going to do and deliver as promised
Be accountable for our actions
Apply the golden rule as we work with others
- Practice ethical behavior

1

1

= Teamwork/Partnership
- Build cooperative, supportive relationships across all lines of business
- Build and sustain relationships characterized by shared goals and success,
shared knowledge and mutual respect
- Understand and adapt to the diverse background at OCTA

= Communication
- Communicate openly, honestly and in a straightforward manner
- Strive to be responsive to the knowledge and information that others need
- Provide consistent, timely and reliable information to build trust in others

= Customer Focus
- Know our customers. Be courteous, friendly and responsive to their needs
- Treat others with care, consideration and respect
- Provide safe, timely, reliable, professional service

= Can-Do Spirit
- Be proactive, take the initiative to do and make things better
- Do all we can to always improve what we do; strive to be “outstanding”
- Be creative and innovative in our approach to new challenges
- Take risks and learn from past mistakes

- - Practice visionary and forward-thinking -

:Qréhge County Transportation Authority
550 South Main Street-+ Orange, CA 92863-1584 - 714.560.0CTA - www.octa.net
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Item 11.

OCTA BOARD COMMITTEE TRANSMITTAL
February 14, 2005

To: Members of the Board of Directors
From: Wendy KnoWIes, Clerk of the Board

Subject Bay Bridge Cost Overruns

Legisiative and Government Affairs/Public Communications February 3, 2005
Committee

Present: Directors Ritschel, Silva, Brown, and Correa

Absent: Directors Brewer, Rosen, and Wilson

Committee Vote

This item was passed by all Committee Members present.

Committee Recommendation

Oppose the use of statewide transportation funding to pay for San
Francisco Oakland Bay Bridge cost overruns and support efforts to
require that these cost overruns to be paid through local revenues.

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



OCTA

February 3, 2005

To: Legislative and Government Affairs/Public Communications
Committee
From: Arthur T. Leahy, Chief Executive Officer

Subject: Bay Bridge Cost Overruns

Overview

At the request of the Board of Directors, staff has provided an update on Bay
Bridge cost overruns discussions, in order to reassess a previous Orange
County Transportation Authority position opposing the use of statewide
transportation funds for Bay Area Toll Bridge cost overruns. The Board's
position will be advocated during upcoming deliberations in Sacramento.

Recommendation

Oppose the use of statewide transportation funding to pay for San
Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge cost overruns and support efforts to require that
these cost overruns to be paid through local revenues.

Background

Following the 1989 Loma Prieta earthquake and the significant damaged that
ensued, a seismic assessment of many Bay Area Toll Bridge facilities was
performed, including the eastern span of the San Francisco-Oakland Bay
Bridge (Bay Bridge), which was damaged during the earthquake.

Subsequently, in February 1997, consistent with recommendations from the
California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) and two review committees,
the Wilson administration decided to replace, rather than retrofit, the eastern
span of the Bay Bridge (from Oakland to Yerba Buena Island). This
determination was based on estimates that a retrofit of the existing span would
cost about $1 billion and that a new span, while possibly more expensive than
a retrofit, would be safer, cheaper, and easier to maintain. The administration
recommended that the replacement bridge be a viaduct with no tower,
commonly known as a skyway design. Attachment A illustrates the various
designs under considerations for the Bay Bridge eastern span.

Orange County Transportation Authority
550 South Main Street/ P.O. Box 14184 / Orange / California 92863-1584 /(714) 560-OCTA (6282)
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However, the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) was given the
option to choose a more expensive, “signature” design, if the Bay Area paid for
additional incurred cost. After evaluating various designs, the MTC selected a
self-anchored suspension (SAS) design in June 1998. In order to fund the
higher costs of the toll bridge seismic retrofit program, SB 60 and SB 226
(Kopp, D-San Francisco), Chapter 327 and 328, respectively, authorized the
expenditure of up to $2.6 billion on the retrofit of all toll bridges, of which $1.3
billion was for the east span of the Bay Bridge. The funding for the retrofit
program would come from three sources, specifically:

e A “seismic surcharge” of $1 extra toll collected on all seven state-owned
Bay Area toll bridges for up to ten years would provide up to $907 million, or
about one-third of the total cost of the program.

e Another third of the total funding would come from state sources, mainly,
the State Highway Account (SHA).

¢ The remainder would be funded by Proposition 192, passed in 1986, which
authorized $2 billion in general obligation bonds to fund bridge seismic
retrofit, including $650 miliion for toll bridges.

In early 2001, Caltrans acknowledged that overly optimistic schedule estimates
on the Bay Bridge eastern span replacement were leading to greater project
delays and higher costs. In response to these escalating costs, AB 1171
(Dutra, D-Fremont) was enacted, authorizing $5.1 billion in total expenditure
authority for all bridges, plus an additional $448 million in “overrun” authority.
The majority of the increased funding would come from extending the seismic
surcharge ($1 extra toll) to January 1, 2038, and allowing the state to bond
against this revenue stream to finance the cost of retrofit projects. Toll
revenues would contribute $2.3 billion to the seismic retrofit program, or about
45 percent of the total costs, not including the overrun authority. At that time,
the final work on the Bay Bridge was expected to be complete by 2008.

In early 2001 the funding level provided by AB 1171 assumed a cost of $2.6
billion for the Bay Bridge east span replacement. However, in December 2001,
the low bid for the skyway portion of the east span came in about $300 million
higher than Caltrans had estimated, and in May 2004, the lone bid for the SAS
portion of the east span replacement exceeded Caltrans' estimate by $700
million.

In August 2004, the administration proposed using additional and redirected toll
revenues to fund the entire cost increase for the program. The Legisiature
rejected this administration proposal, but did not have sufficient time to resolve
the funding issues before it adjourned at the end of August.
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In the absence of additional funding for the program, Caltrans allowed the bid
for the SAS portion of the east span to expire at the end of September. At the
same time, the administration began to re-assess its options for the bridge’s
design. Attachment B compares the latest projected total costs of the toll
bridge seismic retrofit program, divided by bridge and illustrates that the
majority of the program’s cost increases has been associated with the east
span of the Bay Bridge.

With expiration of the SAS bid, the administration solicited input from multiple
sources to assist its efforts to review bridge design options. These sources
included an Independent Review Team (IRT), a Peer Review Team (PRT) and
a review by Caltrans in consultation with construction, insurance, and design
firms, and public interest groups. Based on the input received from these
sources, the administration recommended in early December 2004 that the
state redesign the Bay Bridge east span according to its original
recommendation as a skyway.

Discussion

The Legislature's decision on the bridge design has a direct bearing on when
additional funds are required. If the Legislature chooses to retain the SAS
design for the eastern span, funding is needed more quickly than if it decides to
redesign the bridge. According to a Legislative Analyst's Office (LAO) report,
the construction cost estimates for the SAS are the highest of the design
options, while the estimates for either a cable-stayed or a skyway design are
lower, with a skyway design having the lowest cost estimate.

Thus, the Legislature faces a choice between an existing Bay Bridge design
(SAS) that is known to be expensive and complicated to construct, but that has
already completed the difficuit design and environmental processes; and a
redesign (skyway or cable-stayed) that initially has the potential to save money,
but could end up taking longer and costing more due to risks in the
environmental and design phases. The LAO argues that in choosing the
design of the eastern span of the Bay Bridge, the Legislature must weigh its
desire for lower costs against its tolerance of risk that could more than offset
the potential savings.

The LAO suggests the possibility of potential sources for additional toll bridge
funding, specifically:

e Increase Gas Tax Revenue. This option puts the cost burden on all drivers
in the state, but does not impact other transportation projects.
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e Bond Against Increased Toll Revenue. This option puts the cost burden on

users of Bay Area bridges, and does not impact other transportation
projects.

e Bond Against Existing Gas Tax Revenue. This option reduces funding for
transportation projects statewide. It also requires voter approval which
would delay funding availability.

e Bond Against Future Federal Revenue. This option reduces funding for
transportation projects statewide.

« Issue General Obligation Bond. This option increases General Fund debt
service costs, putting additional cost pressure on non-transportation
programs. The need for voter approval would delay funding availability.

e Use Near-Term State Transportation Funding. This option severely
reduces funding for transportation projects statewide.

There are legitimate concerns that statewide transportation funds will again be
used to fund this regional project. Last year, the Orange County Transportation
Authority (OCTA), along with other Southern California regional transportation
planning agencies, proactively opposed efforts to use any additional statewide
transportation revenues to fund these overruns and instead encouraged the
use of local funding options. Attachment C provides the 2004 OCTA legislative
alert summary sheet outlining opposition efforts to state funding for Bay Bridge
cost overruns. Attachment D provides the OCTA Board of Directors’ letter sent
to Governor Schwarzenegger's administration and state elected officials
opposing the use of state funding for overrun costs.

There appears to be two general options for funding this shortfall: additional
local contributions including an increase in the toll; or more state funding. The
Bay Bridge total toll was recently raised by another $1, to a total of $3, based
upon a voter approved regional measure to use the additional revenue to fund
specified non-bridge related projects including transit and highway bottleneck
improvements.

A further increase in the toll would not be unreasonable. A shorter bridge in
France charges $7, the Golden Gate Bridge charges $5, and the George
Washington Bridge charges $4 off-peak, $5 peak, and $6 cash. Therefore,
staff recommends that the Board reaffirm the OCTA position to oppose the use
of additional statewide transportation funds to pay for the Bay Bridge cost
overruns and support the use of local revenues to pay these costs.
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Summary

The Bay Bridge construction costs have escalated significantly and there is no
clear plan to finance these additional costs.

Attachments

A East Span of Bay Bridge Designs Under Consideration

B. Caltans’ Toll Bridge Seismic Retrofit Cost Projects 1997-2004

C. 2004 Southern California Position on the San Francisco-Oakland Bay
Bridge Funding.

D OCTA Board of Directors Letter Opposing use of State Funds for Bay
Bridge Cost Overruns.

Prepared by: Approved by:
é K t.ﬂ«/% 47,‘_)
jandro Espafza Richard J. Bacigalupo
overnment Relations Deputy Chief Executive Officer
Representative (714) 560-5901

(714) 560-5393



ATTACHMENT A

East Span of Bay Bridge
Designs Under Consideration

Self-Anchored Suspension (SAS)

¢ Currently-approved design.

o Few existing examples.

¢ Most complicated to construct.

Cable-Stayed

Y

More familiar to builders.

Simpler to construct than SAS.

e Design and environmental
approval not complete.

Skyway
o Easiest to build.

e Does not have a “signature” tower.
e Design and environmental

approval not complete.



ATTACHMENT B

Caltrans' Toll Bridge Seismic Retrofit Cost Projections
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Limited state transportation dollars must not be used to pay
the ever-increasing cost of replacing the Eastern Span of the
San Francisco Oakland Bay Bridge.

'

The 1989 Loma Prieta earthquake wreaked significant
structural damage to Bay Area toll bridges and highlighted the
need to ensure that all of the state’s toll bridges could withstand
a major earthquake. The state responded to this crisis by
enacting and funding the Toll Bridge Seismic Retrofit Program
(Program) in 1997. This program was designed to fund seismic
retrofit work on seven of the nine state-owned toll bridges, five
in the Bay Area and two in Southern California.

Significant progress has been made in completing the seismic
retrofit work. The largest project, however, has suffered
significant increases in cost and time. This project is the
replacement of the Eastern Span of the San Francisco Oakland
Bay Bridge. The original estimate for this particular project was
$1.1 billion dollars. This estimate has now escalated to over
$5.1 billion, as a result of design changes to accommodate Bay
Area aesthetic desires, which some estimate have contributed
to over 50 percent of the current cost increase, and the increase
in material costs. The increase in materials costs is partially
attributable to external factors such as product shortages and to
the time delays in choosing a new design.

Over $2.75 billion in statewide transportation funding has
already been dedicated to seismic retrofit work. Over 95
percent of this money has been used in the Bay Area. This
figure includes $790 million in funding from Proposition

192, the Seismic Retrofit Bond Act of 1996, as well as funding
from the State Highway Account, the Public Transportation
Account, and federal bridge replacement program.

All of this work has been needed and is especially important
to protect public safety. However, the situation regarding the
Bay Bridge raises 2 number of policy and economic issues that
threaten the state’s ability to maintain needed investments

in transportation and infrastructure. The most recent cost
estimate for the Eastern Span quadruples the original estimate
and there is no guarantee that this estimate will withstand the
external factors that resulted in the earlier cost increases.

@ Metro m

OCTA

" SANBAG
Commission Working Together

ATTACHMENT C

& SavFrancisce Dakland Bay Bridge  Replacedd

Unfortunately, this is more than a local issue. The
overwhelming scope and cost of the Bay Bridge project
affects transportation funding throughout the state. Given
Californid’s ongoing fiscal and budget problems and shorfalls
in the State Transportation Improvement Program, the
financial wherewithal to continue funding this project

fails to exist. Of concern to everyone in the state is that

the ongoing cost increases for the Bay Bridge drains state
resources away from projects that have progressed in a
timely manner without incurring significant design changes
or cost increases. At the same time, the state is betraying
taxpayers who believed that they were paying for projects to
reduce congestion and increase mobility where they live.

The state must no longer provide statewide transportation
dollars toward this seismic retrofit work but rather empower
the Bay Area to manage and pay for the remaining seismic
retrofit work. The Metropolitan Transportation Commission
(MTC) must examine and utilize all potential local sources of
revenue to pay for the seismic work. Additionally MTC should
be given the administrative tools, including the ability to audit
and re-negotiate contracts, to ensure that the finished project is
both safe and cost effective.

H
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ATTACHMENT D

August 17, 2004

The Honorable Arnold Schwarzenegger
First Floor State Capitol
Sacramento, CA 95814

Dear Governor Schwarzenegger.

The Orange County Transportation ‘Authority (OCTA) supports your recently
announced solution to the Bay Area Toll Bridge (Bridge) funding crisis. In June
of this year, the OCTA Board of Directors adopted a position on the Bridge
funding crisis that opposed the use of any additional state funds and
encouraged the use of local funds to solve this regional crisis.

Your proposal would transfer responsibility for the bridges to the Metropolitan
Transportation Commission and provide them with the tools needed to address

the current and any future funding crises. It would also ask the voters in the

Bay Area to determine whether to rededicate the recent toll increase to fund the
cost overruns.

This proposai is consisten{ with our Board position that this is a regional issue
that should be solved at the regional level. It empowers the Bay Area regional
agency to make the tough choices and gives the voters in that area a say in
how they want to use toll revenues. Accordingly, it will be up to the people and
officials in the Bay Area to determine the type and cost of bridge and to
ultimately pay for it.

Thank you for your leadership regarding this critical issue.
Sincerely,
Gregory T. Winterbottom
Chairman
GTW:kmw
c: Orange County State Delegation
Moira Topp, Deputy Cabinet Secretary

OCTA Board of Directors
Sloat Higgins Jensen and Associates

. Orange County Transportation Authority
550 South Main Street / P.O. Box 14184 / Orange / California 92863-1584 / (714) 560-OCTA (6282)
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item 12.

BOARD COMMITTEE TRANSMITTAL
February 14, 2005

To: Members of the Board of Directors
we
From: Wendy Knowles, Clerk of the Board

Subject Review of Investment Activities for July through September 2004

Finance and Administration Committee February 9, 2005
Present: Directors Wilson, Duvall, Campbell and Correa
Absent: Directors Ritschel, Silva

Committee Vote

This item was passed by all Committee Members present.

Committee Recommendation

Receive and file the Review of Investment Activities for July through
September 2004, Internal Audit Report No. 05.017.

Orange County Transportation Authority
550 South Main Street / P.O. Box 14184 / Orange / California 92863-1584 / (714) 560-OCTA (6282)
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Item 12.

BOARD COMMITTEE TRANSMITTAL

February 14, 2005

To: Members of the Board of Directors
Wi
From: Wendy Knowles, Clerk of the Board

Subject: Review of Investment Activities for July through September 2004

This item will be considered by the Finance and Administration Committee on
February 9, 2005. Following Committee consideration of this matter, staff will

provide you with a summary of the discussion and action taken by the
Committee.

Please call me if you have any comments or questions concerning this
correspondence. | can be reached at (714) 560-5676.

Orange County Transportation Authority
550 South Main Street / P.O. Box 14184 / Orange / California 92863-1584 /(714) 560-OCTA (6282)
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February 9, 2005

To: Finance and Administration Committee
From: Arthur T. Leahy, Chief Executive Officer

Subject: Review of Investment Activities for July through September 2004

Overview

The Internal Audit Department has completed a review of investment activities
for the period July 1, 2004, through September 30, 2004. The review indicated
that investments were in compliance with the Orange County Transportation
Authority’s debt, investment and accounting objectives, policies and
procedures.

Recommendation

Receive and file the Review of Investment Activities for July through
September 2004, Internal Audit Report No. 05.017.

Background

According to the Treasury/Public Finance, Debt and Investment Management
Manual, Internal Audit is tasked with the responsibility of conducting
performance reviews of the Orange County Transportation Authority’s
(Authority) debt and investment activities.

The Treasury Department is responsible for management of the Authority’s
investment portfolio. On September 30, 2004, the investment portfolio’s book
value approximated $1.1 billion. The portfolio consists of two managed
portfolios: liquid proceeds for the Authority’s daily operations, and the short
term for future budgeted expenditures. External investment managers
administer the short-term portfolio, and the Treasurer manages the liquid
proceeds portfolio. The Authority also has funds invested in debt service
reserve funds for various outstanding debt obligations. The Authority's
Accounting Department is responsible for the accounting and recording of all
debt and investment transactions and the monthly reconciling of all bank
accounts.

Orange County Transportation Authority
550 South Main Street / P.O. Box 14184 / Orange / California 92863-1584 / (714) 560-OCTA (6282)
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September 2004

Discussion

The Authority’s investment activities are reviewed on a quarterly basis. The
objective of the reviews are to determine if the Authority is in compliance with
the Authority’s debt, investment and accounting objectives, policies and
procedures. The investment review for July through September 2004 indicated
that the Authority’s investments are in compliance.

Summary

Based on the review, investments were in compliance with the Authority’s debt,
investment and accounting objectives, policies and procedures.

Attachments

A. Review of Investment Activities for July through September 2004,
Internal Audit Report No. 05.017

Prepared by: Approved by:

L

Robert A. Duffy
Manager, Internal Audit
(714) 560-5669

amgalupo
eputy Chlef Executive Officer
14) 560-5901



ATTACHMENT A

OCTA INTEROFFICE MEMO

December 22, 2004

To: Kirk Avila, Treasurer
From: Lisa Monteiro, Internal Auditor

Subject: Review of Investment Activities for July through September 2004
Internal Audit Report No. 05.017

Conclusion

The Internal Audit Department has completed a review of investment activities
for the period July 1, 2004, through September 30, 2004. In the opinion of the
Internal Audit Department, it appears that both the Treasury/Public Finance
and Accounting and Financial Reporting Departments are in compliance with
the Orange County Transportation Authority’s debt, investment and accounting
objectives, policies and procedures.

Background

According to the Treasury/Public Finance, Debt and Investment Management
Manual, Internal Audit is tasked with the responsibility of conducting
performance reviews of the Orange County Transportation Authority’s
(Authority)'s debt and investment activities.

The Treasury Department is responsible for management of the Authority’s
investment portfolio. On September 30, 2004, the investment portfolio’s book
value approximated $1.1 billion. The portfolio consists of two managed
portfolios: liquid proceeds for the Authority’s daily operations, and the short
term for future budgeted expenditures. External investment managers
administer the short-term portfolio, and the Treasurer manages the liquid
proceeds portfolio. The Authority also has funds invested in debt service
reserve funds for various outstanding debt obligations. The Authority's
Accounting Department is responsible for the accounting and recording of ali
debt and investment transactions and the monthly reconciling of all bank
accounts.




Purpose and Scope

The objective of the audit was to determine if the Authority was in compliance
with the Authority’s debt, investment and accounting objectives, policies and
procedures. In conjunction with the objective, Internal Audit:
« assessed the adequacy of internal controls surrounding the Authority’s
investment activities;
e determined if the Authority was in compliance with the annual
investment policy and government code;
« determined if investment activities were adequately supported;
« determined the propriety of investment manager and custodial bank
transactions; and
« determined the appropriateness of debt service allocations on the
Authority’s debt issuances.

The scope of the review consisted of reviewing worksheets prepared by
Accounting and Treasury, verifying investment transactions, and reviewing
bank reconciliations, investment manager transactions, and custodial
activities.

c. Rick Bacigalupo
Jim Kenan
Tom Wulf
Vicki Austin
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OCcCTA Item 13.

BOARD COMMITTEE TRANSMITTAL
February 14, 2005

To: Members of the Board of Directors

From: Wendy Kn(x)NIes, Clerk of the Board

Subject Buy America Review

Finance and Administration Committee February 9, 2005
Present: Directors Wilson, Duvall, Campbell, and Correa

Absent: Directors Ritschel, Silva

Committee Vote

This item was passed by all Committee Members present.

Committee Recommendation

Receive and file the Creative Bus Sales, Inc./ElDorado National Co.
Buy America Review, Internal Audit Report No. 05-018.

Orange County Transportation Authority
550 South Main Street / P.O. Box 14184 / Orange / California 92863-1584 / (714) 560-OCTA (6282)
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Item 13.

BOARD COMMITTEE TRANSMITTAL

February 14, 2005

To: Members of the Board of Directors
W

From: Wendy Knowles, Clerk of the Board

Subject: Buy America Review

This item will be considered by the Finance and Administration Committee on
February 9, 2005. Following Committee consideration of this matter, staff will

provide you with a summary of the discussion and action taken by the
Committee.

Please call me if you have any comments or questions concerning this
correspondence. | can be reached at (714) 560-5676.

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






OCTA

February 9, 2005

To: Finance and Administration Committee
From: Arthur T. Leahy, Chief Executive Officer
Subject: Buy America Review

Overview

Internal Audit has reviewed the costs for the vehicles proposed by Creative
Bus Sales, Inc./ElDorado National Co., to determine if the costs were in
compliance with federal “Buy America” guidelines. During the review, Internal
Audit determined that vehicle costs in excess of 60 percent will be of United
States content, in conformity with the requirements of Section 165(a) or (b)3 of
the Surface Transportation Act of 1982, as amended.

Recommendation

Receive and file the Creative Bus Sales, Inc./EIDorado National Co. Buy
America Review, Internal Audit Report No. 05-018.

Background

The Orange County Transportation Authority (OCTA) will be acquiring 12
compressed natural gas powered buses manufactured by ElDorado
National Co., located in Salina, Kansas. Transit agencies are required through
Federal Regulations, specified in 49 CFR 661, to verify and certify compliance
with the Buy America legislation. The regulations specify that before awarding
a contract, the grant recipient must conduct, or contract for, a pre-award audit
of the most responsive and responsible vehicle manufacturer to the solicitation.
The purpose of the audit is to ensure that the manufacturer meets the
requirements of the law, including compliance to the Federal Motor Vehicle
Safety Standards (FMVSS), and that final assembly will be performed within
the United States (U.S.).

To facilitate the process, the Contracts Administration and Materials
Management Department requested the Internal Audit Department to perform

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



Buy America Review Page 2

the pre-award review of the vendor costs to ensure compliance with Buy
America requirements.

Discussion

Internal Audit visited the ElDorado National Co. manufacturing facility in
Salina, Kansas, on December 20 and 21, 2004, to determine compliance with
the Buy America requirements, including compliance to FMVSS. Internal Audit
verified the manufacturer's schedule of proposed material costs to recent
invoices or quotations from the various suppliers. Internal Audit determined
that the vehicles to be manufactured for OCTA contain domestically
manufactured components representing costs in excess of 60 percent of the
cost of the vehicle, and that ElDorado National Co. is in compliance with
FMVSS. The schedule entitled Bidder's Certification, Buy America, Pre-Award
Audit, EIDorado National, Aero Elite 320, for OCTA, which is contained within
the attached Creative Bus Sales, Inc./ElDorado National Co. Buy America
Review, Internal Audit Report No. 05-018, indicates the relative percentage of
the total cost that each component represents and the percentages for the Buy
America U.S. content represented. Also included are two certifications
regarding the conduct of the audit and compliance with Buy America
requirements.

Summary

Based on the review, vehicle costs in excess of 60 percent will be of U.S.
content, in conformity with the requirements of Section 165(a) or (b)3 of the
Surface Transportation Act of 1982, as amended.

Attachments

A. Creative Bus Sales, Inc./ElDorado National Co. Buy America Review,
Internal Audit Report No. 05-018

Prepared by: Approved by:

sl e A

Robert A. Duffy |
Manager, Internal Audit 'Deputy Chief Executive Officer
14) 560-5901

(714) 560-5669




ATTACHMENT A

INTEROFFICE MEMO

December 30, 2004

To: Jim Kenan, Executive Director
Finance, Administration and Human Resources

From: Lisa Monteiro, Internal Audit
Internal Audit

Subject: Creative Bus Sales, Inc./ElIDorado National Co.
Buy America Review, Internal Audit Report No. 05-018

Conclusion

In Internal Audit’s opinion, the costs for the vehicles proposed by Creative
Bus Sales, Inc./ElDorado National Co., are in compliance with Federal “Buy
America” guidelines. During the review, Internal Audit determined that vehicle
costs in excess of 60 percent will be of U.S. content, in conformity with the
requirements of Section 165(a) or (b)3 of the Surface Transportation Act of
1982, as amended.

Background

The Orange County Transportation Authority (OCTA) will be acquiring 12
compressed natural gas powered buses manufactured by ElDorado
National Co., located in Salina, Kansas. To ensure compliance with the
Buy America legislation, transit agencies are required through Federal
Regulations, specified in 49 CFR 661, to verify and certify compliance. The
regulations specify that before a contract can be awarded, the grant recipient
must conduct, or contract for, a pre-award audit of the most responsive and
responsible vehicle manufacturer to the solicitation. The purpose of the audit
is to ensure that the manufacturer meets the requirements of the law, including
compliance to the Federal Motor Vehicle Safety Standards, and that the
manufacturer has the capability of performing final assembly within the
United States.

To facilitate the process, CAMM requested the Internal Audit Department to
perform the pre-award review of the vendor costs to ensure compliance with
Buy America requirements.




Purpose and Scope

The purpose of this review is to determine whether the manufacturer intends
to build a vehicle that has a domestic (U.S.) component and sub-component
cost of at least 60 percent of the total component cost of the vehicle. A
component must have at least 60 percent of sub-component cost furnished
with domestic (U.S.) manufactured sub-components and be assembled in the
United States to qualify as of domestic origin.

Therefore, Internal Audit evaluated the current vehicles proposed by Creative
Bus Sales, Inc., to determine the overall costs of the ElDorado National Co.
vehicle components. Internal Audit also reviewed supporting documentation
to determine the origin and purchase price of the components to determine
compliance with Federal Regulations.

Discussion

Internal Audit visited the ElDorado National Co. manufacturing facility in
Salina, Kansas, on December 20 & 21, 2004, to determine compliance with
the Buy America requirements. Internal Audit verified the manufacturer's
schedule of proposed material costs to recent invoices or quotations from the
various suppliers. Internal Audit determined that the vehicles to be
manufactured for OCTA contain domestically manufactured components
representing costs in excess of 60 percent of the cost of the vehicle. The
attached schedule entitled Bidder's Certification, Buy America, Pre-Award
Audit, EIDorado National, Aero Elite 320, for OCTA, indicates the relative
percentage of the total cost that each component represents and the
percentages for the Buy America U.S. content represented. Also included are
two Certifications regarding the conduct of the audit and compliance with
Buy America requirements.

Audit performed by:  Lisa Monteiro

Attachments:  Certification — Pre-Award Buy America Compliance Certification
Certification — Audit
Bidder's Certification — Buy America

c: Art Leahy
Richard Bacigalupo
Virginia Abadessa
Wendy Hebein



CERTIFICATION
PRE-AWARD BUY AMERICA COMPLIANCE CERTIFICATION

As required by Title 49 of CFR, Part 663 - Subpart B, the Orange County
Transportation Authority is satisfied that the buses to be purchased, 12
compressed natural gas powered buses from Creative Bus Sales, Inc., as
manufactured by ElDorado National Company, meet the requirements of
Section 165(b)(3) of the Surface Transportation Assistance Act of 1982, as
amended. The Orange County Transportation Authority’s Internal Audit
Department has reviewed documentation provided by the manufacturer, which
lists (1) the proposed component and sub-component parts of the buses
identified by the manufacturer, country of origin, and cost; and, (2) the
proposed location of the final assembly point for the buses, including a
description of the activities that will take place at the final assembly point and
the cost of final assembly.

Signature: W %
Robert A. Duffy
Manager, Internal Audit

Orange County Transportation Authority



CERTIFICATION AUDIT

| certify that | have conducted a pre-award audit of the documents relating to
the manufacture of the compressed natural gas powered buses by EiDorado
National Company, Salina, Kansas, for the Orange County Transportation
Authority of Orange, California, according to the requirements of 49 CFR 663.
The manufacturer has proven that it intends to construct these vehicles in
conformity with the requirements of Section 165 (a) or (b) (3) of the Surface
Transportation Act of 1982, as amended.

NETIIDN

Lisa Monteiro
Internal Auditor
Orange County Transportation Authority




BIDDER'S CERTIFICATION
BUY AMERICA

PRE - AWARD AUDIT

ELDORADO NATIONAL
AERO ELITE 320
FOR
O.C.T.A

Pursuant to 49 CFR Part 661, no funds shall be obligated under Federal Mass Transit Act of 1964, as amended
or the Surface Transportation Assistance Act of 1982, as amended, uniess steel and a manufactured product
used in such products are produced in the United States.

COUNTRY
OF
COMPONENT MANUFACTURER ORIGIN
*Chassis Chevrolet us
*Base Body ElDorado National us
*Alternator N/A
and electronic systems

Fast Idle N/A

Engine Shut-Down Motogard INCL'D. IN CHASSIS PRICE

Battery System N/A
*Floor rubber RCA Floor Rubber us
*Air conditioning
compressor assemblies Chevrolet INCL'D. IN CHASSIS PRICE
*Air conditioning
evaporator/condenser
assemblies N/A
*Heating systems ProAir us
*Passenger seats N/A
*Flip Seats N/A
*Driver's seat assemblies N/A
*Entrance Door
assemblies ElDorado National us

Lift Door N/A

Exit Door N/A
*Door control assemblies A & M Systems us
*Signs Luminator us
*Front and rear bumper Chevrolet INCL'D. IN CHASSIS PRICE
assemblies Romeo Rim us
*Restraints Q'Straint us
*Lift Assembly Ricon us
*Roof hatch Transpec us
*Retarder Telma us

TOTAL

PERCENTAGE
OF TOTAL
VEHICLE COST

48.9027%
12.4778%
0.0000%
0.0000%
0.0000%
0.0000%
0.0000%
0.3595%
0.0000%
0.0000%
0.0000%
0.0000%
0.0000%
0.3298%
0.0000%
0.0000%
0.0000%
0.0000%
0.1346%
0.0000%
0.0000%
0.2666%
7.3308%
0.0000%
0.7889%
0.7903%
2.1110%
0.4456%
3.6674%
0.0000%

73.9377%



The following is a description of the actual location of the final assembly point including a description of the
activities that will take place at the final assembly point and the cost of final assembly:

The actual location of the final assembly point shall be: 1655 Wall Street, Salina, KS 67401
Description and activities are as foliows:

Cab-chassis is modified to receive the vehicle body
Brake Retarder Installed

Steel sub-frame is fabricated and attached to chassis
Flooring is installed on the sub-frame

Body is attached to chassis sub-frame and floor
Windows are installed

Doors are installed

Electrical wiring harness is installed

Interior paneling and equipment finished out

Air conditioning installed

Lift installed and tested

Seats installed

Tie-downs installed

Final finish functions performed:

Exterior paint and markings applied
Quality control and final testing performed
Vehicle readied for shipment

COST OF FINAL ASSEMBLY

Upon written request to the Federal Transit Administration, the Contractor may request a waiver of the above
provision. Such a waiver may be granted if FTA determines that;

A. Their application would be inconsistent with public interest.

B. Such matters and products are not produced in the United States in sufficient and reasonably available
quantities and of satisfactory quality.

C. In the case of the procurement of bus or other rolling stock (including train control equipment, communication
equipment and traction power equipment) under the Federal Mass Transit Act of 1964, as amended, that (a) the
cost of all components which are produced in the United States is more than 60 percent of the cost of components
of the bus or equipment described in this paragraph, and (b) final assembly of the bus or equipment described in
this paragraph has taken place in the United States.

D. The inclusion of domestic material will increase the cost of the overall project contract by more than 25 percent
in the case of projects for the acquisition of rolling stock and 25 percent in the cost of all other projects. For

purposes of this section in calculating costs, labor costs involved in final assembly shall not be included in the
calculations.

The bidder certifies that it complies with the Buy America requirements of Section 165 (b) (3) of the Surface
Transportation Assistance Act of 1982, as amended, and the regulations set forth in 49 CFR Part 661.11.

By: Darrin Hendrixson
Title Contract Administrator
Manufacturer: ElDorado National Co.
Date: December 20, 2004

$19,358.00
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OCTA

Item 14.

BOARD COMMITTEE TRANSMITTAL

February 14, 2005

To: Members of the Board of Directors
w¥
From: Wendy Knowles, Clerk of the Board
Subject Award of Construction Contract for Americans with Disabilities Act Bus
Stop Modifications (Phase 3, Construction Package 4)
Transit Planning and Operations Committee February 10, 2005
Present: Directors Winterbottom, Brown, Dixon, Duvall
Absent: Directors Silva, Pulido, and Green

Committee Vote

This item was passed by all Committee Members present.

Committee Recommendation

Authorize the Chief Executive Officer to execute Agreement C-4-1205,
between the Orange County Transportation Authority and
CJ Construction, Inc., the lowest responsive, responsible bidder, in an
amount not to exceed $587,200, for Americans with Disabilities Act
Bus Stop Moadifications in the Cities of Fountain Valley, Garden Grove,
and Westminster.

Orange County Transportation Authority

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



OCTA

item 14.

BOARD COMMITTEE TRANSMITTAL

February 14, 2005

To: Members of the Board of Directors
we
From: Wendy Knowles, Clerk of the Board
Subject: Award of Construction Contract for Americans with Disabilities

Act Bus Stop Madifications (Phase 3, Construction Package 4)

This item will be considered by the Transit Planning and Operations Committee
on February 10, 2005. Following Committee consideration of this matter, staff
will provide you with a summary of the discussion and action taken by the
Committee.

Please call me if you have any comments or questions concerning this
correspondence. | can be reached at (714) 560-5676.

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



OCTA

February 10, 2005

To: Transit Planning and Operations Committee
From: Arthur T. Leahy, Chief Executive Officer
Subject: Award of Construction Contract for Americans with Disabilities Act

Bus Stop Modifications (Phase 3, Construction Package 4)

Overview

As part of the Orange County Transportation Authority’s Fiscal Year 2004-05 Budget,
the Board approved construction of Americans with Disabilities Act improvements at
the Orange County Transportation Authority's bus stops countywide. Bids were
received in accordance with the Orange County Transportation Authority's public

works procurement procedures. Board approval is requested to execute an
agreement.

Recommendation

Authorize the Chief Executive Officer to execute Agreement C-4-1205, between the
Orange County Transportation Authority and CJ Construction, Inc., the lowest
responsive, responsible bidder, in an amount not to exceed $587,200, for Americans
with Disabilities Act Bus Stop Modifications in the Cities of Fountain Valley,
Garden Grove, and Westminster.

Background

The Orange County Transportation Authority (Authority) established a goal of
making all bus stops accessible to persons with disabilities as required by the
Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA). The Bus Stop Accessibility Program (BSAP)
was established to address ADA deficiencies present at bus stops throughout the
County. A 1996 study found that a majority of Orange County’s more than 6,000
bus stops required improvements to comply with federal access standards. The
Board of Directors dedicated the use of the Transportation Development Act
Article 3 funds to bring the Authority’'s bus stops into compliance. The
modifications include constructing wheelchair ramps at the intersections, adding

sidewalks, removing or relocating obstructions, such as shelters, benches, signs,
and landscaping.

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



Award of Construction Contract for Americans with Page 2
Disabilities Act Bus Stop Modifications (Phase 3,
Construction Package 4)

During the first phase of the BSAP, bus stop improvements were performed by
local agencies. In total, over $2.4 milion was allocated to cities to improve
accessibility to approximately 1,750 bus stops. Of the 1,750 stops, 1,335 required
construction improvements.

The second phase of the program was managed by the Authority. Phase 2
included 1,250 bus stops located throughout 25 cities and unincorporated portions
of the County. These stops were high-use stops prioritized by the likelihood of use
by persons with disabilities. Of the 1,250 stops, 965 required construction
improvements. The construction packages in Phase 2 included work in the Cities
of Brea, Buena Park, Cypress, Fullerton, Garden Grove, La Palma, Placentia,
Stanton, and Westminster. The total cost for Phase 2 was $2 million. Phase 2
brought the total system-wide ADA compliant stops to approximately 3,000.

The third phase of the BSAP is underway and engineering design is nearly
complete for the remaining stops. Invitation for Bids (IFB) are planned to be
issued incrementally for the remaining construction packages. Twelve packages
are anticipated to be issued in Phase 3. This approach will allow the construction
of ADA bus stop improvements to occur sooner and will provide more contracting
opportunities with the Authority. This phase will address the remaining 3,000
stops in the County with an estimated cost of $7.5 million. Phase 3, Construction
Package 4 will improve 175 bus stops in the Cities of Fountain Valley,
Garden Grove, and Westminster. Completion of Phase 3 will bring the total
system-wide ADA compliant stops to approximately 6,000.

Discussion

This procurement was handled in accordance with the Authority's procedures for
public works and construction projects, which conform to federal and state
requirements. Public work projects are handled as sealed bids and award is made to
the lowest responsive, responsible bidder.

On December 9, 2004, IFB-4-1205 was released and posted on CAMMNET and an
electronic notification was sent to 304 firms. The project was advertised on
December 9 and 15, 2004, in a newspaper of general circulation. A pre-bid
conference was held on December 16, 2004. Addendum No. 1, 2, 3, and 4 were
issued on December 14, and 29, 2004, and January 3 and 10, 2005, respectively, to
address administrative issues and extend bid submission date. On January 13,
2005, five bids were received. All offers were reviewed by staff from Construction
and Engineering and Contracts Administration and Materials Management to ensure
compliance with the terms and conditions, specifications, and drawings. Listed
below are the three low bids received. State law requires award to the lowest
responsive, responsible bidder.



Award of Construction Contract for Americans with Page 3
Disabilities Act Bus Stop Modifications (Phase 3,

Construction Package 4)

Firm and Location

CJ Construction, Inc.
Whittier, California

LH Engineering Co., Inc.

Anaheim, California

EBS, Inc.
Corona, California

Bid Price

$578,200

$695,995

$699,780

The Authority's Disadvantage Business Enterprise goal of 15 percent will be met
by CJ Construction, Inc., the lowest responsive, responsible bidder.

Fiscal Impact

This project was approved in the Authority's Fiscal Year 2004-05 Construction and
Engineering Budget, Account 1722-9084-G1011-L99, and is funded by Federal
Transit Administration Grant CA-90-914, and Local Transportation Funds.

Summary

Staff is requesting approval of Agreement C-4-1205, in the amount of $587,200 with
CJ Construction, Inc., the lowest responsive, responsible bidder, for construction of
ADA Bus Stop Modifications (Phase 3, Construction Package 4) in the Cities of
Fountain Valley, Garden Grove, and Westminster.

Attachment

None.

Prepared by:

g

Principal Civil Engineer
(714) 560-5863

ey hernambucq
Executive Director, Construction &
Engineering

(714) 560-5440
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Item 15.

February 14, 2005

To: Members of the Board of Directors
From: Arthur T. Leahy, Chief Executive Officer

Subject: Measure M Quarterly Progress Report

Overview

Staff has prepared a Measure M progress report for the fourth quarter of 2004.
This is a regular report that highlights the Measure M projects and programs
currently under development.

Recommendation
Receive and file as an information item.
Background

Measure M Ordinance No. 2 requires quarterly reports to the Orange County
Transportation Authority’s Board, which present the progress of implementing
the Measure M Expenditure Plan. The first quarterly report was presented to
the Board on October 26, 1992. Quarterly reports highlight accomplishments
for the freeway, streets and roads, and transit programs within Measure M.

Reports also include summary financial information for the period and total
program to date.

Discussion

This quarterly report updates progress in implementing the Measure M
Expenditure Plan during the fourth quarter of 2004 (October — December).
Highlights and accomplishments of work-in-progress for freeway, streets and

roads, and transit programs along with expenditure information are presented for
Board review.

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



Measure M Quarterly Progress Report Page 2

Freeway Program

Prior Measure M construction projects along the Santa Ana Freeway
(Interstate 5), Costa Mesa Freeway (State Route 55), and the Riverside Freeway
(State Route 91) are essentially complete with the California Department of
Transportation (Caltrans) continuing to negotiate final change orders and claims.
The Orange County Transportation Authority (OCTA) began full-scale
implementation of the Garden Grove Freeway (State Route 22) design-build
project and continued with design activities on the Interstate 5 (I-5) Far North
Project from the I-5/State Route 91 (SR-91) Interchange north to the Los Angeles
County line. The following are highlights and major accomplishments along each
of the freeway corridors:

I-5, South Projects

Measure M provided funding for several High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) lane and
related improvement projects along I-5 between El Toro Road and Pacific Coast
Highway. These projects included soundwalls for noise mitigation and were
completed some time ago. Because of certain physical constraints, some areas
did not receive a soundwall under the original construction contract. Two of those
areas specifically are the Aegean Hills community in Mission Viejo and the Aliso
Creek community in Laguna Hills.

In September 2003, the Board approved funding the new Aegean Hills soundwall
project. The City of Mission Viejo awarded the construction contract in December
2003, with a low bid of $2.53 million. Construction is now substantially complete,
with only landscaping work on-going through March 2005.

Earlier in the development stages is the Aliso Creek soundwall project. Currently,
OCTA and the City of Laguna Hills are jointly developing this project along the
southbound I-5 between Los Alisos Boulevard and Alicia Parkway. This potential
new project was approved by the Board for Measure M freeway funding on
October 17, 2002. The initial noise study was completed in April 2003. This study
identified the need for approximately 2,000 lineal feet of soundwalls. Based on
that determination, an engineering feasibility study was conducted. With its
completion in August 2004, the feasibility study developed three different
construction alternatives, each with a cost of approximately $1,300,000.
Because the wall will be constructed on private property, all homeowners
benefiting from the proposed soundwalls must agree on the soundwall type, as
well as agree to pay for any maintenance costs that will arise throughout its
lifespan. This approval must be received prior to the project moving forward into
the final design stage. Currently, the City of Laguna Hills is taking the lead on
gathering this approval. As resident approval is still pending, the project has not
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yet been included in the Measure M freeway program budget or estimate-at-
completion.

[-5, North Projects

Construction on the thirteen I-5 projects from State Route 22 (SR-22) to just north
of the |-5/SR-91 Interchange originally began in December 1996, and were
substantially completed by the end of December 2000, as scheduled. Caltrans is
currently in the process of negotiating final construction quantities and change
orders/claims for several projects.

Construction funding for the I-56 North projects include State Transportation
Improvement Program (STIP) funds, Measure M freeway, and local city
contributions. Measure M construction/claim payments during the fourth quarter
were very limited at $78,000 with $229.0 million paid to date. Total anticipated
Measure M construction payments are currently estimated at $235.6 million. The
remaining balance is comprised of approximately $100,000 to complete
landscaping, an additional $1.4 million in Caltrans State Furnished Materials, and
an allowance of $5.1 million to settle outstanding change orders and construction
claims.

I-5, Far North Project

The two-mile stretch of I-5, from just north of the |-5/SR-91 Interchange to the
Los Angeles County line, is the only portion of the I-5 in Orange County yet to
be improved. The total project cost is estimated at $205 million with $72 million
in previously committed state funding and $133 million funded through
Measure M. The project was being designed in two equal segments of
approximately one mile each. OCTA and Caltrans combined the two design
packages into a single construction contract to reduce the possibility of
construction conflicts and subsequent claims.

Overall design progress by OCTA's consultant is approximately 95 percent
complete. On December 28, 2004, the pre-final roadway design plans and
specifications were submitted to the Caltrans District 12 Office Engineer for
review and approval. For some time, OCTA has been working with Caltrans to
determine the best solution for the high ground water issue that exists within
portions of the project limits. A risk analysis was performed, and a seal slab
structure was determined to be the only feasible option. The roadway and
bridge structure design plans will be updated to incorporate the seal slab
design, and then resubmitted to Caltrans for review. The final review and
approval process for both roadway and structures plans is still scheduled to be
complete in March 2005. The costs associated with the addition of the seal
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slab structure will be reflected in the construction cost estimate, which will be
updated in the first quarter of 2005. Once the review of the resubmitted plans is
complete, the final plans and specifications package will be forwarded to
Caltrans’ Sacramento office for preparation of the draft contract.

With transportation funding shortfalls, STIP right-of-way funding was not
available for Fiscal Year 2003-04. Virtually all right-of-way activities had
ceased. A cooperative agreement between OCTA and Caltrans to implement
right-of-way acquisition was executed in early December 2004. With the
execution of this agreement, the once stalled right-of-way activities have
received a jump start, with acquisition now in process.

The combined project now requires an estimated 58 property acquisitions and
temporary construction easements. Caltrans has been appraising and
acquiring right-of-way for the Beach Boulevard to Los Angeles County line
segment. With the state right-of-way funding limitations, there had previously
been little change in status. With the execution of the right-of-way cooperative
agreement, appraisal and acquisition activities have resumed. Currently, at the
end of the report period, progress remains at 38 parcels appraised, and the
number of escrows closed has increased to 23. While the right-of-way
acquisition process has been significantly delayed, OCTA and Caltrans are still
attempting to deliver the required properties and certify right-of-way by June
2005, to meet the currently scheduled construction advertisement date of
August 2005.

SR-22

On August 23, 2004, the Board approved awarding the SR-22 Design-Build
contract to Granite-Meyers-Rados, a joint venture, at a cost of $390,379,000.
The contract Notice-to-Proceed was issued effective September 22, 2004.
Actual field construction activities began the evening of October 5, 2004. The
contract requires substantial completion within 800 calendar days after the
Notice-to-Proceed, or November 30, 2006. Final project completion is required
within 90 days after substantial completion.

Construction activities began almost immediately after the Notice-to-Proceed
was issued. Some of the activities that occurred during the report period
included clearing and grubbing in the areas adjacent to the freeway, setting
K-rails along the construction zone, and lane re-striping which allowed traffic to
be moved towards toward the median, making room for the outside widening.
Overall, at the end of this report period, the design-build contract was

9.1 percent complete, with 101 contract days elapsed, and 699 days
remaining.
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The Board approved overall project budget for the SR-22 project is
$490 million. This includes the $390 million design-build contract and
$100 million in other program costs including project management support,
legal services, right-of-way, Caltrans oversight, other construction costs, and a
$16 million construction contingency allocation.

To provide sufficient funding for the overall project, the Board approved
amending the Measure M Expenditure Plan to increase SR-22 funding by
$123.7 million to a total of $327 million. The additional Measure M funding
commitment is required in the event future State Transportation Congestion
Relief Program (TCRP) funding is not available. OCTA has submitted the
required documentation to the California Transportation Commission
requesting the final SR-22 allocation of $123.7 million, however, TCRP
allocation requests are currently on hold. The state budget proposed by the
Governor for fiscal year 2005-06 does not include any funds for the TCRP.
The possibility exists that the program may be restored in future fiscal years,
and that option will continue to be pursued.

OCTA is actively seeking reimbursement of the current TCRP allocation, with a
commensurate reduction in the use of Measure M funds for any amount
received. In total, the TCRP allocations to OCTA for the SR-22 project amount
to $56.4 million including $4.2 million payable to Caltrans for project oversight.
TCRP billings through December 31, 2004, total $45.2 million with $44.8 million
reimbursable to Measure M. The balance has been reimbursed to OCTA’s
Capital Projects fund for expenses incurred prior to the addition of the SR-22
project to the Measure M Ordinance.

To secure the required right-of-way for the SR-22 project, OCTA will need to
obtain an interest in an estimated 59 individual parcels, comprised of two
full-take and 57 partial-take acquisitions. Right-of-way appraisals and appraisal
reviews have been completed for all of the required parcels, with the
acquisition process itself nearly complete. A total of 30 parcels have been
acquired, five are in escrow, seven have been verbally accepted, and the
remaining 17 are in varying stages of negotiation. On September 27, 2004, the
Board authorized the use of eminent domain to ensure critical parcels are
acquired in support of the contractor's schedule. Condemnation deposits in the
amount of $13.7 million were made to the State Treasurer's Condemnation
Fund. Staff will continue to pursue negotiations and work with property owners
to purchase the land throughout the eminent domain proceedings.
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SR-91

In October 2003, the Board approved the use of Measure M funds to complete
the design and construction of the new Peralta Hills soundwall project located on
eastbound SR-91, between State Route 55 (SR-55) and Lakeview Avenue. The
cooperative agreement with Caltrans for construction and construction
management services was approved by the Board on September 27, 2004. The
overall project is budgeted at $2.8 million.

Caltrans is acting as the lead agency for the project and has completed the
required design work. Plans and specifications were forwarded to Caltrans’
Sacramento headquarters in late September 2004, for final review and
preparation of contract documents. The project was advertised for construction
December 13, 2004, with the construction activities scheduled to begin in early
March, 2005. Construction is estimated to take approximately six months.

Street and Roads Programs

Substantial additional funding to cities and the county is provided by the various
programs within the Measure M Local and Regional Streets and Roads Programs
through OCTA’s Combined Transportation Funding Program (CTFP). The CTFP
encompasses Measure M streets and roads competitive programs, as well as
federal sources such as the Regional Surface Transportation Program (RSTP).
Funds are awarded on a competitive basis within the guidelines of each program
and are used to fund a wide range of transportation projects.

During the fourth quarter, Measure M funds contributed approximately $9.2
million for streets and roads improvements. Significant payments include $3.4
million to the City of Lake Forest for the El Toro Road widening project at I-5,
$627,000 to the City of Tustin for improvements on Irvine Boulevard and Newport
Avenue, $216,000 for to the City of Anaheim for improvements to the
intersection at Lincoln Avenue and Brookhurst Street, $354,000 to the City of Los
Alamitos for the widening of Katella Avenue from the |-605 to Knott Avenue,
$490,000 to the City of Santa Ana for the widening of Fairview Street at
MacArthur Boulevard, and $135,000 to the City of Seal Beach for the widening of
the Seal Beach Boulevard overcrossing at the 1-405.

In response to the 2004 CTFP Call for Projects issued in November 2004, OCTA
received 642 applications, requesting $318 million in funding for streets and
roads improvement projects over the next five years from local jurisdictions. Staff
is undertaking a thorough review of all applications and final approval is expected
by the Board in May 2005. As this allocation covers the time period from fiscal



Measure M Quarterly Progress Report Page 7

years 2005 through 2010, this was the final call for projects and CTFP allocation
before Measure M sunsets in 2011.

Transit Programs
Commuter Rail

Orange County’s commuter rail service is provided by Metrolink (under contract
with OCTA). Metrolink is the service operated by the Southern California
Regional Rail Authority (SCRRA). Formed in 1991, the SCRRA is a joint
powers authority of five member agencies, representing the five Southern
California counties of Ventura, Los Angeles, San Bernardino, Riverside, and
Orange.

Commuter rail service in Orange County includes three routes: the Orange
County Line operating from Oceanside to downtown Los Angeles, the Inland
Empire — Orange County Line, serving passengers going from San Bernardino
and Riverside to Orange County, and the 91 Line operating from Riverside to
downtown Los Angeles via Fullerton. The Orange County Line provides 19
weekday trips between Orange County and Los Angeles, including two
reverse-commute roundtrips that offer service from Los Angeles to employment
centers in Orange County. The Inland Empire — Orange County Line (IEOC)
service provides 12 weekday trips and the 91 Line provides nine weekday trips.
In addition, under the Rail 2 Rail program, monthly pass holders are allowed to
ride Amtrak trains providing up to 22 weekend trains for Orange County riders
at no additional charge.

The expansion of this Rail 2 Rail program continues. Through the work of
OCTA, Caltrans, Metrolink, and Amtrak, the Metrolink service area will be
making a number of improvements to it. Currently, this program allows only
those with a monthly Metrolink Pass to ride Amtrak trains within the service
area at no additional fee. However, OCTA has worked with the stakeholders to
expand this program to a new 10-trip ticket program. This new 10-trip ticket
will be usable on both Amtrak and Metrolink trains in the service area and
should be available sometime in 2005. Additionally, effective November 2004,
certain Amtrak Trains have added stops in Orange and Laguna Niguel to
provide some mid day train schedule opportunities to Orange County patrons.

Other improvements to commuter rail service in Orange County are both
planned and in process. Passenger improvements to the Santa Ana Station
were placed under contract in the past quarter. A pedestrian overpass and
improved platforms will begin construction over the next several months. Also,
the Ticket Vending Machine (TVM) upgrades have been completed. New,
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improved TVM’s have been installed at all stations in the OCTA services area.
These TVM's are faster, easier to use, and give OCTA better use and financial
data to help meet the needs of our train customers. Additionally, there is a
railroad bridge upgrading project underway to replace some older bridges and
upgrade others to meet the future needs of Metrolink service in Orange
County.

In the fourth quarter of 2004, Metrolink ridership in Orange County experienced
continued growth on all three lines. The Orange County Line, including the
Metrolink Riders on Amtrak trains under the Rail 2 Rail program, averaged
6,835 average daily passengers, which represents a four percent increase over
the fourth quarter of 2003. The daily number of Metrolink monthly pass holders
riding Amtrak via the Rail 2 Rail program averaged 1,206 during the quarter.
This was an 19 percent increase over the fourth quarter of 2003. The Inland
Empire/Orange County Line averaged 3,485 daily riders, just under a three
percent increase over the fourth quarter of 2003. The 91 Line averaged 1,651
riders, a four percent increase over the fourth quarter of 2003.

The commuter rail program was made possible by the rapid implementation of
a comprehensive capital improvement plan made up of 36 percent Measure M
funds. Also helping the commuter rail program is $115 million in the long-term

rail operating fund, the Commuter Rail Endowment, established in 1992, and
funded by Measure M.

The CenterLine Project

Efforts this quarter for The CenterLine Light Rail Project focused on completing
the Final Environmental Impact Statement/Final Environmental Impact Report
(FEIS/FEIR) for the Locally Preferred Alternative approved by the Board of
Directors in January 2004. Other efforts included coordination of utility
relocation issues with the affected public utilities, refinement of the anticipated
right-of-way, and preparation of documents required by the Federal Transit
Administration (FTA) for approval to enter final design. An analysis was

initiated of the responses received last quarter for the industry review of the
light rail vehicle.

The Board of Directors approved an extension of the Preliminary Engineering
(PE) consultant, Parsons Brinckerhoff Quade and Douglas, Inc. The extension
covered the work effort from November 2004, through February 2005. The
work to be performed during this time period includes technical support for
coordination with the Partner Cities of Santa Ana, Costa Mesa, and Irvine to
identify other projects moving forward along the CenterLine alignment, survey
and mapping control for selected areas, technical assistance and coordination
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with public utilities, and support with risk assessment and procurement
strategies for the light rail vehicle based on information gleaned from the
industry review. Key activities performed by the PE consultant this quarter
include refinement of the PE cost estimate as appropriate, technical support
with stakeholder meetings, technical support with preparation of utility exhibits,
support of technical review meetings with utility owners, and mapping
refinements.

Review of the PE documents continues to be performed as necessary by the
Project Management Consultant (PMC), Carter & Burgess, Inc. The PMC team
also assisted OCTA in analysis of the industry review/Request for Information
- (RF1) of the CenterLine’s proposed dual-power light rail vehicle, and assisted in
risk assessment for the light rail vehicle. Comments from the FTA have been
received and incorporated into various documents, and several additional
documents requested by the FTA are in the process of being prepared. The
PMC team continues to coordinate and participate in meetings with the FTA
Project Management Oversight Consultant (PMOC). This quarter meetings with
the PMOC were held on October 26-27, 2004, and December 14-15, 2004.

The environmental consultant, Jones and Stokes, finalized the FEIS/FEIR.
OCTA received approval from the FTA to release the document for public
review, which is currently slated for late in the first quarter of 2005. With the
support of Jones and Stokes, OCTA is coordinating with the Partner Cities
regarding mitigation measures proposed within their cities.

The Right-of-Way (ROW) Consultant, Overland, Pacific & Cutler, Inc.’s (OPC),
finalized the Real Estate Acquisition and Management Plan (RAMP), which
includes the Relocation Plan. Title searches are in the process of being
performed. OCTA and OPC continue to meet when required to determine
appropriate message points for acquisition and to coordinate the work. The

current estimate of potential acquisitions is approximately 265 (full and partial)
properties.

OCTA continued its comprehensive public outreach plan this quarter with
project briefings to (1) project constituents, (2) countywide groups, and (3)
elected officials. Project briefings to project constituents included the Citizens
Advisory Committee (CAC) CenterLine Ad-Hoc Committee. Committee
members include community and business leaders who are regular members
of the OCTA CAC. Project briefings to countywide groups included the
Measure M Citizens Oversight Committee. The outreach team also had
speaking engagements with the National Latina Business Women Association,
Irvine Chamber of Commerce, and the Asian Business Association Annual
Banquet. Informational neighborhood meetings included the Eastside
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Neighborhood Association and Thorton Park Neighborhood Association in
Santa Ana. In addition, tours were conducted showcasing the Pasadena Gold
Line and the San Diego Trolley System, in order to give Orange County
community members, local elected officials, major stakeholders and business
leaders experience with a light rail system. Tour participants included
members of the Orange County Department of Education and Orange County
Grand Jury. The San Diego Trolley attendees traveled the Mission Valley Line,
visiting new developments surrounding the City College area.

San Diego Freeway (Interstate 405)/SR-55 Interchange and Transitway

Since the discovery of damage to the Interstate 405 (1-405)/State Route 55
(SR-55) South Transitway structure, OCTA has been working closely with all
parties to expedite repairs and resolve the cost responsibility. Construction
repairs began on September 2, 2003. On December 30, 2004, OCTA and
Caltrans were excited to jointly announce that the northbound portion of the
transitway, linking the northbound 1-405 to the northbound SR-55 was opened
for traffic. The new link created a seamless carpool connection between the
two freeways and instantly improved ftraffic flow. The other side of the
transitway, linking the southbound [-405 to the southbound SR-55, is
scheduled to be open no later than January 31, 2005. Currently, the final
repairs are wrapping up, and the southbound opening is on schedule.

Construction on the much larger second phase of the 1-405/SR-55 Interchange
project began in February 2001. Currently, the construction cost is estimated at
$61.1 million. Construction progress increased three percent during the quarter to
90 percent overall completion.

Overall construction progress has not been sufficient to meet the current contract
completion date. Caltrans and OCTA continue to work with the contractor to
mitigate delays and to evaluate the overall schedule performance. Despite these
efforts, the current assessment still indicates the transitway structure will not be
complete until May 2005.

As with the first phase, this project includes a freeway-to-freeway transitway
connector linking southbound SR-55 HOV lanes to the northbound 1-405 HOV
lanes and the reverse movement. Other significant improvements are being
made to reduce traffic and weaving on the northbound 1-405 in the South Coast
Metro area. Significant problems were encountered in the past as traffic entering
the northbound 1-405 from the SR-55 encountered traffic attempting to exit at

Bristol. The new braided off-ramp to Bristol Street and Avenue of the Arts, helps
alleviate those issues.
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Financial Status

As required in Measure M, all Orange County eligible jurisdictions receive
14.6 percent of the sales tax revenue based on population ratio, Master Plan of
Arterial Highways miles, and total taxable sales. There are no competitive criteria
to meet, but there are administrative requirements, such as having a Growth
Management Plan. This money can be used for local projects as well as ongoing
maintenance of local streets and roads. The total amount of Measure M turnback
funds distributed since program implementation is $349 million. Distributions to
individual agencies to-date and for the period are detailed in Attachment A.

Net Measure M expenditures through December 31, 2004, total $2.339 billion.
Net expenditures include project specific reimbursements to Measure M from
cities, local agencies, and Caltrans. Total Net Tax Revenues consist primarily of
Measure M sales tax revenues and non-bond interest minus estimated
administrative  expenses through 2011. Net revenues, expenditures,
estimates-at-completion, and summary project budgets, per the Measure M
Expenditure Plan, are presented in Attachment B. The basis for project budgets
within each of the Expenditure Plan programs is identified in Attachment B
accompanying notes.

Budget Variances

Project budget verses estimate-at-completion variances generally relate to
freeway and transitway elements as these programs have existing defined
projects. Other programs, such as regional and local streets and roads, assume
all net tax revenues will be spent on existing and yet to be defined future projects.

The estimate-at-completion for “Transitways” was increased by $875,000. On
November 22, 2004, the Board approved increases to the agreements with
Caltrans for additional construction administration and management services,
as well as with Caltrop Engineering Corporation for additional construction
management and inspection services in support of project time extensions.

Summary

As required in Measure M Ordinance No. 2, a quarterly report is provided to
update progress in implementing the Measure M Expenditure Plan. This report
covers freeways, streets and roads, transit program highlights, and
accomplishments from October through December 2004.
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Attachments
A. Measure M Local Turnback Payments
B. Measure M Revenue and Expenditure Summary as of December 31, 2004

Prepared by:

/W%%/

anley G. Phernambucq

Norbert Lippert
Project Controls Manager Executive Director, Construction &
(714) 560-5733 Engineering

(714) 560-5440



ATTACHMENT A

MEASURE M LOCAL TURNBACK PAYMENTS

County Unmcorporated

332,970

23,778,039

Total County:

$ 5,760,000

348,977,354
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Item 16.

BOARD COMMITTEE TRANSMITTAL
February 14, 2005

To: Members of the Board of Directors
%
From: Wendy Knowléjs, Clerk of the Board
Subject Selection of Consultant for the Riverside Freeway (State Route 91)

Eastbound Auxiliary Lane Project Management Services

Regional Planning and Highways Committee February 7, 2005
Present: Directors Norby, Cavecche, Brown, Dixon, Green,

Monahan, Pringle, Ritschel, and Rosen
Absent: None

Committee Vote

This item was passed by all Committee Members present.

Committee Recommendation

Authorize the Chief Executive Officer to execute Agreement C-4-1124
between the Orange County Transportation Authority and 1Bl Group, in
an amount not to exceed $192,300, for project management consultant
services in support of the Riverside Freeway (State Route 91)
Eastbound Auxiliary Lane Chokepoint Project. This is an eighteen
month agreement.

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



OCTA

February 7, 2005

To: Regional Planning and Highways Committee
v
From: Arthur T. Leahy, Chief Executive Officer
Subject: Selection of Consultant for Riverside Freeway (State Route 91)

Eastbound Auxiliary Lane Project Management Support Services

Overview

As part of the Orange County Transportation Authority’s Fiscal Year 2004-05
Budget, the Board approved the procurement of project management services
to complete the preliminary engineering and environmental document phase
for the Riverside Freeway (State Route 91) Eastbound Auxiliary Lane Project.
Proposals to perform this work were solicited and evaluated in accordance with
the Orange County Transportation Authority’s procurement procedures for
professional and technical services. Board approval is requested to execute
an agreement.

Recommendation

Authorize the Chief Executive Officer to execute Agreement C-4-1124 between
the Orange County Transportation Authority and IBI Group, in an amount not to
exceed $192,300, for project management consultant services in support of the
Riverside Freeway (State Route 91) Eastbound Auxiliary Lane Chokepoint
Project. This is an eighteen month agreement.

Background

The State Route 91 Implementation Plan highlighted several key bottleneck
areas including the highly congested segment from the Eastern Transportation
Corridor (State Route 241) to the Corona Expressway (State Route 71). The
Riverside Freeway (State Route 91) Eastbound Auxiliary Lane Project aims to
provide near-term relief for this chokepoint problem area by proposing the
addition of an eastbound auxiliary lane, widening existing lanes, shoulders and
median to standard widths, and providing additional capacity at ramp junctions.
The project will improve overall efficiency on State Route 91 (SR-91) by
providing an auxiliary lane for merging and exiting traffic. In addition, the
project will improve the mobility of commuters traveling northbound on

Orange County Transportation Authority
550 South Main Street / P.O. Box 14184 / Orange / California 92863-1584 / (714) 560-OCTA (6282)
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State Route 241 (SR-241), and offer true inter-regional benefits for
communities in both Riverside and Orange Counties.

The feasibility study completed in March 2004 recommends the advancement
of this project to the preliminary engineering and environmental documentation
phase. In April 2004, the Orange County Transportation Authority (OCTA)
Board authorized the use of $2.5 million in 91 Express Lanes toll revenues to
advance the project and fund this next phase of development. The project
poses several challenges that arise from limited right-of-way and
environmentally-sensitive areas found within the project boundaries. The
procurement of project management services is needed to manage the
technical work that will begin end of January 2005 to ensure that all
environmental and engineering challenges are successfully addressed. The
overall work effort will ensure this worthwhile project is developed on time,
within budget, and progresses smoothly through this critical development
phase.

Discussion

This procurement was handled in accordance with OCTA’s procedures for
professional and technical services and was competitively bid. In addition to
cost, many other factors are considered in an award for professional and
technical services. Award is recommended to the firm offering the most
effective overall proposal considering such factors as staffing, prior experience
with similar projects, approach to the requirements and technical expertise in
the field.

A Request for Proposals (RFP) was sent on November 15, 2004, to 471 firms
registered on CAMMNET. The project was advertised on November 15, 2004,
and November 22, 2004, in a newspaper of general circulation. A pre-proposal
meeting was held on November 30, 2004, and was attended by 14 firms.
Addendum No. 1 to the RFP was issued on December 2, 2004, to provide
responses to questions submitted by prospective bidders.

On December 15, 2004, five offers were received. An evaluation committee
composed of staff representing Project Development, Long Range Planning,
Transportation Analysis Sections, Contracts Administration and Materials
Management Department, and the Construction Engineering Division, was
established to review all offers submitted. The offers were evaluated on the
basis of the firm qualifications, staffing, project organization, work plan, and
price. Based on proposal reviews, the committee selected two firms for
interviews. The technical expertise of these two firms were considered more
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closely related to the project requirements than the other three firms. The
committee has completed the evaluation process and recommends that IBI
Group be retained to perform the project management work based on excellent
technical qualifications and interview presentation.

Fiscal Impact

This project was approved in the Orange County Transportation Authority’'s
Fiscal Year 2004-05 Budget, Toll Road and Motorist Services Division, SR-91
Toll Road Department, Account 0036-7519-B3100-A7B, and is funded through
toll road revenue.

Summary

Based on the material provided, staff recommends award of
Agreement C-4-1124 to IBI Group, in an amount not to exceed $192,300, for
project management consultant services to complete the preliminary
engineering and environmental documentation phase for the SR-91 Eastbound
Auxiliary Lane Project.

Attachment
None.
Prepared by: N Approved by:
~ ,. ;
% % / ~ f~-/~/"’l«»
Mary Toutounchi Paul Taylor;P'E.
Section Manager |l Executive Director, Planning,
(714) 560-5874 Development and Commuter

Services
(714) 560-5431
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Item 17.

BOARD COMMITTEE TRANSMITTAL
February 14, 2005

To: Members of the Board of Directors

From: Wendy Knowles, Clerk of the Board

Subject Selection of Consultant for Chokepoint Program Project Management
Services

Regional Planning and Highways Committee February 7, 2005

Present: Directors Norby, Cavecche, Brown, Dixon, Green,
Monahan, Pringle, Ritschel, and Rosen

Absent: None

Committee Vote

This item was passed by all Committee Members present.

Committee Recommendation

Authorize the Chief Executive Officer to execute Agreement C-4-1146
between the Orange County Transportation Authority and APA -
Engineering, Inc., in an amount not to exceed $145,000, for project
management services in support of the Freeway Chokepoint Program.
This is a one year agreement.

In response to Committee Vice Chair Cavecche's request,
attached is the Chokepoint Program Status Report, which went to
the Board on September 13, 2004.

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



BOARD COMMITTEE TRANSMITTAL

September 13, 2004

To: Members of the Board of Directors
W

From: Wendy Knowiles, Clerk of the Board

Subject Chokepoint Program Status Report

Regional Planning and Highways Committee September 3, 2004

Present: Directors Bilodeau, Brown, Norby, and Perry
Absent: Director DeYoung

Committee Vote

This item was passed by all the Committee Members present.

Committee Recommendation

Direct staff to continue cooperative efforts with the California Department

of Transportation to develop projects in support of the Freeway
Chokepoint Program.

Orange County Transportation Authority
550 South Main Street / P.O. Box 14184/ Orange / California 92863-1584 / (714) 560-OCTA (6282)
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September 3, 2004

To: Regional Planning and Highways Committee
From: Arthur T. Leahy,'Chief Executive Officer

Subject: Chokepoint Program Status Report

Overview

The Orange County Transportation Authority continues to work with the
California Department of Transportation to alleviate localized freeway
congestion known as chokepoints. The objective of the Chokepoint Program is
to develop “shelf-ready” projects that can be brought forward as funding
becomes available. Over 40 chokepoint projects are in various stages of
development throughout Orange County. A status report is provided for the
Board's review.

Recommendation

Direct staff to continue cooperative efforts with the California Department of

Transportation to develop projects in support of the Freeway Chokepoint
Program. ’

Background

The Orange County Transportation Authority (OCTA), in conjunction with the
California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), continues to identify and
improve freeway chokepoint areas. Chokepoints are freeway locations where
operations are impaired as a result of unusually heavy weaving or merging.

In September 2001, the OCTA Board recognized the benefits of this program
and made the Freeway Chokepoint Program a part of OCTA’s Ten Strategic
Initiatives. The goal of the Chokepoint Program is to develop “shelf-ready”
projects that can be brought forward as funding becomes available. Getting a
project “shelf-ready” is a two-step process that requires the successful
development of a project through the Project Study Report phase to a
completed Project Report/Environmental Document (PR/ED).

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

Over 40 chokepoint projects are in various stages of development throughout
Orange County. Significant advancements have been made since the previous
Board update provided in February 2004, with several projects advancing to
the next stages of development. The attached status report highlights these
advancements and provides detailed information on the progress of each
project under the OCTA Chokepoint Program (Attachment A). The report is
organized by the following freeway corridors.

San Diego Freeway (Interstate 5)

Riverside Freeway (State Route 91)

Cost Mesa Freeway (State Route 55)

Interstate 5 (I-5)/State Route 55 (SR-55) Interchange
San Diego Freeway (Interstate 405)

Highlights on the status of chokepoint projects being lead by Caltrans are also
presented. A map depicting some of the chokepoint project areas is included
for reference (Attachment B).

Summary

OCTA and Caltrans continue to work together to develop a slate of
“shelf-ready” construction projects, which will ease congestion at key freeway
chokepoint locations throughout Orange County. Significant progress has
been made with several projects moving forward into the next development
phases. A progress report on the status of these projects is presented for
review. Staff will return with an update in six months.

Attachments

A. Chokepoint Program Status Report
B. Orange County Freeway Chokepoint Projects

Prepared by:
P f
4 A
Mafy Toutounchi Paul C. Taylor, P.E.
Section Manager li Executive Director
Project Development Planning, Development and Communications

(714) 560-5874 (714) 560-5431
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Chokepoint Program Status Report
OCTA September 2004

San Diego Freeway (Interstate 5)

. - Const. Target
Location Description Cost Phase Dast! e
(Interstate 5) I-5 southbound

(SB) off-ramp at Culver Widen SB off-ramp to two lanes $1,405,000 PR/ED Dec 2004
Drive (OCTA)

I-5 SB at Oso Parkway Widen SB off-ramp to two lanes

(OCTA) and construct SB auxiliary lane $12,532,000 PR/ED Dec 2004

) . . Widen SB off-ramp, widen
l(chTi?t Camino Capistrano | oo o " Canistrano and construct | $7,041,000 |  PR/ED July 2005
SB auxiliary lane

I-5 SB at Avenida Pico . .
(Caltrans) Widen SB off-ramp $1,815,000 Design Aug 2004

There are currently three chokepoint projects along the I1-5 Freeway managed by OCTA.
Work on the SB I-5 Culver Drive PR/ED began December 2003, and is two months
ahead of schedule for completion in December 2004. A noise study completed as part
of the PR/ED indicates peak hour noise levels below state and federal criteria of 67

decibels. Project noise level increases of less than one decibel will not be discernable
to residents in the vicinity.

Cooperative efforts with the City of Irvine ensure that the city’s efforts to improve Culver
Drive and Trabuco Road are being coordinated with OCTA’s chokepoint project. In
addition, a Caltrans safety project, which addresses the SB I-5 Culver off-ramp terminus
(signal modification and additional signage), is also underway and coordinated with
preparation of the PR/ED. The design of the Caltrans safety project has been finalized
and funded through the State Highway Operation and Protection Program (SHOPP).

Work is continuing on the PR/ED for the I-5 at Camino Capistrano project to add a SB |-
5 auxiliary lane and the widening of the SB off-ramp and Camino Capistrano. Staff is
currently evaluating a request from the City of San Juan Capistrano to incorporate a
raised sidewalk on the west side of Camino Capistrano. The completion of the PR/ED
is ahead of schedule as a result of Project Development team efforts to streamline the
PR/ED process where it is possible. The final PR/ED originally scheduled for November
2005, is now expected July 2005. '

The PR/ED underway for the SB -5 Oso Parkway project proposes to widen the SB off-
ramp and northbound (NB) on-ramp, as well as construct a SB auxiliary lane. In June
2004, the OCTA Board authorized the additional technical work needed to complete the
environmental process. The preparation of a topographic survey and traffic noise
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impact study has begun. The scheduled completion of the PR/ED was extended six
months, from June 2004 to December 2004, to accommodate the additional work.

The final design for the widening
extended by one month and is currently being circulated for signature. The completion
August 2004. Opportunities to advance the

m fiscal year (FY) 2005-06 to 2004-05, are being

of the design phase is expected in
programming of construction funds fro

of the SB I-5 Avenida Pico off-ramp has been

explored to ensure construction can begin once project design is completed.

Riverside Freeway (State Route 91)

Project Cost

55) to Lakeview Avenue (OCTA)

auxiliary lane

Location Description Est Next Steps

SR-91 eastbound (EB) from State Add EB auxiliary lane and $32.3 M
Route 241 (SR-241) to State Route 71 improving SR-71 connector to $5’2 oM PR/ED Procurement
(SR-71) (OCTA) ramps ’
SR-91 westbound (WB) from the Costa | gy4on4 WB auxiliary lane, $17.2M Seeking funds for
Mesa Freeway (State Route 55) to ramp improvement to $429 M future phases
Tustin Avenue (OCTA) pimp )

. $9M Seeking funds for
SR-91 WB from SR-57 to 1-5 (OCTA) Extend WB auxiliary lane t0$13.4 M future phases
SR-91 EBWB from SR-241 to imperial . . .
Highway: EB from State Route 55 (SR- Adding mixed flow lanes/ $37 M Seeking funds for

future phases

J

The proposed improvements on the EB SR-91 will compiement the WB Lane Drop

Restoration and Restriping Projects compl
eliminated a chokepoint condition east of
projects provided near-term congestion re
smoothing weaving movements,
SR-91 since OCTA eliminated the “non-compete

privately owned toll road.

The elimination of the toll road non
project PSRs to be completed for improve
the EB SR-91 between the SR-241 to SR-
proposes to add an EB auxil

shoulders to standard widths.

Lanes toll revenues to fund the next p
PR/ED stage has been submitted for
needed on new state requirements regardin

eted in spring 2004. These WB projects
the Coal Canyon Road interchange. The
lief by dissipating the traffic volume and

and represented the first major improvements to the

iary lane, as well as, wide

" constraints by purchasing the

-compete agreement has allowed four chokepoint
ments along the SR-91. The PSR to improve
71 has been approved by Caltrans. The PSR
n all existing EB lanes and
in April 2004, the Board authorized the use of 91 Express
hase of the project, and a scope of work for the
Caltrans review. However, further discussion is
g the delegation of California Environmental

Quality Act (CEQA) lead agency responsibility and preparation of the environmental

documents.
Request for Proposals.

OCTA staff has requeste

d clarification from Caltrans before releasing
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Three additional PSRs for improvements along the SR-91 have been completed and
are now “shelf-ready” for environmental clearance. The proposed improvements will
enhance traffic operations and relieve peak hour congestion. Staff is exploring

opportunities to fund the next stages of project development, pending the findings of the
SR-91 Major Investment Study expected in fall 2005.

Santa Ana Freeway (Interstate 5)/Costa Mesa Freeway (State Route 55) Interchange

l.ocation Description Phase Target Date

I-5/SR-55 Interchange | Improve weave and merging through interchange
(OCTA) improvements PSR March 2005 |

Work on the PSR for the 1-5/SR-55 interchange will identify potential improvements for
the interchange area between the 4" Street off-ramp to the north and Newport
Boulevard to the south on the 1-5, and on SR-55 from 4" Street to the north and Edinger
Avenue o the south. The planning effort underway is intended to surface reasonable
and feasible improvements that will become part of an overall strategy to improve the
Orange County freeway system.

Cooperative efforts with Caltrans and the Cities of Tustin and Santa Ana continue to
refine alternatives that avoid or minimize environmental impacts to the greatest extent
feasible. The project schedule was extended three months to address local concemns
regarding ramp closures. The preparation of a traffic operational analysis for each
alternative is currently underway. A status report on the project, along with the
conceptual solutions being explored, was presented to the Board in July 2004. Staff will

return in October 2004 to present a final set PSR alternatives and a public outreach
plan.

Costa Mesa Freeway (State Route 55)

Caltrans recently initiated two PSRs to enhance operations and ease congestion along
both directions of SR-55. The PSR work underway explores the addition of an auxiliary
lane in each direction between Dyer Road and Edinger Avenue. One PSR is being
developed for the NB auxiliary lane and the other covering the SB auxiliary lane. The
two PSRs are scheduled for completion in summer 2005.

Orange Freeway (State Route 57)

Location Description Phase Status

State Route 57 (SR-57) NB
Orangethorpe to Lambert Road Adding NB through lane PSR PSR completed March 2003

(OCTA) PR/ED to be initiated in FY 04/05
SR-57 NB Katella Avenue to Add auxiliary lane and PSR- PSR complete June 2003
Lincoln Avenue (OCTA) fully standard median PDS shelf-ready ’
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The PSR and PSR/PDS for two chokepoint projects along SR-57 are complete and
shelf-ready. The proposed widening of the NB SR-57 from Orangethorpe Avenue to
Lambert Road is being advanced to the PR/ED stage. The project proposes the
addition of a NB mixed-flow lane, broaden medians and shoulders to standard widths,
as well as widen the NB off-ramps at Imperial Highway, Lambert Road and adding
northbound auxiliary lane in advance of the off-ramps. The procurement process for
selection of a consultant to prepare a PR/ED is expected to begin in December 2004.

San Diego Freeway (Interstate 405)

Caltrans has completed the PR/ED for auxiliary lanes along both directions of Interstate
405 (1-405) between Magnolia Avenue and Beach Boulevard. The final design of the
project is scheduled to begin in September 2004. Fiscal year 2005-06 and 2006-07
STIP funds have been programmed for the design and construction of the project. The
analysis of the ultimate improvement to the 1-405 will be addressed as part of the 1-405
Major Investment Study, which is currently underway for completion fall 2005.

Caltrans Chokepoint Projects

in addition to the chokepoint projects managed by OCTA, the following table highlights

some of the chokepoint projects being lead by Caltrans.

Location improvement Concept Status

-5 NB/SB at La Paz Reconstruct interchange to increase storage PSR to be completed Aug 2004 pending revised scope
Road capacity of ramps for local improvements

I-5 NB/SB at Avery Reconstruct under crossing/iocal street . . . .
Parkway widening PSR in progress with draft study currently in review

1-5 SB at Jamboree Add auxiliary lane before off-ramp and widen| PSR in progress to be completed Nov 2004, included in
Road off-ramp to two lanes 2004 STIP recommendation

I-5 NB at Jamboree Widen access from Jamboree Road to NB .

Road on-ramp PSR in progress to be compieted Nov 2004

- . . A City of San Juan Capistrano lead PSR to be completed
. Re-build interchange including widening of A . ) .

I-6/SR-74 Separation | ¢p 74 over crossing in Oct 2004, Design fact sheets submittal pending PSR

vs. PDS exemption

I-5 El Toro interchange

Add SB off ramp, new SB on-ramp at
Laguna Hills Mall

PSR in progress to be completed in Sept 2004

Magnolia-Beach

Add auxiliary lane

1-405 NB Lake Forest | Add second truck bypass lane from{-5NB PR/ED to be completed Oct 2004 - Construction

to trvine Center to i-405 NB programmed for 2006 SHOPP

SR-57 NB Lambert- N PSR complete — Shelf-ready

Tonner Cyn. Truck climbing ane Seeking federal demo funds for future phases

SR-57 NB Lambert PSR complete — Sheif-ready; City and Caltrans to

interchange New NB on-ramp discuss funding & next steps (T21 $0.9M is insufficient)
i-405 NB/SB

PR/ED complete with design to begin Oct 2004

1-405 SB Irvine Center
Drive

Add 2nd auxiliary lane - SR-133 to Irvine
Center

PSR complete — Shelf-ready
Proposed for 2008 SHOPP

1-405 SR-133 to Jeffrey

Auxiliary Lane

Design complete - Construction to begin Dec 2004;
SHOPP

1-405 Jeffrey to Culver

Auxiliary Lane

PSR complete — On hold due to non-compete issue
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OCTA

February 7, 2005

To: Regional Planning and Highways Committee
From: Arthur T. Leahy, Chief Executive Officer
Subject: Selection of Consultant for Chokepoint Program Project

Management Services

Overview

As part of the Orange County Transportation Authority’s Fiscal Year 2004-05
Budget, the Board approved the procurement of project management services
to support Strategic Planning Division in developing, managing, and monitoring
projects within the Freeway Chokepoint Program. Proposals to perform this
work were solicited and evaluated in accordance with the Orange County
Transportation Authority’s procurement procedures for professional and
technical services. Board approval is requested to execute an agreement.

Recommendation

Authorize the Chief Executive Officer to execute Agreement C-4-1146 between
the Orange County Transportation Authority and APA Engineering, Inc., in an
amount not to exceed $145,000, for project management services in support of
the Freeway Chokepoint Program. This is a one year agreement.

Background

The Orange County Transportation Authority (OCTA) Ten-Year Strategic Plan
includes an initiative to eliminate bottlenecks along the county’s freeway
system. Presently, there are over 40 improvement projects within the OCTA
Freeway Chokepoint Program that are in various stages of development by
either California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) or OCTA. These
projects offer cost-effective, near-term mobility improvements aimed at
maximizing the efficiency and operation of the Orange County freeway system.
The goal of the program is to develop shelf-ready projects that are ready for
design and construction and can be brought forward as limited state funds or
other funding opportunities become available.

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

In support of this goal, the project management support services will assist
staff in developing, managing, and monitoring projects within the OCTA
Freeway Chokepoint Program. This work includes:

« Active daily management of technical consultant teams, which includes
monitoring project progress and resolving key issues.

« Conduct quality assurance and quality control for all on-going projects to
ensure compliance with OCTA and Caltrans standards, as well as various
state and federal guidelines.

« Review environmental documents in accordance with the regulations of the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), National Environmental
Protection Act (NEPA), and Federal Highway Administration (FHWA).

« Evaluate the feasibility and effectiveness of project alternatives, accuracy of
cost estimates, as well as the potential benefits and impacts to the local and
regional transportation system, community, and environment.

Overall, the work effort will provide the on-going assistance needed in ensuring
that projects are moving smoothly through the development process, are
properly coordinated, and kept on time and within budget, while ensuring
technically sound projects. The successful completion of this work will ensure
the goals of the Freeway Chokepoint Program are reached, and allow projects
to qualify for State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) funds for
design and construction.

Discussion

This procurement was handled in accordance with OCTA’s procedures for
professional and technical services. In addition to cost, many other factors are
considered in an award for professional and technical services. Therefore, the
requirement was handled as a competitively-negotiated procurement. Award is
recommended to the firm offering the most effective overall proposal
considering such factors as staffing, prior experience with similar projects,
approach to the requirements, and technical expertise in the field.

A Request for Proposals (RFP) was sent on November 22, 2004, to 472 firms
registered on CAMMNET. The project was advertised on November 22, 2004,
and November 29, 2004, in a newspaper of general circulation.
Addendum No.1 to the RFP was issued on December 1, 2004, to provide
responses to questions submitted by prospective bidders.
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Management Services

On December 15, 2004, seven offers were received. An evaluation committee
composed of staff representing Project Development, Project Planning, and
Transportation Analysis Sections, as well as the Contracts Administration and
Materials Management Department, was established to review all offers
submitted. The offers were evaluated on the basis of the firm qualifications,
staffing and project organization, work plan, and price. Based on proposal
reviews, the evaluation committee short-listed three firms that were determined
to be the most technically qualified to meet the project requirements.
Interviews were conducted with the three firms. The evaluation committee
recommends APA Engineering, Inc. be retained to perform the project
management work based on an excellent interview presentation that
demonstrated knowledge and ability to provide project management support.

Fiscal Impact

This project was approved in the Orange County Transportation Authority’s
Fiscal Year 2004-05 Budget, Strategic Planning Division, Planning and
Programming Department, Account 1537-7519-A4500-ASC, and is funded
through the Orange County Unified Transportation Trust Fund.

Summary

Based on the material provided, staff recommends award of
Agreement C-4-1146 to APA Engineering, Inc., in an amount not to exceed
$145,000, for project management services to support the Freeway Chokepoint
Program.

Attachment
None.
Prepared by: N Approved by:
/ - . \:
Mary Toutounchi Paul Taylor; P.E.
Section Manager |l Executive Director, Planning,
(714) 560-5874 Development and Commuter

Services
(714) 560-5431



18.



OCTA

Item 18.

BOARD COMMITTEE TRANSMITTAL

February 14, 2005

To: Members of the Board of Directors
From: Wendy Knowles, Clerk of the Board

Subject Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Funds for Fiscal Year 2004-05

Regional Planning and Highways Committee February 7, 2005
Present: Directors Norby, Cavecche, Rosen, Dixon, Brown,

Green, Monahan, Pringle, Ritschel
Absent: None

Committee Vote

This item was passed by all Committee Members present.

Committee Recommendations

A. Approve the use of $35 million of fiscal year 2004-05
Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality funds for the purchase of
Metrolink rolling stock needed for the intracounty service, the
design and construction of Keller Yard Storage Facility, and the
Los Angeles Union Station Mail Dock Demolition and
Restoration Project.

B. Authorize staff to process necessary Regional Transportation
Improvement Program and State Transportation Improvement
Program amendments as required by the above actions.

C. Authorize staff to process necessary cooperative agreements
with the California Department of Transportation, the Southern
California Regional Rail Authority and its member agencies as
required by the above actions.

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



OCTA

February 7, 2005

To: Regional Planning and Highways Committee
From: Arthur T. Leahy, Chief Executive Officer

Subject: Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Funds for Fiscal Year
2004-05

Overview

Due to changes in the way the State Department of Transportation manages
federal funds, staff has reviewed impacts to projects in Orange County and is
recommending strategies to ensure that all federal funds are available for use
in the region.

Recommendations

A. Approve the use of $35 million of fiscal year 2004-05 Congestion
Mitigation and Air Quality funds for the purchase of Metrolink rolling
stock needed for the intracounty service, the design and construction of
Keller Yard Storage Facility, and the Los Angeles Union Station Mail
Dock Demolition and Restoration Project.

B. Authorize staff to process necessary Regional Transportation
Improvement Program and State Transportation Improvement Program
amendments as required by the above actions.

C. Authorize staff to process necessary cooperative agreements with the
California Department of Transportation, the Southern California
Regional Rail Authority and its member agencies as required by the
above actions.

Background

Orange County Transportation Authority (OCTA) receives annual
apportionments from the Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality (CMAQ)
Program. The estimated annual apportionment for fiscal year (FY) 2004-05 is
$38.5 million. CMAQ funds are subject to the timely use provisions of

Orange County Transportation Authority
550 South Main Street/ P.O. Box 14184 / Orange / California 92863-1584 / (714) 560-OCTA (6282)
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Fiscal Years 2004-05

Assembly Bill (AB) 1012, which states that an agency has three years from the
date of apportionment in which to obligate funds or they will be lost to the
agency.

Consistent with the AB 1012 guidelines, the California Department of
Transportation (Caltrans) has historically allowed regional agencies up to three
years to expend the funds. This has allowed Caltrans to manage reserves and
deficits for regions over time to provide a level of flexibility in project funding
needs while ensuring equity in the apportionment of federal funds. This
process has served OCTA well by recognizing and providing for variations in
regional funding needs. However, after three years of borrowings, shifts and
transfers of transportation funds, the cash balance of the State Highway
Account is at a critically low level. This low cash balance has severely limited
the flexibility of Caltrans to manage state and federal funds. Specifically,
Caltrans is now limited in its ability to allow regional agencies to carry over
federal funds from year to year. This limited flexibility requires that OCTA
obligate all federal funds in the apportionment year.

Discussion

The state budget crisis and its watershed impact on transportation projects is
likely to affect critical Metrolink projects designed to alleviate overcrowding and
expand services. Current funding plans call for $35 million of CMAQ funds to
be used on The CenterLine Project for final design services in FY 2004-05.
Based upon the current CenterLine Project schedule, and the inability to carry
over the CMAQ funds to the following fiscal year, staff is recommending that
these funds be redirected to other CMAQ eligible shelf-ready projects to ensure
that the funds are not lost to the region. Additional CMAQ funds will be
programmed to The CenterlLine Project in FY 2010-11 and 2011-12 as needed.
This shift will allow the Metrolink projects to proceed as planned without
impacting the overall CenterLine funding plan.

Staff recommends the following Metrolink Commuter Rail projects:

1. Purchase of rolling stock needed for the implementation of the Metrolink
intracounty service. The equipment is needed for the implementation of the
Orange County Line intracounty frequent service (30-minute headways
between Fullerton and Laguna Niguel). This service scenario is the
Phase Ill of the Commuter Rail Strategic Assessment that was approved by
the OCTA Board on June 14, 2004, proposed to be implemented by 2009.
This level of service enhancement will alter the perception of the
Orange County Line as a commuter service oriented to Los Angeles, and
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allow it to perform a transportation function linking Fullerton, Anaheim,
Orange, Santa Ana, Tustin, Irvine, and Laguna Niguel. This phase is an
important step because it will create a very visible and accessible mobility
option within the County to its major activity centers. It is estimated that
four train sets (four cab cars, eight trailer cars, and four locomotives) will be
needed for the initiation of this service. The cost of this equipment is
estimated at $31.6 million. Staff is recommending use of $27.9 million of
CMAQ funds and $3.7 million of Commuter & Urban Rail Endowment
(CURE) funds for the rolling stock purchase.

2. Design and construction of the Keller Street Storage Facility needed for
Metrolink rolling stock. This facility will be located adjacent to Metrolink’s
Orange County Line at Keller Street about 0.6 miles south of Los Angeles
Union Station (LAUS). This yard will be used to store trains that have been
serviced at outlying points and do not need to go the Central Maintenance
Facility (CMF) or for trains that have already been maintained in the midday
period. The yard will also reduce “deadhead” movements to Southern
California Regional Rail Authority (SCRRA) CMF, thereby creating capacity
for Metrolink and Amtrak in the congested Control Point (CP) Mission to CP
Dayton segment. This new Los Angeles storage facility would allow OCTA
to accommodate the ongoing growth of the Metrolink system. The
estimated cost of this project is $5 million and is the responsibility of
SCRRA member agencies. The OCTA share of this project is
approximately $1 million. Staff is proposing the use of $4.4 million of
CMAQ and $600,000 of CURE funds for this project at this time,
conditioned upon an agreement from the other members of SCRRA to pay
OCTA's share of other future Metrolink capital projects.

3. Los Angeles Union Station Mail Dock Demolition and Restoration Project.
This project is to restore an unused track for passenger services by
demolishing a mail dock, reconfiguring the skylight, and constructing a new
passenger platform and connecting ramps. The project includes platform
amenities (canopy, lights, ticket validating machines, message signs) and
an Americans with Disabilities Act compliant platform/ramp system. The
new platform and additional track would increase the capacity at LAUS by
allowing up to two more trains to enter the station. This results in a
significant increase in capacity and flexibility at the station and will
accommodate growth in Metrolink and Amtrak service in the peak periods.
The estimated cost of this project is $3 million and is the responsibility of all
SCRRA member agencies. The OCTA share of this project is
approximately $600,000. Staff is proposing the use of $2.7 million of
CMAQ and $300,000 of CURE funds for this project at this time,



Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Funds for Page 4
Fiscal Years 2004-05

conditioned upon an agreement from the other SCRRA members to pay
OCTA'’s share of other future Metrolink capital projects.

Summary

Due to changes in the way the State Department of Transportation manages
federal funds, staff has reviewed impacts to projects in Orange County and is
recommending strategies to ensure that all federal funds are available for use
in the region. Staff recommends CMAQ funds apportioned for FY 2004-05 and
programmed to The CenterLine Project be reprogrammed to the Metrolink
Commuter Rail projects.

Attachment

None.

Prepared by: /o Approved by: .

Darrell Johnson
Section Manager |l Executive Director
(714) 560-5343 Planning, Development and
Commuter Services
(714) 560-5431
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Item 19.

BOARD COMMITTEE TRANSMITTAL

February 14, 2005

To: Members of the Board of Directors
WK
From Wendy Knowles, Clerk of the Board

Subject: Citizens’ Advisory Committee

Executive Committee February 7, 2005

Present: Chairman Campbell, Vice Chairman Brown, Directors Cavecche,
Norby, Pringle, Ritschel, Silva, Wilson, and Winterbottom

Absent: None

Committee Vote

The item was passed by all Committee Members present.

Committee Recommendations

To approve staff's recommendations, except to stagger the terms at one and two-
year terms over two-year appointments.

The Committee also suggested that the recipients of the resolutions be invited to
the Board meeting.

A. Approve the recommended Orange County Transportation
Authority Citizens’ Advisory Committee structure and direct
staff to initiate recruitment of participants.

B. Recommend the Board of Directors adopt resolutions of
appreciation 2005-11 through 2005-52 for members of the
2004 Citizens’ Advisory Committee.

Orange County Transportation Authority
550 South Main Street/ P.O. Box 14184 / Orange / California / 92863-1584 / (714) 560-OCTA (6282)
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February 7, 2005

To: Executive Committee

‘Q/./

From: Arthur T. Leahy, Chief Executive Officer

Subject: Citizens’ Advisory Committee

Overview

It is recommended the Orange County Transportation Authority Board of
Directors consider the structure of and appointment process for the Citizens’
Advisory Committee. A summary of the current committee structure and
recommendations are provided with this report.

Recommendations

A. Approve the recommended Orange County Transportation Authority
Citizens’ Advisory Committee structure and direct staff to initiate
recruitment of participants.

B. Recommend the Board of Directors adopt resolutions of appreciation
2005-11 through 2005-52 for members of the 2004 Citizens’ Advisory
Committee.

Background

In its role as County transportation commission, the Public Utilities Code (PUC)
130105 requires the Orange County Transportation Authority (OCTA) to
appoint a Citizens’ Advisory Committee (CAC) to provide input on the OCTA’s
transportation projects, programs and services. PUC 130105 states that, the
commission shall...”Appoint...a citizens’ advisory committee, which
membership shall reflect a broad spectrum of interests and all geographic
areas of the county.”

Originally, OCTA’s predecessor agency the Orange County Transportation
Commission (OCTC) Board of Directors appointed two members each to the
CAC. Given five OCTC Board members, the CAC at that time had ten
members. In 1991, after consolidation and the formation of the OCTA, the

Orange County Transportation Authority
550 South Main Street / P.O. Box 14184 / Orange / California 92863-1584 /(714) 560-OCTA (6282)
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practice of appointing two members for each Board Member continued. The
CAC between 1991 and 1996 reflected 22 members.

In 1996, at the request of the CAC membership, the Board of Directors
restructured the committee. The committee structure was developed to
enhance citizen participation by providing a “pool” of citizens to be called upon
as needed to provide input into OCTA'’s programs and services. The committee
was made up of two appointees per Board Member including alternates which
totaled 28 committee members. The committee met as a whole only annually
but throughout the year, committee members were sought to volunteer to serve
on ad hoc committees, participate in roundtable discussions, and hear and
advise on various transportation projects, programs and services.

In 2000, as OCTA considered revamping the bus system, the CAC was
expanded again to ensure broad representation from OCTA's transit
community. One additional appointment per Board Member was authorized.
This brought the committee membership roster to 42.

Given Assembly Bill 710 expansion of the OCTA Board of Directors, the CAC
under its current structure would grow to 51 members. This number creates an
even larger committee structure. Staff is proposing the committee be
restructured and its original composition be reinstated. Under this proposal,
Board Members would appoint two members each to the CAC creating a
committee with broad representation with a total of 34 members.

Discussion

Under the proposal, the focus of the CAC would reflect the original intent in
PUC 130105. The committee would meet as a whole twice per year to hear
about upcoming transportation projects. During the year, committee members
would volunteer to serve on ad hoc committees, participate in roundtable
discussions, and hear and advise on various transportation projects, programs
and services. The committee's responsibilities would include:

e Commenting on significant transportation issues, suggesting possible
solutions and making recommendations to the OCTA Board of Directors;

¢ Identifying opportunities for community input;

e Recommending mechanisms and methodologies for obtaining public
opinion on specific transportation issues;

e Serving as a liaison between the public and OCTA.
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Terms of Service

If approved by the OCTA Board of Directors, the initial terms for the 2005
Citizens’ Advisory Committee would be staggered at two and three years. The
names would be selected by lottery to determine duration of term for each
individual member.

It is recommended the Board approve the CAC committee structure that allows
for two appointments per Board Member for a total 34 members. In addition, it
is recommended the Board approve resolutions of appreciation for existing
members (Attachment A). It is also recommended the Board direct staff to
solicit applications for the new CAC from both interested prior members as well
as from others in the community. This would be accomplished via newspaper
advertisements. Following a 30-day response period, staff would return to
individual Board Members with applicants from their respective districts.

Summary

The OCTA Citizens Advisory Committee plays a vital role in OCTA’s efforts to
provide public input into our activities. Approval is requested to restructure the
committee as proposed.

Attachment

A. Sample Resolution and List of CAC Members

Prepared by: Approved by:

A AL, e ;oo AN/ e
A

Tamara Warren Ellen S. Burton

Community Relations Officer Executive Director,

(714) 560-5590 External Affairs

(714) 560-5923



ATTACHMENT A

_ ORANGE COUNTY
TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY

e

LEONARD LAHTINEN

WHEREAS, the Orange County Transportation Authority Board or Directors
recognizes and commends the valuable contribution of Leonard Lahtinen to the Authority’s
public outreach process; and

WHEREAS, be it known that Leonard Lahtinen has served on the Citizens’ Advisory
Committee providing advice and recommendations to the Authority on reaching public
consensus concerning Orange County transportation matters; and

WHEREAS, Mr. Lahtinen has assisted the Authority in identifying significant
transportation issues and suggested possible solutions; and

WHEREAS, representing the citizens of Orange County, Mr. Lahtinen displayed a
keen perception and understanding of issues and the complexities of the Au thority’s programs
and services.

Now, “THEREFORE, BE It RESOLVED that the Board of Directors does hereby
acknowledge the dedicated efforts of Mr. Lahtinen and his willingness to volunteer personal
time to provide advice on public outreach activities and act as a liaison between the public
and the Authority.

Dated: February 28, 2005

Bill Campbell, Chairman
Orange County Transportation Authority

<

OCTA Resolution Number 2005-34




2004 Citizens’ Advisory Committee

Resolutions of Appreciation

CAC Member Name

©COoONOOhWN =

Fred Ameri
Susan Ann Barry
Ralph Bauer
Brent Beasley
Don Bondi
Phyllis Boydstun
Vince Buck

Lupe Briseno
Terry Coakley
Burnie Dunlap
Floyd Farano
Irving Glasser
Donald Godfrey
Nancy Green
Micki Harris

Bud Henry

Dick Hutchins
Connie Jones
Francesca Juarez

. Wayne King
. Victor Kobett

Larry Labrado
Jay Laessi
Leonard Lahtinen
Michael Macres
Mike McNally
Roberta Menn
Kyle Minnis
Mike Neben
Brian O’Neal

Irv Pickler
Diane Pritchett
Marvin Reid
Jane Reifer
Arlene Schafer
David Schaffer
Roy Shabazian
Sheldon Singer
Marty Stradtman

. Walt Storch

Bill Ward
Carolyn Wood

Resolution No.

2005-11
2005-12
2005-13
2005-14
2005-15
2005-16
2005-17
2005-18
2005-19
2005-20
2005-21
2005-22
2005-23
2005-24
2005-25
2005-26
2005-27
2005-28
2005-29
2005-30
2005-31
2005-32
2005-33
2005-34
2005-35
2005-36
2005-37
2005-38
2005-39
2005-40
2005-41
2005-42
2005-43
2005-44
2005-45
2005-46
2005-47
2005-48
2005-49
2005-50
2005-51
2005-52



OCTA

MEMO

February 7, 2005

To: Members of the Executive Committee
From: Arthur T. Leahy, Chief Executive Officer
Subject: Citizens’ Advisory Committee - ltem 5

Attached is a memo from the 2004 Citizens’ Advisory Committee (CAC)
Chairman, Leonard Lahtinen. The memo summarizes the committee’s
suggestions for restructuring the committee given the increase in the Board of
Directors. The memo was sent on December 8, 2004 to past Chairman Greg
Winterbottom and was used in the development of the recommended
restructuring of the CAC before you today in Item 5.

Please include the attached memo with ltem 5 on your agenda.

Thank you.



OCTA

Item 5

December 8, 2004

To: Chairman Gregory Winterbottom
From: Leonard Lahtinen, CAC Chairman

Subject: Citizens Advisory Committee Fall Quarterly Meeting Actions

Thank you for attending our last meeting of the year and providing us with an
overview of what OCTA accomplished throughout 2004.

| wanted to take this opportunity to inform you of the discussion and committee
action that took place regarding the passage of AB 710 and its possible affects
on the structure of the Citizens Advisory Committee. | understand that any
decision regarding the structure of the CAC will be made by the Board, but the
members of the CAC wanted the opportunity to express their
recommendations.

o Size of the CAC

Given the increase in the Board of Directors, it is recommended that the
Board reduce the number of appointees per Board member from three
to two. This would allow for a more manageable committee and help
alleviate meeting attendance issues.

¢ Structure of the CAC

The Board originally decided that among the three appointees per
director, one of the appointments be a transit user or a representative of
a transit dependent constituency. If the Board were to decide to reduce
the number of appointees to two members per Director, the CAC
recommends that this requirement be stricken. However, committee
members want to ensure that the CAC will continue to include members
with a multi-modal perspective.

| would be pleased to meet with you and the rest of the Board members to
further discuss this issue. You can call me at (714) 995-5365 or email me at
len.jan@juno.com.
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Item 20.

BOARD COMMITTEE TRANSMITTAL
February 14, 2005

To: Members of the Board of Directors
Wit
From: Wendy Knowles, Clerk of the Board

Subject Purchase Order for 91 Express Lanes Property Insurance

Finance and Administration Committee January 26, 2005
Present: Directors Wilson, Campbell, Ritschel and Silva
Absent: Directors Correa and Duvall

Committee Vote

This item was passed by all Committee Members present.

Committee Recommendation

Authorize the Chief Executive Officer to issue Purchase
Order C-4-1187 between the Orange County Transportation Authority
and Marsh Risk and Insurance Services, in an amount not to exceed

$450,000, to purchase property insurance for the period of March 1,
2005, to February 28, 2006.

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






OCTA

January 26, 2005

To: Finance and Administration Committee
Y/
From: Arthur T. Leahy?QChief Executive Officer
Subject: Purchase Order for 91 Express Lanes Property Insurance
Overview

The Orange County Transportation Authority has a property insurance policy
for the 91 Express Lanes with Continental Casualty Company which expires on
February 28, 2005.

Recommendation

Authorize the Chief Executive Officer to issue Purchase Order C-4-1187
between the Orange County Transportation Authority and Marsh Risk and
Insurance Services, in an amount not to exceed $450,000, to purchase
property insurance for the period of March 1, 2005, to February 28, 2006.

Background

The Orange County Transportation Authority (OCTA) purchases property,
earthquake, flood and terrorism insurance for the roadway, and structures and
business personal property, including business interruption coverage for the
91 Express Lanes. The 91 Express Lanes is currently insured with Continental
Casualty Company for $105,800,011, in total property values for an annual
premium of $401,094. OCTA’s broker, Marsh Risk and Insurance Services
(Marsh), surveys the market to obtain the best possible rates for these
coverages.

OCTA, as well as other organizations in the public and private sectors, have
recently encountered a somewhat more favorable property insurance market.
Currently, the property insurance market has experienced a five to ten percent
reduction in rates. However, the flood and earthquake insurance market is
experiencing a transition caused by insurance carriers using a new modeling
program to determine loss estimates that aids them in determining the limits
and premiums that they will offer. In particular, Zone E rates which includes
Riverside County and the 91 Express Lanes, may be adversely affected

Orange County Transportation Authority
550 South Main Street / P.O. Box 14184 / Orange / California 92863-1584 /(714) 560-OCTA (6282)
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because earthquake faults in this area may be more active than prior models
estimated. In addition, the possible impact that the tsunami might have on the
property market place is still unknown but could cause insurers who sustained
losses to increase pricing overall.

Discussion

Insurance companies determine property insurance quotes based upon current
insurance market conditions affecting rates per $100 in property values and the
total value of property to be insured. The current rate with the incumbent
insurance carrier, Continental Casuaity is 0.3717 per $100 of 91 Express
Lanes property value or $401,094. This includes property, earthquake, flood
and terrorism insurance for the roadway, and structures and business personal
property, including business interruption coverage.

OCTA's broker of record, Marsh is surveying the market to competitively obtain
the lowest quotes. It is policy and procedure for the Finance, Administration
and Human Resources Division to obtain the best pricing from Marsh for
91 Express Lanes property insurance.

Marsh Risk and Insurances Services, is the largest subsidiary of Marsh &
McLennan Companies, Inc. (MMC). Marsh has been the insurance broker of
record for OCTA since 1986 and assists OCTA in the marketing and placement
of property, excess liability, excess workers’ compensation, 91 Express Lanes
property and crime insurance coverage. The annual insurance premiums paid
by OCTA in fiscal year (FY) 2004 was $1,757,570. The broker fee paid by
OCTA to Marsh in FY 2004 was $30,000.

Marsh has been involved in an investigation conducted by New York Attorney
General Elliot Spitzer concerning allegations that market services agreements
or contingency commission agreements between Marsh and large insurers
create a conflict of interest to the disadvantage of Marsh clients. In addition, an
investigation focused on bid-rigging has resulted in an arrest of a Marsh client
services representative in New York.

Marsh representatives presented their plan for an independent investigation to
the OCTA Finance and Administration Committee on November 24, 2004.
Steve Hobbs, Managing Director of Marsh, assured the members of the
committee that OCTA’s insurance procurements were not involved, but that the
OCTA insurance procurements will be specifically included in the investigation
underway. The final results of that investigation are expected to be disclosed in
late January or early February 2005.
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Fiscal Impact

Funds of $150,000 are available in the FY 2004-05 budget and $300,000, will
be requested in the FY 2005-06 budget.

Summary

Marsh Risk and Insurance Services, broker of record under
Agreement C-4-0275 for Marketing, Placement and Administration of Property
and Liability, will obtain competitive quotes from the insurance market and
award to the insurance firm providing the best pricing and property coverage to
Orange County Transportation Authority.

Staff recommends the approval of Purchase Order C-4-1187 between the
Orange County Transportation Authority and Marsh Risk and Insurance
Services, in an amount not to exceed $450,000, to purchase property
insurance for the period of March 1, 2005 to February 28, 2006.

Attachment

None.

Prepared by: Approved by:

Y (oma—

mes S. Kenan

Al Gorski

Manager,
Risk Management
(714) 560-5817

xecutive Director,

Finance, Administration, and
Human Resources

(714) 560-5678
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Item 21.
BOARD COMMITTEE TRANSMITTAL
February 14, 2005

To: Members of the Board of Directors
W
From: Wendy Knowles, Clerk of the Board
Subject Amendment to Agreement for Janitorial Services
Transit Planning and Operations Committee February 10, 2005
Present: Directors Winterbottom, Brown, Dixon, Duvall
Absent: Directors Silva, Pulido, and Green

Committee Vote

This item was passed by all Committee Members present.

Committee Recommendation

Authorize the Chief Executive Officer to execute Amendment No. 4 to
Agreement C-2-1189 between the Orange County Transportation
Authority and Diamond Contract Services, Inc., in an amount not to
exceed $700,000, to exercise the second option year for janitorial
services at all Orange County Transportation Authority owned facilities.

Orange County Transportation Authority
550 South Main Street / P.O. Box 14184 / Orange / California 92863-1584 / (714) 560-OCTA (6282)
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Item 21.

BOARD COMMITTEE TRANSMITTAL

February 14, 2005

To: Members of the Board of Directors
Wie
From: Wendy Knowles, Clerk of the Board
Subject: Amendment to Agreement for Janitorial Services

This item will be considered by the Transit Planning and Operations Committee
on February 10, 2005. Following Committee consideration of this matter, staff
will provide you with a summary of the discussion and action taken by the
Committee.

Please call me if you have any comments or questions concerning this
correspondence. | can be reached at (714) 560-5676.

Orange County Transportation Authority
550 South Main Street/ P.O. Box 14184 / Orange / California 92863-1584 /(714) 560-OCTA (6282)
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February 10, 2005

To: Transit Planning and Operations Committee
KL/ER

From: Arthur T. Leahy, Chief Executive Officer

Subject: Amendment to Agreement for Janitorial Services

Overview

On February 6, 2003, the Board of Directors approved an agreement with
Diamond Contract Services, Inc. to provide janitorial services at all Orange
County Transportation Authority owned facilities for a one-year period with two
one-year options.

Recommendation

Authorize the Chief Executive Officer to execute Amendment No. 4 to
Agreement C-2-1189 between the Orange County Transportation Authority and
Diamond Contract Services, Inc., in an amount not to exceed $700,000, to
exercise the second option year for janitorial services at all Orange County
Transportation Authority owned facilities.

Background

The Orange County Transportation Authority (Authority) owned facilities include
38 buildings and structures totaling more than 400,000 square feet situated on 61
acres of property throughout Orange County. These facilities require janitorial
services on a daily basis. The Authority requires the vendor to furnish a qualified
labor force sufficient in number to complete all specified requirements in the
prescribed time and to furnish all materials and equipment to perform these
services.

Agreement C-2-1189 was established to provide on-going janitorial services for
the Authority’s bases, transportation centers, and park and ride facilities. The
current agreement expires on February 28, 2005.

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

This procurement was handled in accordance with the Authority’s procedures
for procurement of professional and technical services. The original agreement
awarded on March 1, 2003, was for $582,782. A 2% increase in pricing was
negotiated during the original procurement for each option year. This is the
second option year. An additional 15% was included for the second option
year to account for the new Santa Ana base.

Fiscal Impact

The additional work described in Amendment No. 4 to Agreement C-2-1189
was approved in the Authority's Fiscal Year 2004-05 Budget, Operations
Division/Maintenance Department, Account 7615, and is funded through Local
Transportation Funds.

Summary

Based on the material provided, staff recommends approval of Amendment
No. 4, for $700,000, to Agreement C-2-1189 with Diamond Contract Services,
inc.

Attachment

A. Diamond Contract Services, Inc., Agreement C-2-1189 Fact Sheet

Prepared by: Eproved by

Al Pierce William L. Foster
Manager, Maintenance Executive Director, Transit Operations
714-560-5975 714-560-5842



ATTACHMENT A

Diamond Contract Services, Inc.
Agreement C-2-1189 Fact Sheet
1. March 1, 2003, Agreement C-2-1189, $582,782, approved by Board of Directors.
¢ To provide janitorial services at all Authority owned facilities

2. March 1, 2003, Amendment No. 1 to Agreement C-2-1189, no cost increment,
approved by Manager of Maintenance Procurement.

3. March 1, 2004, Amendment No. 2 to Agreement C-2-1189, $594,438, approved by
Board of Directors.

e To exercise the first option year

4. March 1, 2004, Amendment No. 3 to Agreement C-2-1189, $7,500, approved by
Manager of Maintenance Procurement.

e Extra services to clean overhead areas of the shop at Garden Grove base and
to include the parts, body, and tool rooms

5.  March 1, 2005, Amendment No. 4 to Agreement C-2-1189, $700,000, pending
approval by Board of Directors.

e To exercise the second option year

Total committed to Diamond Contract Services, Inc., Agreement C-2-1189: $1,884,720.
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Item 22.
BOARD COMMITTEE TRANSMITTAL
February 14, 2005

To: Members of the Board of Directors

From: Wendy Kngevles, Clerk of the Board

Subject Cooperative Agreement with Regional Center of Orange County
Transit Planning and Operations Committee February 10, 2005
Present: Directors Winterbottom, Brown, Dixon, Duvall

Absent: Directors Silva, Pulido, and Green

Committee Vote

This item was passed by all Committee Members present.

Committee Recommendation

Authorize the Chief Executive Officer to execute Cooperative
Agreement C-5-0056 between the Orange County Transportation
Authority and the Regional Center of Orange County, in an amount not
to exceed $564,000, to share in the cost of providing transportation
services to consumers of the Regional Center through June 30, 2006.

Orange County Transportation Authority
550 South Main Street / P.O. Box 14184 / Orange / California 92863-1584 / (714) 560-OCTA (6282)
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Item 22.

BOARD COMMITTEE TRANSMITTAL

February 14, 2005

To: Members of the Board of Directors
W
From: Wendy Knowles, Clerk of the Board
Subject: Cooperative Agreement with Regional Center of Orange County

This item will be considered by the Transit Planning and Operations Committee
on February 10, 2005. Following Committee consideration of this matter, staff
will provide you with a summary of the discussion and action taken by the
Committee.

Please call me if you have any comments or questions concerning this
correspondence. | can be reached at (714) 560-5676.

Orange County Transportation Authority
550 South Main Street/ P.O. Box 14184/ Orange / California 92863-1584 /(714) 560-OCTA (6282)
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February 10, 2005

To: Transit Planning and Operations Committee
a2
From: Arthur T. Leahy, Chief Executive Officer
Subject: Cooperative Agreement with Regional Center of Orange County
Overview

The Orange County Transportation Authority and the Regional Center of
Orange County propose to enter into a cooperative agreement to establish a
partnership to provide transportation services to Regional Center consumers in
cooperation with day programs that have successfully been awarded funds for
service vehicles through Section 5310.

Recommendation

Authorize the Chief Executive Officer to execute Cooperative
Agreement C-5-0056 between the Orange County Transportation Authority and
the Regional Center of Orange County, in an amount not to exceed $564,000,
to share in the cost of providing transportation services to consumers of the
Regional Center through June 30, 2006.

Background

In October 2004, the Orange County Transportation Authority (OCTA) Board of
Directors approved the Paratransit Growth Management Implementation Plan
which includes a directive for coordination with other agencies to manage the
growing demand for ACCESS and develop alternative transportation
resources.

Currently, OCTA has a cooperative agreement with the Regional Center of
Orange County (RCOC) to provide ACCESS service to RCOC consumers who
qualify for eligibility under the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA). Under
this agreement, RCOC reimburses OCTA for each approved ACCESS trip
provided to RCOC consumers attending day programs at a negotiated rate.
With nearly 800 RCOC consumers using ACCESS, RCOC trips account for
nearly one-third of all ACCESS trips. ACCESS does not meet all trip demand

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

for RCOC consumers; RCOC also contracts with Western Transit Systems
(WTS) for transportation to approximately 600 RCOC consumers.

An Anaheim-based RCOC day program, the Orange County ARC (OCARC),
considered providing transportation for their program participants and applied
for Section 5310 funds in 2003 to acquire the necessary vehicles. As a part of
the grant process, the City of Anaheim indicated a desire to provide the
required 20 percent local match in return for use of the vehicles midday. Since
notification of the grant award, the City of Anaheim can no longer participate
and OCARC has sought new partners to ensure these funds remain available
to purchase vehicles.

Discussion

RCOC consumers travel to a number of programs located throughout Orange
County. Frequently, both ACCESS and WTS provide service to the same day
programs, resulting in an overlapping of routes, and providing an opportunity to
improve service efficiencies through better coordination; this opportunity exists
with OCARC.

WTS has agreed to lease the 5310 vehicles from OCARC to provide
transportation to OCARC for RCOC consumers; the four agencies, RCOC,
OCARC, WTS, and OCTA, will participate in a demonstration project as
described in Attachment A. Under this arrangement, OCTA would contribute
an operating subsidy of $10.55 per trip for trips to OCARC that have been
moved from ACCESS to WTS (Attachment B). Moving RCOC clients from
ACCESS to WTS would free vehicle capacity during peak service hours.

Fiscal Impact

This project was not included in the OCTA Fiscal Year 2004-05 Budget;
however, funds have been identified and are included in Operations Division,
Community Transportation Services Department, Account 2131-7831, funded
through the Local Transportation Fund.

Summary

The Orange County Transportation Authority and the Regional Center of
Orange County propose to enter into a cooperative agreement to continue a
long-standing partnership to provide transportation services to Regional Center
consumers. Staff recommends the Board of Directors approval for the Chief
Executive Officer to execute Cooperative Agreement C-5-0056, in the amount
of $564,000, with the Regional Center of Orange County.
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Attachments
A. Scope of Work, Transportation Services for Regional Center of Orange
County

B. Cost Analysis, Operating Subsidy for RCOC/OCARC Transportation

Prepared by: o] roved(bﬁ:
{~ Dana Wiemiller Winiém@L. Foster
Community Transportation Coordinator Executive Director, Bus Operations

(714) 560-5718 (714) 560-5842




ATTACHMENT A

Scope of Work
Transportation Services for the
Regional Center of Orange County

Project Background

Regional Center of Orange County

The Regional Center of Orange County (RCOC) assists people with
developmental disabilities and their families in securing services and support
which maximize opportunities for quality living and integration into the
community. As part of these services, the RCOC is also responsible for
arranging and purchasing transportation for its consumers. RCOC purchases a
variety of transportation services including OCTA fixed route bus passes,
Americans with Disabilities (ADA) complementary paratransit services known as
ACCESS, and privately contracted paratransit services.

Orange County ARC

Orange County ARC (OCARC) is a day program located in Anaheim which
provides educational and vocational skills training, placement and support for
developmentally disabled adults. Currently, 690 RCOC clients participate in
OCARC programs. In 2004, OCARC received 5310 grant funds to purchase
vehicles for transportation services to OCARC program participants.

Western Transit Systems

Western Transit Systems (WTS) is currently under contract with RCOC to
provide transportation services for their consumers. WTS intends to lease the
5310 vehicles from OCARC to operate transportation service for RCOC
consumers attending OCARC programs and provide the 20 percent local match
required by the 5310 program.

Work Plan

. Currently, OCTA provides more than 8,700 ACCESS trips to OCARC each

month, with 98 percent of those trips scheduled for RCOC consumers. OCTA
will participate in a jointly-funded demonstration program to provide specialized
paratransit service to RCOC clients using an alternative transportation provider.

. RCOC has contracted with WTS to provide transportation services for their

clients to/from the OCARC program. Under the demonstration program, all
RCOC clients traveling to OCARC will be moved from ACCESS service to the
service provided by WTS.



C. OCTA will enter into a cooperative agreement with RCOC to subsidize the cost of
transportation services operated by WTS for RCOC clients traveling to/from the
OCARC program in the amount of $10.55 per trip through June 30, 2006. The
agreement may be extended for an additional year through July 30, 2007.

Data Collection and Reporting
RCOC will collect, or require their contractor to collect, data required for National

Transit Database (\NTD) reporting for trips provided to/from OCARC and submit
that data by the 10" calendar day of the following month.



ATTACHMENT B
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item 23.

BOARD COMMITTEE TRANSMITTAL
February 14, 2005

To: Members of the Board of Directors
Wit
From: Wendy Knowles, Clerk of the Board

Subject Orange County Grade Crossing Safety Enhancement Program Update

Regional Planning and Highways Committee February 7, 2005
Present: Directors Norby, Cavecche, Brown, Dixon,

Green, Monahan, Pringle, Ritschel, and Rosen
Absent: None

Committee Vote

The Committee voted 6 to 3 to approve the City of Placentia's request
for up to $3 million of additional funding for the Placentia Safety
Improvement Program and Quite Zone Project subject to applicable
funding program restrictions.

Committee Recommendation

Approve the City of Placentia's request for up to $3 million of additional
funding for the Placentia Safety Improvement Program and Quite Zone
Project subject to applicable funding program restrictions.

Orange County Transportation Authority
550 South Main Street / P.O. Box 14184 / Orange / California 92863-1584 / (714) 560-OCTA (6282)
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February 7, 2005

To: Regional Planning and Highways Committee

From: Arthur T. Leahy, Chief Executive Officer

Subject: Orange County Grade Crossing Safety Enhancement Program
Update

Overview

City of Placentia has submitted a request to Supervisor Chris Norby for
$3 milion of funding from Orange County Transportation Authority. The
request is for supplemental funding for the City’s rail crossing program. An
overview of steps taken by the Orange County Transportation Authority with
respect to enhancing rail crossing safety is presented for Committee
information and discussion.

Recommendation
Receive and file as an information item.
Background

There are currently 102 street crossings of Southern California Regional Rail
Authority (Metrolink)/Burlington Northern Santa Fe (BNSF) tracks in Orange
County. Thirty-eight are currently grade separated or scheduled to be
separated or closed in the near future. The remaining 64 locations provide
at-grade crossings with the Metrolink/BNSF tracks. While these crossing meet
current Public Utilities Commission (PUC) grade crossing safety standards,
there has been an interest to explore new concepts to enhance the crossing
further. Concepts such as quad-gates, raised medians/curbs, setback signals,
and similar ideas represent more active measures to enhance the overall
safety of the at-grade crossings.

In August 12, 2002, the Orange County Transportation Authority (OCTA) Board
allocated a one-time rail crossing safety grant to the City of Placentia using
$3.4 million of federal Regional Surface Transportation Program (RSTP)
funds (Attachment A). The funding was part of an overall effort by the City of
Placentia to eliminate train whistles at railroad crossings. Under the funding
plan OCTA agreed to fund 80 percent of the safety enhancement measures

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



Orange County Grade Crossing Safety Enhancement Page 2
Program Update

provided the city funds the balance of the safety costs as well as the “Quiet
Zone” demonstration costs. In recognition of similar needs in other cities, the
Board directed staff to prepare a comprehensive inventory of all at-grade
crossings, and to develop a competitive countywide rail crossing safety
program with guidelines and funding for rail crossing improvements, and return
to the Board for review and adoption.

Discussion

In March of 2004, staff presented a Draft Grade Crossing Enhancement Study
with a list of $19 million of potentiai improvements to enhance both motorist
and pedestrian safety at each of 64 non-separated crossings. The report
included criteria to prioritize projects and provided a preliminary ranking of the
crossing enhancements based on their impact to safety and a cost-benefit
analysis. In reviewing the report, the Board directed staff to provide more
detailed information on the proposed evaluation criteria and to consider
the effectiveness of safety education efforts versus physical
solutions (AttachmentB). On April 26, 2004, staff provided the additional
information. The Board adopted the Orange County Grade Crossing Study
and directed staff to develop a countywide competitive rail crossing safety
enhancement program with guidelines and funding for rail crossing
improvements (Attachment C).

Funding Plan

Staff has worked closely with the Orange County cities on a funding plan and
an implementation strategy for the program, in particular how the funding for
this program should be coordinated with OCTA’s broader Combined
Transportation Funding Program.

Accordingly, on November 8, 2004, staff made an initial recommendation to
use $10 million of future federal RSTP funds as an appropriate source of
funding for the $19 million list of rail crossing enhancements projects identified
in the OCTA Grade Crossing Study. (Attachment D).

Following further discussions of the subject with the OCTA Technical Advisory
Committee and the high level of interest expressed by local agencies, staff
infformed the Regional Planning and Highways Committee of intent to
recommend an additional $10 million of RSTP funding for this program, rather
than the initial plan for railroad grade separations projects. The change in
recommendation was made in consideration of the relative high cost of grade
separation projects as well as ability to fully fund the complete list of potential
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enhancement improvements. This will result in having $20 million available to
fund all safety enhancements identified in the OCTA Grade Crossing Study.

Implementation Plan and the Call for Projects

At the same time staff has worked with the cities to develop an implementation
plan for this program prior to returning to the Board for action on allocations to
specific projects. Some of discussion items include whether OCTA and/or
Metrolink can be the lead to implement the grade crossing safety enhancement
projects given the specialty nature of the projects. Staff is currently reviewing
the relative benefits of various options with the affected jurisdictions.

Next Steps

Staff has been working closely with Metrolink staff to examine the most efficient
way of implementing this program. Since the implementation would require
close coordination with the PUC (who is the regulatory agency in charge of
approving all crossings modifications) through a diagnostic team meeting, staff
has also started discussion with the PUC staff on this program. A follow up
meeting will be held in February 2005 to discuss several different
implementation strategies with the affected jurisdictions with the goal of
developing a final implementation strategy. Once a consensus has been
reached, staff will seek OCTA Board approval of the Implementation Plan and
seek authorization to release the Grade Crossing Safety Enhancements
Programs Call for Projects in April 2005.

The City of Placentia’s request (Attachment E), on initial review, appears to
include the Quiet Zone elements of the City's plan for rail crossing
improvement in the City. These improvements go beyond the Board approved
safety enhancement study both in scope and budget. If directed, staff can
explore additional funding for these improvements; however, the Board should
be cognizant of the precedent being set for such future requests. The likely
funding source would be RSTP funds currently earmarked for street
rehabilitation, street widening projects, and/or railroad grade separations
programs.

Summary

The City of Placentia has requested $3 million of supplemental funding for
rail crossing improvements. OCTA has previously funded a request by the City
for these improvements in the amount of $3.4 million and is in the process of
finalizing $20 million Call for Projects to enhance safety at 64 various at-grade
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crossings countywide. The report provides a discussion of the related issues
and requests Board direction on next steps.

Attachments

A. August 12, 2002, Board Report

B. March 22, 2004, Board Report

C. April 26, 2004, Board Report

D. November 8, 2004, Board Report

E. January 27, 2005, Letter from the City of Placentia

Prepared by:

Approved by:

%

Shohreh Dupuis Paul C. Taylor, P.E.
Acting Manager, Executive Director,
Local Programs and Planning, Development and
Commuter Rail Services Commuter Services

(714) 560-5673 (714) 560-5431



OCTA

ATTACHMENT A

BOARD COMMITTEE TRANSMITTAL

August 12, 2002

To: Members of the Board of Directors
From: Olga Gonzalea’:lerk of the Board

Subject: Placentia Rail Crossing Safety Project

Committee Referrals

Transit Planning and Operations Committee August 1, 2002
Present: Directors Brown, Keenan, Spitzer, Ward and Winterbottom
Absent: None

Vote: Unanimous vote of Directors present.

Committee Recommendations

A. Provide a one-time Rail Crossing Safety grant to the City of Placentia
using $3.4 million of Regional Surface Transportation Program funds,
provided the City matches with $500,000 local funds.

B.  Direct staff to monitor the implementation process and operational
issues involved with improved at-grade rail crossings.

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



OCTA

August 1, 2002

To: Transit Planning and Operations Committee
From: Arthur T. LeahrChief Executive Officer

Subject: Placentia Rail Crossing Safety Project

Overview

Ongoing noise and traffic safety concerns in the City of Placentia have led to a
city request for $5 million of street/railroad crossing improvements. The
Orange County Transportation Authority Board directed staff to work with the
city to develop an action and funding plan to address these concerns. A plan
for OCTA participation and joint funding is presented for Board approval.

Recommendations

A. Provide a one-time Rail Crossing Safety grant to the City of Placentia using
$3.4 million of Regional Surface Transportation Program funds, provided
the City matches with $500,000 local funds.

B. Direct staff to monitor the implementation process and operational issues
involved with improved at-grade rail crossings.

Background

Freight and passenger trains blow warning whistles at street crossings along
the 68 miles of Southern California Regional Rail Authority (Metrolink) tracks in
Orange County. For many years, due to an understanding between the
railroad and the City of Placentia, trains on the Burlington Northern Santa Fe
(BNSF) line did not blow their whistles through Placentia. Recently, however, a
pending federal whistle use rule, as well as several safety-related/liability
issues led, the railroads to once again blow their whistles.

Since then, the City of Placentia has been working on a Rail Crossing Safety
project to improve street/rail grade crossings and provide insurance so that
Metrolink and freight rail trains would not have to blow their whistles. The

Orange County Transportation Authority
550 South Main Strest / P.O. Box 14184 / QOrange / California 92863-1584/(714) 560-OCTA (6282)
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City's proposals are currently being reviewed by the California Public Utilities
Commission (CPUC), and ultimately must be approved by the Federal Railroad
Administration (FRA). The improvements consist of street median and signal
improvements and installation of “quad” gates at rail crossings. Attachment A
describes the City’s proposed project.

in May 2002, the City asked that Orange County Transportation Authority
(OCTA) fund $9.2 million of safety improvements in Placentia ($6 million for the
rail safety features of the Safety Project and $3.2 million for train control
improvements.) The request was presented with urgency due to the April 2002
collision between two trains. On May 13, 2002, the Board asked staff to
evaluate the City’s request and respond. The Board also stressed their interest
in seeing other funding participants in addition to OCTA.

Staff reviewed the City's request and determined:

e The City initially requested improvements to the BNSF train communication
system ($3.2 million), which they have since determined would have no
impact on future train-to-train safety. The City has clarified this situation
and subsequently dropped this request.

e The initial $6 million project included improvements at three (3) street
crossings that are planned to be grade separated or closed in the near
future. The City has reduced the cost estimate to $5 million for quad gates,
raised medians/shoulders, and setback signals at eight (8) remaining street
crossings. The improvements could be implemented once approved by the
Public Utilities Commission (PUC); however, this would not result in a Quiet
Zone without approval by the Federal Railroad Administration and
additional insurance provided by the City.

OCTA has long supported rail grade-separation projects, in the interest of both
safety and improving traffic flow. In January 2000, $15.2 million was allocated
to cities, including $4 million to Placentia for their Orangethorpe rail-lowering
project. An additional $1.1 million was allocated by OCTA in January 2002 to
fund the Placentia Avenue grade-separation project. However, in the past,
cities have been responsible for street safety projects, including at-grade rail
crossings.

Discussion

One of OCTA's roles as the regional transportation agency has been to
encourage innovative projects that are beyond the resources of individual
cities. OCTA has similar partnerships to fund grade separations, improve city
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traffic signal systems, maintain city streets, and implement the Master Plan of
Arterial Highways. |n addition, at-grade rail crossing safety is a mutual interest
of cities and OCTA, being a partner in the Metrolink commuter rail system.

The street crossings in the City of Placentia are a serious problem. The volume
of rail traffic and the long delays of freight trains are particularly aggravating to
drivers crossing the tracks. In the past, some have chosen to drive around the
gates in a effort to avoid the wait.

The City of Placentia has already made a considerable investment of their own
funds to design the at-grade crossing improvements and to apply for PUC
approval. It should be noted that the City has also expended approximately
$380,000 to design the project and apply for approvals. An additional
$750,000 of the City funds will be used for Quiet Zone insurance.

A pilot project to assess the challenges and determine effectiveness of at-
grade crossing improvements would be very useful to many impacted cities. f
the Placentia improvements are approved by the PUC and prove successful,
they could be implemented in other locations in Orange County.

Note that OCTA staff does not consider the Quiet Zone to currently be a
regional transportation objective. However, the increase in freight traffic and
changes in railroad policies on whistle blowing has dramatically and
unexpectedly impacted many residents. These issues are likely to become
more significant regionally in the future.

Potential Funding Source

If OCTA is to provide funding, it should come from the Regional Surface
Transportation Program (RSTP) funds. Due to several recent project
cancellations, the County-wide program is in the process of re-allocating funds,
and the Board could use a portion to fund rail crossing safety projects. RSTP
funds require a minimum 12 percent local match.

In response to OCTA’s request for matching funds, Placentia has identified
approximately $500,000 of local funds that are available to match OCTA funds.
In addition, the City has indicated that they will assume responsibility for the
project’s contingency and construction management costs. This will reduce the
amount requested from OCTA to $3.4 million.

The RSTP funds have a “use it or lose it” deadline and staff will need to ensure
timely approvals and impilementation from the PUC and other agencies.
Finally, these funds must also be programmed into the Regional Transportation
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Improvement Plan (RTIP), requiring approval by Caltrans, Southern California
Association of Governments, and Federal Highway Administration. Approval to
expend the funds could take several months.

City staff has not been able to identify other available state or federal grant
funds that could be obtained in a timely manner.

Summary

The City of Placentia has requested OCTA funding assistance on a Rail
Crossing Safety Project in the Orangethorpe Corridor. Staff has reviewed the
request, and is recommending a pilot project grant to the City, conditioned on
the city providing the local matching funds.

Attachmeht

A. City of Placentia Memorandum Safety Zone Improvements

Prepared by: Approved by:
N .
- s I
Dave Elbaum Dave Elbaum
Director, Strategic Planning Director, Strategic Planning

(714) 560-5745 (714) 560-5745



ATTACHMENT A

MEMORANDUM
To: Dave Elbaum
From: Chris Becker
Date: June 4, 2002
Re: Safety Zone improvements

Per your request, this memorandum wili serve as background information for the subject
project. We have organized the enclosed information as follows:

1.0 BACKGROUND

2.0 DESCRIPTION OF IMPROVEMENTS

3.0 COSTS

4.0 SCHEDULE

5.0 CASH FLOW

6.0 CITY CONTRIBUTION-SAFETY ZONE PROJECT

APPENDIX - ATTACHMENTS A-F

We trust this information suits your needs. If you need additional information or have any
questions, please call me anytime at 714.993.8245.



1.0 BACKGROUND

The Orangethorpe rail corridor is unique in that it is one of two “mainiine”, Class 1
railroads in Southern California. This corridor provides freight rail connection from the
Ports of Long Beach and Los Angeles to the mid-west and eastern states.
Approximately 70 trains per day, mostly BNSF freight trains, as well as Metrolink and
Amtrak commuter trains use the corridor. As world trade continues to increase, this rail
corridor will see freight train volumes increase to approximately 100 trains per day in
2010 and 135-150 trains per day in 2020. At the same time, vehicular volumes also are
expected to increase on the arterial at-grade street/rail crossings. There are 11
crossings on this 5-mile corridor, spanned by Placentia Avenue on the west to Kellogg
Drive on the east.

The proposed rail crossing safety demonstration project is designed to enhance crossing
safety to prevent train and vehicle accidents. The project will be implemented at eight
crossings, discussed below. Two of the eleven crossings are slated for grade separation
(Melrose Street and Placentia Avenue) and another will be closed at the crossing
(Bradford Avenue), the safety improvements would not be a cost-effective investment at
these locations and will not be part of the project. A secondary benefit of the project is
that the corridor will be able to achieve “Quiet Zone” status.

On April 1, 2001, the Burlington Northern Santa Fe (BNSF) Railway began blowing train
whistles at all 11 at-grade crossings along the Orangethorpe Corridor in anticipation of a
future ruling by the Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) requiring train whisties to be
blown at all at-grade crossings. For the last 25 years, the City of Placentia had a no-
whistle zone gentlemen’s agreement with the BNSF which kept the whisties silent.

The City of Placentia immediately began work to formally establish the corridor as a
Quiet Zone pursuant to requirements and processes mandated by the FRA. This
process involves a series of steps including field reviews, preliminary design, final
design, preconstruction monitoring, construction monitoring, post-construction
monitoring and a final report.

in order to achieve Quiet Zone status and receive a no-whistle order from the FRA, the
City of Placentia will be required to construct supplemental safety measures, (i.e. grade
crossing gates, enhanced signing and signalization, raised medians, etc.) which must be
reviewed and approved by the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC), the
affected railway operations, and the FRA.

To date, the City has completed the field reviews and preliminary design and has
submitted an application for review and approval by the CPUC. All affected railway
operators are in agreement with the proposed supplemental safety measures. It is our
understanding that CPUC approval of the Quiet Zone application is in the final stages of
review and shouid be approved in the very near future.



2.0 DESCRIPTION OF INPROVEMENTS

There are 8 at-grade crossings within the proposed rail crossing demonstration project
area summarized, from east to west, as follows:

Kellogg Drive

Lakeview Avenue
Richfield Road

Van Buren Street
Jefferson Street

Tustin Avenue/Rose Drive
Orangethorpe Avenue
Kraemer Boulevard

The proposed improvements vary from crossing to crossing. The improvements
proposed at each crossing location are illustrated in the accompanying power point
presentation (Attachment D) and are depicted graphically on Attachment A in the
Appendix of this memorandum. Additionally, detailed plans depicting the improvements,
by location, have been completed for the corridor. As depicted on Attachment A, the
construction of the safety improvements will be completed by two entities. The BNSF, as
the owner of the rail corridor right-of-way, will construct all improvements within the
existing railway right-of-way. This includes gates, rail signals, track circuitry, grade
crossing panels and other miscellaneous improvements. The City of Placentia will be
responsible for constructing all improvements outside the rail right-of-way including, but
not necessarily limited to, pavement striping, signing, pre-signals, raised medians and
traffic signal modifications.

In addition to the hard improvements at each crossing location, the project also includes
a proposed communication system upgrade from Kraemer Boulevard to the west. From
Kraemer Boulevard west to the Fullerton Junction, the railway signal communication
system infrastructure consists of overhead wires mounted on poles. The project
improvements call for upgrading this infrastructure to “electrocode”, a system which uses
the rail lines as the communication conduit between the rail signals and the railway
dispatcher. Electrocode currently exists east of Kraemer Boulevard and west of Fullerton

Junction.

The rail crossing demonstration project will be a working model that provides a wealth of
field operational data. To our knowledge, there are no similar corridors in the state that
offer the added safety elements proposed. The corridor is unique in that it is long, about
4 miles, has 8 closely spaced crossings and has mixed rail use--freight and passenger.
The FRA has indicated they will closely monitor the project to assist them in developing
background data to be used across the country on other similar projects. Similarly, the
City will be required to send the CPUC the results from on-going field review of the
safety improvements.



3.0 COSTS

The total estimated cost to construct the rail crossing demonstration project is
approximately $6 million. However, as mentioned, the City of Placentia is embarking on
the construction of fully-funded “jump start” projects on the west end of the corridor at
Placentia Avenue, Melrose Street and Bradford Avenue. These projects have a total cost
of about $40 million, funded by the State Traffic Congestion Relief Program, OCTA,
BNSF and the City. Under these projects, Melrose Street and Placentia Avenue will be
grade separated and Bradford Avenue will be closed. These projects will commence at
the end of 2002 and wili be completed by mid-2004. As such, the safety improvements
at these locations have been deleted from the project and corresponding cost estimate.

The rail crossing demonstration project cost estimate, with the deletion of Placentia
Avenue, Melrose Street and Bradford Avenue improvements, is estimated at $5 million.
A construction cost breakdown by location and construction element (BNSF/City
construction) is depicted on Attachment B contained in the Appendix.

4.0 SCHEDULE

To date, the City of Placentia has completed Preliminary Design and has packaged and
submitted a formal application to the CPUC for approval. This appiication should be
approved any day now. Once approved, the City will need to establish a Construction
and Maintenance (C&M) Agreement with the BNSF. A draft agreement is presently
being prepared. Once the C&M is executed, the BNSF can order the necessary
materials for construction. However, the City must have the project funding in hand
before the BNSF will place equipment orders.

The lead time is approximately 4 months to obtain the required gates, signals, crossing
materials, etc. During this time, the City is required to conduct 4 months of pre-
construction video monitoring of the major crossing locations. These activities will
happen concurrently, after which construction can commence. During construction, the
City is required to video monitor the “during construction” condition, with daytime
locomotive whistie use. At the end of this period, the FRA will be requested to issue the
order to cease whistle use. Finally, 4 months of monitoring will be required at the
completion of construction with no whisties being used, at which time a final report is
prepared.

The FRA has recently issued “cease use of whistle orders” in Coon Rapids, Minnesota,
Yakima, Washington and Louisville, Kentucky. In each case, a significant decrease in
driver violations at the grade crossings resulted from project implementation. The
proposed rail crossing safety demonstration project includes a greater level of safety
improvements than these other corridors (due to the very large rail and traffic volumes)
and is expected to result in significant drop-off in dangerous driver behavior and
corresponding vehicle violations. A schedule for the rail crossing demonstration project
is contained in the Appendix as Attachment C.



5.0 CASH FLOW

Based upon the schedule outlined in Section 4.0 herein and the project costs and
schedule depicted on Attachments B and C, respectively, the required cash flow needs

for the project will be as follows:

FY 02/03 $ Required
1* Quarter $0
(July — Sept)
2™ Quarter $2,000,000
(Oct — Dec)
3" Quarter $2,155,000
(Jan — Mar)
4™ Quarter $ 845000
(Apr — June)

TOTAL...$5,000,000

All funding for the project will be needed in the 2003/03 fiscal year.

6.0 CITY CONTRIBUTION

The City of Placentia has incurred, and will continue to incur, significant project costs
over and above the stated $5M construction cost estimate for the Quiet Zone
Improvements. A brief summary of the City of Placentia costs (past, current and future)

which are attributable to the safety zone project are as follows:

Preliminary Design/CPUC Application.............cooveeninniinn. $125,000
FINAI PS&E ... ccrersreraeseeesemtceaesnesaesssaesas e sennessnnsnnns $150,000
City Contract Administration...........oevviimniees $75,000
BNSF INSUFANCE (1) .ecveerieeeriieiriiimestesiesienieene s $500,000
Metrolink INSUTANCE (2) «..vveeeeerereeriiiirireneeenie s $120,000
Preconstruction MONIORNG .....cevvviiiiiiiinennii e $65,000
Post Construction Monitoring ......c..ccevveemiiicnniin, $65,000

Total City Commitment ...... $1,100,000

In addition, the City has spent about $10.3 million (Attachment F)on the

engineering,
allowable, the City has $250,0

environmental clearance and outreach for the entire corridor. If

this project as well (Attachment E).

Notes:

(1)  Mandated BNSF Insurance Policy — in- place (Policy increased form $100,000 to $250,000 annual

premium on 6-1-02)
(2) Mandated Metrolink Insurance Policy — will be in place upon project operational

phase

0.00 in GMA funds that could be programmed for
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Attachment A — Proposed Quiet Zone Improvements
Attachment B — Summary of Quiet Zone Costs
Attachment C — Project Schedule

Attachment D — Power Point Presentation
Attachment E - GMA NO. 1 - Information

Attachment F — City Contribution-Entire Corridor



ATTACHMENT A
Crossing-safety demonstration project elements

CROSSING LOCATION

|

Construction
Element

" ORANGETHORPE
STATE COLLEGE
FULLERTON JCT.

| JUSTIN/ROSE

l KELLOGG |
| PLACENTIA

' BNSF CONSTRUCTION 1

0
RN
Remove existing Gates / Signals + U sl ol &l o o l \
| Remove existing Gate Lamps ! 0 . o o L
Install Quad Gates TSR RECR AT AR R A }
L Install Gate Lamps + .
Modify Track Circuits VS IS IR I S SR SN I B 2R S R B
| install Concrete Track Panels i ¢l o] o] 0! ¢l
| Install Cantilever Signal Pole ¢ . ¢ ] \
| Construct DC to Electrocode Conversion i EERIRIR SRS I ¢ 0
| CITY CONSTRUCTION | !
{Construct Raised Medians AR AR AR AR ¢ e 0
| Construct Curb & Gutter / Berm - K el el e xl
Pavement Markings / Striping e e el o]0l el el l . ] TR
| Install Signing el ool ot oo olo] sl ‘
% Install Pre-Signals TN A N *
, Construct Traffic Signal Modifications ¢ . 1
install Barricades / K-Rail / Fencing * ) .
. Construct Sidewalls ¢+ . |
] Construction element required at this location
+ Work at this designated location is proposed to be deleted due to impending improvements at

Placentia. Melrose and Bradford Avenue.



ATTACHMENT B
SUMMARY OF QUIET ZONE COSTS

(1) (2 (3)
CROSSING LOCATION CITY BNSF BNSF TOTAL
IMPS. iIMPS. dc-el conv.

KELLOGG $75,000 $155,000 $230,000
LAKEVIEW $106,000 $200,000 $306,000
RICHFIELD $70,000 $165,000 $235,000
VAN BUREN $98,000 $180,000 $278,000
JEFFERSON $74,000 $170,000 $244,000
TUSTIN $96,000 $165,000 $261,000
ORANGETHORPE $906,000 $165,000 $1,071,000
KRAEMER $99,000 $200,000 $300,000 $599,000
BRADFORD $731,000 $170,000 $100,000 $1,001,000
MELROSE $132,000 $150.000 $100,000 $382,000
PLACENTIA $45,000 $550,000 $100,000 $695,000
STATE COLLEGE $300,000 $300,000
ACACIA $200,000 $200,000
RAYMOND $180,000 $180,000
FULLERTON JUNCTION $105,000 $105,000
TOTAL| $2,432,000 $2,270,000 $1,385,000 $6,087,00ﬂ

LESS:plac/mel/brad imps

ADJUSTED TOTAL
CONTINGENCY (10%)
CONSTRUCTION MGT (6%)
GRAND TOTAL

COLUMN (1) = CITY IMPS. (pre-signals,medians, etc.)

COLUMN (2) = BNSF IMPS (crossing gates,signals,etc.)
COLUMN (3) = BNSF COMMUNICATION IMPS (dc to electrocode w/o Kraemer)
* denotes $ values which need to be verified ( pending from BNSF)

($1.778.000)*

$4,309,000
$430,900
$258,540
$4,998,440

USE $5M
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ATTACHMENTE

Combined Transportation Funding Programs (CTFP)
Growth Management Area (GMA) #1

Ly B i
o EE ]
L - FY0Q/01 ., FY01/02
Weir Canyon Rd / La Palma Ave
Anahem 00-ANAH-GMA-3003 _ Imersectonimpro. . FYO203 S - 8 -8 o8 s 8 SR SRR S -8 -8 1
Weir Canyon Rd/ La Palma Ave
_ . Anaheim_ 00-ANAH-GMA-3003 __ Intersection impro. Fyo2/03 S -8 _...-.8 ) I ] -3 -3 -_S - S s
ner__99-ANAH-GMA1006__ Imoenal Hignway Sounawall ___ ___FY00IO1__ § -3 S - 8 g =8 - § =3 L
Edinger/Newhope East-West Signal
Santaana 00-SNTA-GMA-3164 -Modification ... Fyowc2 8 - 8 .. -.% -3 - -8 $ -3 - 3 -8 10,0001
Edinger / Newhope Signal
_ SantaAna 97-SNTA-GMA-1135 -Modificabon . .~ Frooor S -8 -8 . -3 8 % $ $. .. 10000 1
_ Yorba Linda 93-YLND-GMA-1117 Orangethorpe Ave @ Imperial Hwy FYOO/01 $ -8 .-.5 -8 -8 -5 -3 -8 - 8 30,000 § E
Brookhurst St Widening-SR-91 to La
A#1  Ananem  O0-ANAH-GMA-3001 PamaAv(GMAT) . FYOS06 § - 8. oo f o8 n 8 BT SO R S . S s 1
1A#1  Anaberm  00-ANAH-GMA-3002  EastStreeYSR-91 interchange  FYO4/05 § - 8-S S8 -8 -8 ~8 -8 -3 E
1A#1  Anahern 92-ANAH-GMA-1001 _YorbalindaBivd @ La PaimaAve  FY92/93 _§ $ S T 1 -8 s BNESOR. JI S 1
Harbor Blvd / Lemon St/ Patt St @
tAR1__Ananeim  SL-ANAH.GMA:1001 _SR-01interchanges . Frouss __s $ .8__68000 S -8 8 S S - S R
Harbor Bivd / Lemon St/ Patt St @
tA#1  Anahem  93-ANAH.GMA-1001 SR-91intercharges FYsyss  § 2. §..130000 § -8 -8 .3 =3 -8 ] -3 1
1A#1  Anaherm  95-ANAH-GMA-1001  Harbor BivdlLemonPatt @ SR-91  FY98/%7  § - .8 N -8 - % 700,000 S -8 -8 - 3 s b
MA#1_ Ananem  96-ANAH-GMA-1035  State College Blvd @ SR-91 _ Fysemo $ - .8 -8 -3 S -8 -8 - & 137000 $ - s 4
1A#1  Anahem  96-ANAM.GMA.1035  State College Bivd @ SR-91 . Fyories 8 -8 S - S . | . 8., 38000 S S N $ -8 7
AA#1  Anaheim  96-ANAH-GMA-1036  Tuslin Ave @ SR-91 _FYo1e2 S - .8 - .8 -8 -8 8 S -8 S - § 650,000
AA#1 Anaheim  96-ANAH-GMA-1036  Tustin Ave @ SR-91 $ -8 - 8. EIUE TR W -8 I 3 - 8 S $ ]
AA#1 - Anaherm  97-ANAH-GMA-1002  East Street/ SR-91 Interchange | FY01/02 ) R - .8 -8 -8 ) -8 - .5 -3 - § 100,000
AA#1  Anaheim  97-ANAH-GMA.1005 Impernal Hwy @ La Palma _Fyge/9s $ .= 3 -8 -8 -5 -8 F. - 8 -8 -3 4
AA#1  Anahern  98-ANAH.GMA-2007 LaPama@Chrisden ~ ~  FY8s/ioo 8§ - § PO DI S . - .8 o8 n 82000000 S -8 ]
AA#1  -Brea 00-BREA.GMA.3021 - Brea/ SR-57 Transit Corridor Study  FYOSH H -8 -8 -8 -8 -5 - 5. -8 $ 1
JA#1 Brea 00-BREA-GMA-3022 SR 57 Corridor CCTV & Intertie _FYOOI0O1 S <8 s - S 8 $ -8 B - § 100000 $ !
state Route 5// Lambert R
MAR1  Brea 00-BREA-GMA-3023  Interchange Preliminary . FYOUO2 $ -8 ~ 8 e S R -8 G -8 - 5 $ 25.009
A “ea 92-BREA-GMA-1020 Imperial Hwy (Randolph to SR-57)  FY92/93 § 300,000  § - s -8 -..8 - S .- 8 P T 1 -8 E
SK 5/ Kamp Improvements B
JA a _93-BREA-GMA-1011_ (Lambert @ Imperial) ... FY9TI88 S -8 L . - .3 R - 8. s a8 -8 - S ]
SR 5/ Kamp improvements )
MAH#1  Brea 93-BREA-GMA-1011 _ (Lamben @ Imperial) _ Fromes § -3 -8 -3 -8 -8 -8 - 8 -8 $ k
SR 5/ Ramp Improvements ~
VMAZ1  Brea 95-BREA-GMA-1021  (Lambert\ Impenial) _ . Fromge § - 8§ -8 -8 - 8 -3 -8 -8 L ] -3 1
MA#1  Brea 97-BREA-GMA-1028 -Birch Sreet @ State College Biva  FYOO/01  § -8 -8 -5 . -8 -8 -8 +.8 100000 S E
VMA#1  Brea 97-BREA-GMA-1028 -Birch Street @ State College BIvd __ FYODIO1  § - s -3 -8 -8 -8 -8 -8 - § 145000 § 4
MA#1 Brea 97-BREA-GMA-1028  Birch Street @ State College Blvd __ FY00/01 S -8 - S S -8 - S -8 -3 - § 150000 § f
MA#1  Brea S7-BREA-GMA-1029  BreaBivd @ Central ... Fyowo2 LT -8 -5 -8 -8 -8 -5 -, .3 -8 50,0008
MA#1  Brea 98-BREA-GMA-1115 :SR-57 @ Lambert Interchange  FYS9/00 S - 8. -8 -8 -8 -8 -8 - § 175000 3 - s E
MA#1  Brea 99-BREA-GMA-1019  Rose Drive @ Valencia Fro203  $ -8 -8 CO $ -3 -8 -8 -8 -8 :
5K 5/ ang Lambert K. Iinterchange
MA#1  Brea 99-BREA-GMA-1024  Preliminary Eng . FYssi00 S -8 -8 -8 -8 -8 -5 - 8 $ - s 1
Commonwealth Avenue wiaening
MA#1  BuenaPark 00-BPRK-GMA-3025 (Inaiana to Beach) Y0203 | § CON S T -8 - % - 5 $ -8 -8 $ E
Commonwealth Avenue Widening
MA #1  BuenaPark 00-BPRK-GMA-3025 {indiana to Beach) ... Fyoanos $ - 8§ R . $ -3 -5 -8 - 8 -8 E
MA#1  BuenaPark 93-BPRK-GMA-1013 Dale Street Bridge s/o Malvem Fyoa/es 8 - § -5 1680000 § o -3 -8 8 -8 A ]
MA#1  BuenaPark 93-BPRK-GMA-1013  Dale Street Bndge s/o Malvern Fyg4/85 $ -8 - § 50000 $ -3 -8 -8 - -3 -3 R
MA#1  BuenaPark 94-BPRK-GMA-1033 Beach Bivd @ Anesia Bivd  FYoues S -8 - §$ 35000 § -8 - s -8 -3 -8 4
MA# 1t  BuenaPark 95-BPRK-GMA-1024 Artesia Bivd @ BeachBivd . Fyo7/98 $ -8 -8 -8 -3 L - .8 -8 -8 - 8 1
MA# 1  BuenaPark 95-BPRK-GMA-1024  Artesia Bivd @ BeachBivd FY97/98  $ -3 -3 R - 8 - 8120000 $ -8 5 ] A
MA#1  BuenaPark 95-BPRK-GMA-1024 ArtesiaBivd@ BeachBivd FY98/00  § N N -8 . -8 5 - § 100000 § $ ]
MA#1  BuenaPark 95-BPRK-GMA-1025 Dale St Widening - I I -8 -.3 250000 3 -8 I T T -8 E
Antesia Bivd improvements @ -5
MA#1  BuenaPark 97-BPRK-GMA-1033 Fwy. . Fyowoz $ - % I EO S T -8 -3 -3 -3 - § 220,000
Antesia Bivd Improvements @ 1-5
MA#1  BuenaPark 97-BPRK-GMA-1033 Fwy. . LFYooor s -8 a8 8 S T ) IEENE SN L..$.... 100000 3 1
MA# 1 BuenaPak 97-BPRK-GMA-1036 _Inter-County Arterial Highway Study _ FYOWO! __$ S ) SR I o8 - 8 ) 2.8 28000 8 A
MA#1  BuenaPark 98-BPRK-GMA-2008 KnottAvenue Bridge .. Froeie 8 -8 - % .o S .S . 8. o8 20000 5 DA -8 1
At na Park:99-BPRK-GMA-1025 _ Commonwealth Averue Wideing _ FY04/D5 S IV TOURURRCIE SR NV AN SUPS. nod SR U U $ ]
MA#R sena Park 99-BPRK-GMA-1025 _Commonwealth Avenue Widening FYQ3/04 $ -3 -8 -3 -3 =3 - 8 -8 -3 - R
MA#1 Buena Park S-BPRK.GMA-1025 Commonwealth Avenue Widening _ FY0203  § - 8 .= 8. o8 o= %ok 3 3 k
County of i
MA#: Orange 00-ORCO-GMA-3043 _ Tustin Avenue (at Orangethorpe} FYD5/06 $ - S P ] -5 -3 -3 -3 -3 -3 -3 4
6/4/2002 1
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Combined Transportation Funding Programs (CTFP)
Growth Management Araa (GMA) #1

Y
County of
A#1 _Orange  99-ORCO-GMA-1047 Tustin Avenue Widening FY03/04 $ -8 - -8 -3 ) -8 .8
IA#1__ DanaPoint 95-DPNT-GMA-1069 _Pacific Coast Hwy FYooiot 8 -5 -8 -8 s -3 - $ 67000 _§
T Orangetmorpe Ave (BF S SEE
1A#3  Fullerion - 52-FULL-GMA-1050 College Blvd FY92/93 § 15000 _§ - - 8 L 1 -3 -8 - S
Urangemoipe Ave (Stanion o St
IA# 1 _ Fullenon  83-FULL-GMA-105 _Coliege) FYoues '~ § - § 172,000 -8 -8 s -3 s -5
Ordngendiie Ave [STanion & St
A1 Fullerton 93-FULL-GMA-1053 _ College) FY93/84 H -8 25000 5 -3 -8 -_ 8 - S $ S
A#1 - Fulleon  '95-FULL-GMA-1072_ _ Euclid St@ SR-91 Fygries § -8 $ $ -8 -_$ 100000 _$ -8 S [
1A#1_ Fullenon _95-FULL-GMA-1073  GMA # 1 Admini y FY9eioo__ § -3 -3 H -3 - .8 -8 -5 500 S -8
A# 1 Fulenon 95-FULL-GMA-1073 _ GMA# 1 Administration Fyar/e s - s s . - s -$ 500§ - -3
IA#1  Fulleton _95-FULL-GMA-1073 _ GMA # 1 Administration FYgs/96 S -8 | S 5000 § $ -8 -8 - 5 .-
1AB1__Fuleron 95-FULL-GMA-1073 _ GMA# 1 Administration Frowse 8 - S - § - $ 3 S 3 50008 =t oS
A#1_ Fuleton  95FULL-GMAOTI _ GMAK ) Admimistration __FPyewer 8 - s -8 S . $ 500 s BN S - e
a#1  Fuleron  95-FULL-GMA1074_ GMAS# 1 Administrayon Fvoyoe 8 - .8 S =3 e $
‘A1 Fullerton  95-FULL-GMA-1074 -GMA # 1 Administration Fyed4/es  § -3 ) -8 -3 -5 ]
IA#1__Fulenon  -96-FULL-GMA-1046 _Brooknurst St@ SR-1 Frames S - S s -8 8 :.5_ 110000 S
IARY _ Fdlenon 97-FULL-GMA-1070 _ GMA #1 Administration FYDO/01 s -3 -8 -8 -3 S -8
W81 _ Fulenon _97-FULL:GMA1070 _ GMA #1 Administraton Frovez 8 - § s -3 L8 -8 S
IA#1 _ Fulleron 98-FULL-GMA-1117 _ Highland Ave Grade Sepaation FY99/00 __§ s - 85 -5 - 3 -8 -8
1A deton _.SS-FULL-GMA-1071__ GMA#1 Adminstraion __ ___ FY0wo3 _ § n..3 . .3 P L. ) L.
\A#1___Fulleton -99-FULL-GMA-1071__.GMA #1 Adminstration FYD3/04 ] -8 $ -8 -8 -8 -3
\A#1__ Fulenon _ 99-FULL-GMA-1071 _ GMA# Adminstration FY04/05 $ - -3 -8 - 5 -8 ]
WA#1_ Fulleron _99-FULL-GMA-1071 __GMA#1 A FY0S/06  _§ - ] -8 -8 =8 -8
h “Harber Biva- at Lamben'Rc
tA#1  Fulleton  99-LHAB-GMA-1114__ Intersection Widening Fyo03 % o3 - [RS. -8 S
h Lampert Road (seach t6 EFS Uity
1A#1 _LaHaora OOLHAB-GMA-3109_Limit) FY05/06 3 - 5 3 -8 ) -8 $
“Lambert K634 {Béacn b EASTCity ™"~
‘A#1_ LaHabra 00-LHAB-GMA-3109  Limiy___ FY04/05 $ =8 o -3 -3 L) $
\A#1  LaHabra _92-LHAB-GI 35___Impenal Rwy & Harbor Bivd Fyo2/83 § 141000 § -5 -8 -3 1 -3
1A%1 _ LaHabra  93-LHAB-GMA-1068 _ Whittier Bivd @ Harbor Bivd Fvoyee . 8 -8 188000 S -8 - 8.8 $
Timperial Hiwy (WESTCity Ot (6
WA#1_ LaHabra__94-LHAB-GMA-1085 Rose) e Fysaigs _ § - § -5 100000 § -8 o -8
1A%1  _LaHabra  95LHAB.GMA-1108  Citywide Signal Coord AL T $ -8 -3 - §_ 102040 $ $ $
A#) _ Lakaba 95LHAB.GMA1108 _Citywide Signal Coordination Fyosree 5 .S .S -5 12960 3§ s s __-o.$ 8 S SO
g1 LaHabra 95LHAB-GMA-1109  Lambert Road Gap Clasures Fyorme _.$ $ S S SR $ $ NSRS S RS S S
1A#1 _ LaHabra = 95-LHAB-GMA-1108 LampertRoad Gap Closures _ Fyos/gs H - 3 -3 R ) - ez 8 -8 $ L _ S
: TR T mulifisdicuonat 1 Fatnic Signal
1A%t LlaHabra__ 97-LHAB-GMA-1098 _Timing ___Fyovoz S -5 C: S -3 -8 -8 $ S . $ . ...50.009
A#1 _LlaHaora  99LHAB-GMA-1115 _Harbor Boulevard Signal Interconnect FY01/02__ § -8 -8 -8 -5 -8 -8 -5 -3 10,000
) "7 La Habra Boulevara Signai—
81 LaHabra  99LHAB-GMA1116_ Imerconnect LFyouo2 S s 8 L S - = e : %, 40000
‘A#1 _ LaHabra  99-LHAB-GMA-1117 _Lambert Road Signal interconnect FY02/03 s -~ 3 -8 -5 ) -3 : -3 =3 S R
i T T dastanchury Koad @ Kraemer
A1 Placenuz \C-GMA:3149._ Bovlevard SO .- S N | -8 -8 B R S $ $ . S
1A#Y _Placenta 00-PLAC.GMA-3150 _ Madison Avenue @ Bracford FY04/05 $ -8 -8 S -8 -8 -3 -8 -3 =S
D T T Orangetnorpe Ave (Kénogg o
SA#1__ Placentia  92-PLAC-GMA-1122 Placenta) . Fyeusy s 38000 $ -3 -8 -8 2.8 -8 $ LIS MU S
¥A%1  Placenua_ 93-PLAC-GMA:1105 Orangetorpe Ave @ Rose Drive Fyoyge 8. 83808 s L M. $ - J SN TR
k). Placenua_ 93-PLAC.GMA:1105  Orangethorpe Ave @RoseDnve  Fvoeor § - 8 - S - 8 -8 15000 § - 8 - & - 8 - 8§
MMEL.  Placenis  93PLAC:GMA-1106 _ Orangethorpe (Kellogg to Piacentia)  FY95/86 S - 8 8 .8 75000 -8 - .3 -8 N SSU S B —
{A%1 _ Placenva  95-PLAC-GMA:115¢ _Kraemer Bivd @ Yorba LindaBiva _ FY96/97 _§ -8 s S S .3 100000 S -3 s - 8 S
1A#Y Placenta C-GMA-1155 _Orangethorpe @ Jefferson FY98/98  § s -8 -8 -5 S s 5100000 8 -3 R
'A#1  Placentia _ 95-PLAC-GMA-1156 _ Orangetnome @ Richfield Frowes  § - S _ - S - S - s §. -5 75000 S LI ST S
1A%1 _ Placentia _ 95-PLAC-GMA-1157 _ Richfield Road Wigening FY01/02 S -8 -3 $ -5 - $ 3 -3 =% _ 100000
fA#1  Placentia  97-PLAC-GMA-1128 _ Goiden Avenue Bridge FY01/02 s - S S 3 PR ) S .- 8 =3 $
1Ag: P 97-PLAC-GMA-1129 MiraLoma Avenue Widening FYooz2 _ § -8 L. TR, -8 s $ $ -8
B T Orangéirﬁrp_e'l\ve Towerég Kail
1A#1 _ Placenta  98-PLAC-GMA-2009  Slug _Fyomes S - S H s -8 5 -5 100000 8 -8 s
T Drangemorpe;\ve'towereaR‘f_ ]
\A#1 _ Placenta :98-PLAC-GMA-2009 - Study FYS9/00 $ -8 L S -8 3 -8 - 8§ 100000 § S
U?a"ng"élﬁﬁi’be Ave. Towered Raii
1A#1__ Placentia 98-PLAC-GMA-2009 :Study 2FY0203 S -8 $ s -8 $ -8 -8 =S H
1A®1__ Placenua_ 99-PLAC-GMA-1155 _Madison Avenue @ Bradford Avenue/ FYo2i03 -8 3 $ - s -8 -3 - 3 -8 -2
1A#1  Placenta  99:PLAC-GMA-1156 _Orangethorpe Avenue Widening FYOR/03_ .. $ 8 2% $ -8 e RS - 3 A B
1A#1 _ Placentia _ 99-PLAC-GMA-1156  QOrangethorpe Avenue Widening FY03/04 $ -8 -5 U -3 s -8 $ -8 3 -
Bastanchury widerung wio Rose - \
1A#1 _ Yorba Linda 00-YLND-GMA-3202__ GMA FYD1/02 S H -3 3 -3 $ b3 4 - s $ 175000
$ (So K o1fs o3
6/4/2002 11:59 AM




Combined Transportation Funding Programs (CTFP)

Growth Management Area (GMA) #1

1 FYQ1/02
A# . __Yorbalinda 00-YLNO-GMA-3203 _ Orangethvope Corridor Rail Lowenng $ -8 -3 S $ s s $ -8 s 4
A#1 Yorba Linda 00-YLND-GMA-3203 _Orangethrope Comidor Rail Lowering .5 -8 S . | IR I 3 -8 -8 -8 25000 § -
A#1  Yorbalinda 93-YLND-GMA-1117  Orangethorpe Ave @ tmpenal Hwy $ R -8 -8 1
IA#1  Yorbalinda 93-YUND-GMA-1117 _ Orangethorpe Ave @ Impenal Hwy _ B SR I -8 1
lA#1  YorbaLinda 95-YLND-GMA-1208 _Esperanza Road Widening LS S Lol - $ )
IA#1  Yorbalinda 95-YLND-GMA-1208  Esperanza Road Widening S W5 3 - k
’ rairmont Bivd (Current ) erminus 10
fA#1  YorbaLlinda 95-YLND-GMA-1210 -LaPaima) Extension S . $ R $ .
Imperial Hwy @ BNSFGrade
M#1  YorbaLinda 95-YLND-GMA-1211  Separation 5 $ -8 -8 S $ - 8 1
Impenal Hwy (@ BNSFGrage
M#1  Yorpalinda 95-YLND-GMA-1211  Separation N 8. .S -8 -8 ~. 8 50,000 S s S -5 -8 4
MA#1  Yorbalinda 95-YLND-GMA-1212  Orangethorpe Ave Railroad Corridor S ... -3 -8 § 125000 S -8 . -8 -8 -8 R 1 4
wier Canyon Ra/ Yorpa Linoa Biva
JA#1 - Yorbalinda 95-YLND-GMA-1213 @ SR-91 . S -3 - § 100000 § - s -8 -8 -8 -5 -8 g
T rarmont Biva xtension (Esperanza
AMA# 1 Yorbatinda 97-YLND-GMA-1169  tolaPaima) S -5 -8 -8 -3 -8 S -8 - § 75000 S g
JAA#1  YorbaLinda 87-YLNO-GMA-1170  :La Paima @ Gypsum Canyon Road . .5 $ -8 3 - 8 -8 - % - 3 -8 - S 80,001
ESperanza Road Wigening (Farmont
JA#1  Yorbalinda 93-YLND-GMA-1198  connector to 853" east) s -8 -8 s ... 8 -8 -8 -8 .S 50000 5 1
VidH] DAL PEIR & MIUE-ESPel afikd
#A#1  Yorbalinda 95-YLND-GMA-1199  wio New River $ - 5 - 3 - § - 8 - 5 - 3 - § - $ - $  100.0008
i . .
‘ Total s 685305 $ 732000 § 513000 S 942960 § 1,347,040 $ 373000 § 375000 § 1017000 § 935425 $§ 1.715.000
! : l ! I
Annusi Avaiiable 4372001 § 721.083 . § 721,083 | § 721083 ' § 721.083 I s 72108318 721083 (% 721083 [ § 721083 | $ 721083 1 § 721,083
. Cumuistive Available S 1.156.283 ° § 1.879.366 ] s 2.600.449 ' § 3321532¢ § 4042615, 8 4763698 | $ 5484.781 )8 6.205.064 | § 6,926.947' % 7.648.030
! : Cumulative Programming S 6853058 1417305|8 193030518 28732653 22203055 4593305,  4968.05:8 S985.X5!S 69807303 869570
' : R Lass Cumulative Sevings i ! i ! (3 s 1.644.333
i i i Nat Programming s 685305 | §  1417.305]% 1930053  2873.265|$ 4.220305] 45933055 496830515 5985305% 6.980.730: § 7,051,397
I ; ! 7 T 1
! Baisnce K3 4729781 § 462061 ' § 670,144 | § A40.267 | § [177.690)1 § 170393 :§ 516476 . § 220559 | § (63.783)| § 896 633
; T T H I N H
; | ! g i
i [ | 1
3 11:59 AM
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Combined Transportation Funding Programs (CTFP)

Growth Management Area (GMA) #1

6/472002

$ . 10000 3§ < .8 .3 -3 10.000  Planned

1 §__ 135000 § -8 S -8 135,000 _Planned .
$ - 8 $ ) =% 13.425 Planned
s 5. S P | Pranned
$ 3 .5 R 2.8 L. 10000 Plamned
$ S =8 S o 3 30,000 Compiete .

S S P S 175000 Plamed
S -8 -8 $ 100000 Planned
$ -3 -8 $ 191,305, Complete  $

S -3 s -5 - s 68,000 _Comp $  68000_§ -
S. - .8, . -8 - S 130000 Complete § 130000 § ]
s -8 -8 - 8 .8, ..700000 Pending _$ 520672 $_ 179328
5 -5 3 -8 -3 Started § 123,300 § 13,700
5. -8 $ 3 -8 Started  $ 41,800 § (3800
5. S T -8 - 8 o8, . Planned
LS FO L3 3 s Planned .

L8 SR L =8 -8 100,000 Planned -8, 100,009
St S S -8 -5 L Gonces § -5
S 8 w8 o3 o ¥ 200000 Complete § 135457 § 64543
5. -8 - -.§...100000 8 100000 Planned .. ...

3 - 3 -8 -8 -3 100,000 Planned

8 -5 s -8 - $ .. 25000 Staned
$ - B -8 -8 300,000 Complete § 300000 $ 4
$ - L. 8 3 S -..Ganceled
s .S -8 - s s - Carceled
s -5 s S $. .. - Canceles

-3 -8 -8 $ 100,000  Started - $ 100,000
5 H s $ H 145000 Started
$ -3 -8 - 8 -3 150,000  Started
5. -8 - s -8, . $ . 50000 Plawed S - $ 50000
s -8 -8 -8 -8 175000 Stared §  157.462 § 17,537

S 200000 § -8 5 - § 200000 Planned
$ - 3 -8 -8 -8 - Cancel
$ 50000 § T $ 50,000 Started _
$ -8 - 100000 § -3 100,000  Started o
N $ -8 -8 - 8§ 160,000 Complete 3 160.00Q .3 1
H -8 s s -3 50,000 Complete” § 50,000, $ 1
$ - 3 -8 - 8 -0% 35.000 Complete § 35000 § E
s -8 -3 $ o8 s Saned
T T $ -3 -8 120,000 _Started
$ -8 -8 -8 $ 100,000 Stated S 90,000 § 10,000
$ -8 $ -8 $ 250000 Complete S 250000 8 . 1
s LR U ot =3 220000 Pianned .

s 8 s . - 3. 100000 Planned -5 100000

I T ] s S $ 25000 Planned $ 22500 S _ 2,500
$ $ - .8 -8 -3 20,000 Complete $ 20,000 3§ g
s -8 - 10000 § -8 10000 Started ... ...
s -3 900005 - s -3 90000 Started B
$. 75000 S, -8 nd -3 75000 Started —
$ -8 - S - 8 275000 § 275.000 _ Planned

11:59 AM



Combined Transportation Funding Programs (CTFP)
Growth Management Area (GMA) #1

6/4/2002

3 S 425,000 _Planned
$ $ 67.000  Started
$ $ 15,000 Compiete $ 13.913 § 1,087}
$ s 172.000_C $ 157726 5 14,274
B s 25.000_Comp $ 25000 $ g
s s 100,000 Staned S 90000 § 10,000
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ATTACHMENT F

Management/Administration/Finance/insurance/Overhead

Outreach, Public Affairs, Government Affairs, Advocacy,
Cominunications, Economic Development, Urban Planning

Engineering, Engineering Program Management, Envirorunental
Utilities, Right-of-Way, Legal

Construction and Construction Management

Monthly Totals

Cummulative Totals

Fyg7-98
63,000.00

0

45,000.00

0

108,000.00

108,000.00

FY98-99
226,902.08

32,682.06

127,465.13

19,200.00

406,249.27

514,249.27

FY$9-00
391,486.27

575,877.27

694,573.53

19,875.00

1,681,812.07

2,196,061.33

Jul-00
68,568.76

62,619.44

179,091.00

975

311,254.20

2,507,315.53

Aug-00
87,234.34

48,527 91

230,029.00

450

366,241.25

2.873,556.78

Sep-00
84,980.44

56,267.68

278,025.00

1,068.20

420,341.32

3,293,898.11

Oct-00
62,192.24

64,351.38

109,118.00

1,200.00

236,862.62

3,530,760.73

Nov-00
79,302 28

73,857.12

245,693.70

3.500.00

402,353.10

Dec-00
56,526.40

46,745.51

80,762.00

42,094.00

226,127.91

01-Jan
80,576.89

98,869.30

85,715.60

3,500.00

269,661.79

3,933,113.83 4,159,241.74 4,428,903.53



Management/Administration/Finance/lnsurance/Overhead

Outreach, Public Atfairs, Government Affairs, Advocacy,
Communications, Economic Development, Urban Planning

Engineering, Engineering Program Management, Environmental
Utilities, Right-of-Way, Legal

Construction and Construction Management

Monthly Totals

Cummulative Totals

01-Feb
94,381.68

115,582.32

71,21550

3,500.00

284,679.50

4,713,583.03

01-Mar
110,104 56

110,185.14

209,384.84

3,500.00

433,174 .54

5,146,757.57

01-Apr
105,241.17

84,071.13

158,072.47

30,776.95

379,061.72

5,525,819.29

01-May
106,944.53

113,485.17

101,420.65

3.500.00

325,350.35

5,851,169.64

01-Jun
113,666.70

85,488.896

153,756.58

15,100.00

368,012.24

6,219,181.88

FY00-01
1,049.719.99

$61,051.06

1,903,185.34

109,164.15

4,023,120.54

6,219,181.88

01-Jul
130,925.58

99,829.52

265613.72

9,200.00

505,568.82

6,724,750.69

01-Aug
. 224,363.28

105,900.42

137,677.85

21,080.00

489,621.55

7,213,772.25

01-Sep
110,574.02

88,910.66

125,069.19

20,280.40

344,824 .27

7,558,596 52

01-Oct
138,601.97

118,645.14

248,338.42

22,861.00

.528,536.53

8,087,133.04



Management/Administration/Finance/insurance/Overhead

Outreach, Public AHfairs, Government Affairs, Advocacy,
Communications, Economic Development, Urban Planning

Engineering, Engineering Program Management, Environmental
Utilities, Right-of-Way, Legal

Construction and Construction Management

Mouthly Totals

Cummulative Totals

01-Nov
144,347 95

99,250.18

271,206.75

53,066.90

567,871.78

8,655,004.82

01-Dec
130,987.95

105,827.90

228,686 .43

17.970.00

483,472.28

9,138,477.10

02-Jan
117,177.33

123,991.22

135,232.41

16,410.00

392,810.96

9,531,288.06

02-Feb
94,211.45

141,424 61

161,461.96

3,910.00

401,008.02

9,932,296.08

02-Mar
103,659.26

117,825.19

125,470.55

11,736.88

358,691.88

10,290,987 .96

92-Apr 02-May
40,325.00 0
15,000.00 o
15,500.00 [t}
0 0
70,825.00 o

10,361,612.96 10,361,812 96

02-Jun

0

10,361,812.86

FY01-02 02-Jul

1,235,263.79 0
1,016,604.84 0
1,714,247.28 0

176,515.18 ]
4,142,631.09 0

10,361,812.96 10,361,812.96



02-Aug

ManagementAdministralion/Finance/insurance/Overhead 0
Outreach, Public Affairs, Government Affairs, Advocacy, 0
Communications, Economic Development, Urban v_.u::mzu

Engineering, Engineering Program Management, Environmental 0
Utilities, Right-of-Way, Legal ]
Construction and Construction Management

Monthly Totals 0

Cummulative Totals 10,361,812.96

02-Sep

0

10,361,812.96

02-Oct

0

10,361,812.96

02-Nov

o]

10,361,812.96

02-Dec

G

10,361,812.96

Jan-03

0

10,361,812.96

Feb-03

0

10,361,812.96

Mar-03

0

10,361,812.96

Apr-03

o}

10,361,812.96



ManagemenVtAdministration/Finance/lnsurance/Overhead

Outreach, Public Affairs, Government Affairs, Advocacy,
Comununications, Economic Developiment, Urban v.»::_:m_

Engineering, Engineering Program Management, Environmental
Utlilities, Right-of-Way, Legal

Coastruction and Construction Management

Cummulative Tolals 10,361,812.96 10,361,812.96

Grand Total
2,966,372.12

2,586,215.23

4,484,471.28

324,754.33

10,361,812.96

o

Budget-Grand Totat

0






ATTACHMENT B

BOARD COMMITTEE TRANSMITTAL

March 22, 2004

To: Members of the Board of Directors
17
From: Wendy Knowles, Clerk of the Board

Subject Orange County Grade Crossing Study

Committee Referrals

Transit Planning and Operations Committee March 11, 2004
Present: Directors Ward, Winterbottom, and Brown

Absent: Directors Keenan and Silva

Vote: Unanimous vote of the Directors present

Committee Recommendations

A. Adopt the Orange County Transportation Authority Grade Crossing Study,
including the recommended evaluation criteria for the funding program.

B. Direct staff to return to the Board in June 2004, with the funding plan and call
for projects.

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



OCTA

March 11, 2004

To: Transit Planning and Operations Committee
From: Arthur T. Leahy%hief Executive Officer

Subject: Orange County Grade Crossing Study

Overview

On August 12, 2002, the Orange County Transportation Authority Board
directed staff to develop a countywide competitive rail crossing safety program
with guidelines and funding for rail crossing improvements. A Grade Crossing
Study developed a list of safety enhancements to both motorist and pedestrian
safety at each of 64 non-separated crossings, and developed the evaluation
criteria for this countywide funding program. This report provides a summary
of the study’s findings and recommendations.

Recommendations

A. Adopt the Orange County Transportation Authority Grade Crossing Study,
including the recommended evaluation criteria for the funding program.

B. Direct staff to return to the Board in June 2004 with the funding plan and
call for projects.

Background

There are currently 102 street crossings of Southern California Regional Rail
Authority (Metrolink)/Burlington Northern Santa Fe (BNSF) tracks in Orange
County. Thirty-eight are currently grade separated or scheduled to be
separated or closed in the near future. The remaining 64 crossings remain at
grade. All street crossings of Metrolink/BNSF tracks, meet current Public
Utilities Commission (PUC) grade crossing safety standards.

Nationwide, however, there are new concepts being tested to improve the
safety of at-grade rail crossings. Techniques such as quad-gates, raised
medians/curbs, setback signals, and similar ideas will reduce opportunities for
cars to be stuck on train tracks, will stop vehicles from driving around the
gates, and will enhance the overall safety of the at-grade crossing.

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



Orange County Grade Crossing Study Page 2

On August 12, 2002, the Orange County Transportation Authority (OCTA)
Board allocated $3.4 million to the City of Placentia for a pilot program to
improve grade crossing safety in that city. The Board also directed staff to

prepare a comprehensive inventory of all at-grade crossing and to recommend
a funding plan.

Discussion

Korve Ehgineering, one of the Commuter Rail on-call support services
consultants, was assigned to develop the OCTA Grade Crossing Study. The
purpose of the study was to:

¢ Provide an inventory of all 64 at-grade crossings in Orange County,
detailing the current automatic warning devices and other safety and
protection equipment used at each crossing.

e Provide recommendations for enhancements to both motorist and
pedestrian safety at each crossing.

« Develop evaluation criteria to be used for the funding program.

e Provide a ranking of the crossing enhancements based on their impact to
safety and a cost-benefit analysis.

Candidate Treatments

The study identified various treatments designed to enhance motorist and
pedestrian safety at the grade crossings. These were sub-categorized into
three areas designed to treat different safety issues. The first category of
treatments, Crossing Geometry and Condition Treatments, enhance the overall
conditions of the crossing. The second category, Drive-Around Treatments,
deters or prevents motorists from driving around the lowered automatic gates
arms. The third category, Motor Vehicle on Trackway Treatments, deters or
prevents motor vehicles from stopping on the trackway, both intentionally and
inadvertently. The total cost of the motorist treatments identified for all
crossings in Orange County is estimated to total $18,443,000.

In addition, the study identified $673,500 of treatments that can be applied to

enhance pedestrian safety. A complete list of all treatments is included in the
final report.

Evaluation Criteria and Priority Ranking

The study proposed five main criteria to be used in evaluating and ranking the
safety enhancements. The five criteria are: system prevention/safety
enhancement, regional significance and intermodal integration, project needs
and benefit, the local funding match, and the project cost effectiveness.
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Local Jurisdiction Review and Approval

The study's draft report was reviewed and commented on by cities with
at-grade crossings (Anaheim, Fullerton, Irvine, Placentia, San Clemente, San
Juan Capistrano, Santa Ana, Tustin, and Orange). All cities’ comments were
addressed and incorporated in the final report. In addition, the final report was
reviewed and adopted by the OCTA Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) on
January 14, 2004. The committee also approved the evaluation criteria
proposed for the funding program.

Next Steps

OCTA staff will be working with the TAC to identify an appropriate source of
funds and the recommended match requirements for a rail crossing safety
program. Previous grade crossing projects have mostly relied on Federal
Regional Surface Transportation Project funds. Staff will return to the Board
for review and adoption of the funding plan and a call for projects.

Summary

A Grade Crossing Study was conducted to develop a list of 19 million of
enhancements to both motorist and pedestrian safety at each crossing, and to
develop the evaluation criteria for the countywide rail crossing safety. This
report provides a summary of the study’s findings and recommendations.

Attachment
None.
Prepared by: Approved by:
QA U & Q-fEl—
Shohreh Dupuis Dave Elbaum
Section Manager il Director, Strategic Planning
Commuter Rail Services (714) 560-5745

(714) 560-5673



ATTACHMENT C

MEMORANDUM

OCTA

April 26, 2004

To: Members of the Board of Directors
w¥
From: Wendy Knowiles, Clerk of the Board

Subject: Orange County Grade Crossing Study Follow-up Report

This item will be considered by the Transit Planning and Operations Committee
on April 22, 2004. Following Committee consideration of this matter, staff will

provide you (via fax) with a summary of the discussion and action taken by the
Committee.

Please call me at (714) 560-5676 if you have any comments or questions
concerning this correspondence.

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




OCTA

April 26, 2004
To: Members of the Board of Directors
K , .
From: Arthur T. Leahy, Chief Executive Officer

Subject: Orange County Grade Crossing Study Follow-Up Report

Overview

On March 22, 2004, staff presented a study of potential improvements to
enhance both motorist and pedestrian safety at each of 64 non-separated
railroad crossings in Orange County. The study also included a proposed
evaluation criteria for a potential future countywide funding program. The
Board directed staff to provide more detailed information on the proposed
evaluation criteria, and consider the effectiveness of engineering solutions
versus safety education efforts. This report provides the additional information.

Recommendations

A. Adopt the Orange County Transportation Authority Grade Crossing Study,
including the recommended evaluation criteria for the funding program.

B. Direct staff to return to the Board in July 2004, with the funding plan and
call for projects.

Background

There are currently 102 street crossings of Southern California Regional Rail
Authority (SCRRA)/Buriington Northern Santa Fe (BNSF) tracks in Orange
County. Thirty-eight are currently grade separated or scheduled to be
separated or closed in the near future. The remaining 64 crossings remain
at-grade. All street crossings of SCRRA/BNSF tracks, meet current Public
Utilities Commission (PUC) grade crossing safety standards.

Nationwide, however, there are new concepts being tested to improve the
safety of at-grade rail crossings. Techniques such as quad-gates, raised
medians/curbs, setback signals, and similar ideas, will reduce opportunities for
cars to be stuck on train tracks, will discourage vehicles from driving around
the gates, and will enhance the overall safety of the at-grade crossing.

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

On August 12, 2002, the Orange County Transportation Authority (OCTA)
Board allocated $3.4 million to the City of Placentia for a pilot program to
improve grade crossing safety in that city. The Board also directed staff to

prepare a comprehensive inventory of all at-grade crossings and recommend a
funding plan.

Discussion

Korve Engineering, one of the OCTA Commuter Rail on-call support services
consultants, was assigned to develop the OCTA Grade Crossing Study. The
purpose of the study was to:

e Provide an inventory of all 64 at-grade crossings in Orange County,
detailing the current automatic warning devices and other safety and
protection equipment used at each crossing. :

e Provide recommendations for enhancements to both motorist and
pedestrian safety at each crossing.

« Develop evaluation criteria to be used for the funding program.

« Provide a ranking of the crossing enhancements based on their impact to
safety and a cost-benefit analysis.

Candidate Treatments

The study identified various treatments designed to enhance motorist and
pedestrian safety at the grade crossings. These were sub-categorized into
three areas designed to treat different safety issues. The first category of
treatments, Crossing Geometry and Condition Treatments, enhance the overall
conditions of the crossing. The second category, Drive-Around Treatments,
deter or prevent motorists from driving around the lowered automatic gates
arms. The third category, Motor Vehicle on Trackway Treatments, deter or
prevent motor vehicles from stopping on the trackway, both intentionally and
inadvertently. The total cost of the motorist treatments identified for all
crossings in Orange County is estimated to total $18.4 million.

In addition, the study identified $673,500 of treatments that can be applied to
enhance pedestrian safety. A complete list of all treatments is included in the
final report.

Evaluation Criteria and Priority Ranking

The study proposed five main criteria to be used in evaluating and ranking the
safety enhancements. The five criteria are system prevention/safety
enhancement, regional significance and intermodal integration, project needs
and benefit, the local funding match, and the project cost effectiveness.
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Attachment A — Evaluation Criteria provides a detailed description of each
criteria and how each one is used for scoring the candidate treatments.

Local Jurisdiction Review, Approval, and Responsibility

The study's draft report was reviewed and commented on by cities with
at-grade crossings (Anaheim, Fullerton, Irvine, Placentia, San Clemente, San
Juan Capistrano, Santa Ana, Tustin, and Orange). All cities’ comments were
addressed and incorporated in the final report. In addition, the final report was
reviewed and adopted by the OCTA Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) on
January 14, 2004. The committee also approved the evaluation criteria
proposed for the funding program.

Grade crossing improvements involve muitiple jurisdictions each with specific
responsibilities in accordance with CPUC General Orders (G.0.) 72-B, 75-C
and 88-A. The jurisdictions in Orange County along the Orange and Olive
Subdivisions include the following agencies with their respective
responsibilities:

OCTA

OCTA is the property owner of the Orange and Olive Subdivisions and is
responsible for handiing all real estate and permitting issues along these
corridors. This includes processing licenses, easements, and lease
agreements. In addition, OCTA can allocate state and/or federal funding for
grade crossing improvements.

BNSF

BNSF is owner and operator of the San Bernardino Subdivision in Orange
County. As such, BNSF handles the real estate and permitting along the
corridor. BNSF is responsible for leading maintenance related activities and
projects within the trackway including railroad signaling for train operations.
Along the Orange and Olive Subdivisions, BNSF is a railroad operator only and
has no maintenance responsibilities.

SCRRA

SCRRA is the commuter rail operating agency with maintenance, dispatching,
and operational responsibilities along the Orange and Olive Subdivisions.
From a construction and maintenance standpoint, the jurisdiction of the
crossing area within the two feet of the outer rails belongs to the railroad that
operates and maintains the railroad corridor. SCRRA is responsible for leading

maintenance related activities and projects within the trackway, including
railroad signaling for train operations.
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California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC)

The CPUC is the regulating authority with statutory authority of each crossing.
The CPUC approves all new grade crossings and their modifications.

Local Agency (City and/or County)

The political subdivision, having jurisdiction over the roadway, has the
responsibility of maintaining the roadway beyond two feet of the outer rail, as
outlined in CPUC General Order 72-B. The jurisdiction of the roadways at
each grade crossing falls under the responsibility of the city (ies) and/or county
in which the crossings are located. Local agencies are responsible for leading
all roadway maintenance related activities and projects, including upgrading
activated warning devices serving vehicular and pedestrian operations at rail
crossings. This includes upgrading flashers, adding LED lights, and adding or
modifying signal preemption to nearby signalized intersections. Roadway
channelization and signage are the responsibility of local agencies. New

crossings and roadway widening affecting existing grade crossings are also the
responsibility of local agencies.

Optimizing Grade Crossing Safety

Board directed staff to evaluate the effectiveness of engineering solutions in
comparison to education and awareness efforts. Korve has performed
extensive research in the field of grade crossing safety, and determined that
most experts conclude that the only true way to optimize safety is through a
threefold approach consisting of education, enforcement, and engineering (the
three E's). Each one of these elements addresses overall motorist and
pedestrian behavior in different ways through awareness, reinforcement, and
standard engineering practices. The ultimate goal is to optimize right-of-way
safety in a manner that yields quantifiable results through a reduction in the
number of accidents and injuries.

Operation Lifesaver, a national non-profit education and awareness program
dedicated to ending tragic collisions, fatalities, and injuries at highway-rail
grade crossings and on railroad rights-of-way, also believes that the safety
awareness message is most effectively transmitted when all three “E's” are
included in a corridor-wide effort.

Education
Public education programs, staff training, and enforcement techniques vary

widely from agency to agency. Although most agencies have comprehensive
public education programs, staff training and enforcement activities are highly
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variable. SCRRA, also known as Metrolink, has three full time staffs assigned
to safety education, with a budget of approximately $400,000 annually. One of
the staff is based in Orange County at the OCTA offices. Los Angeles County
Metropolitan Transportation Authority (LACMTA) has an extensive safety
outreach program, tailored to Light Rail Transit (LRT) with a budget of
approximately $250,000 per year. The program also received a federal grant
of approximately $300,000. This grant has allowed the agency to develop a
number of multi-media presentations on right-of-way safety. Coaster assigns a
staff person to coordinate the safety education program (in addition to other
duties), where a large group of volunteers provide education to schools and
local civic groups. There is little or no evaluation by agencies on the
effectiveness of public education, either from the perspective of specific
elements nor to the arena as a whole. However, Operation Lifesaver officials
have stated their belief that education provides cost effective results in
reducing accidents along railroad rights-of-way.

Enforcement

A major challenge with enforcement is that it is extremely costly for a law
enforcement agency to allocate an officer to wait by a crossing to observe a
violation. Operation Lifesaver occasionally arranges for a blitz of an area, with
a law enforcement officer on a train coordinating with other officers on the
ground. These “Trooper on a Train” events do provide an opportunity for local
law enforcement to focus briefly on right-of-way safety. However, these events
are expensive and do not provide an on-going enforcement effort.

One of the best ways to provide on-going enforcement cost effectively is via
photo enforcement. The Los Angeles LRT system (Metro Blue Line) mid-
corridor photo enforcement effort has resulted in a significant reduction in
accidents and risky behavior associated with the targeted violation (motorists
driving around closed automatic gates). At the request of the OCTA Transit
Planning and Operation Committee, the feasibility of a photo enforcement

program along the Metrolink crossings is currently under review by Korve
Engineering.

Engineering
Engineering provides the framework for adequate education, awareness, and

enforcement.  Engineering addresses raillhighway traffic operations by
focusing on those parameters that optimize safety, such as adequate crossing
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visibility, sight distance, drive-around prevention, preemption, and pavement
condition. Engineering addresses pedestrian issues by signage, controliing
right-of-way access via fencing and gates, and ensuring adequate visibility
along the tracks. Such engineering elements are complemented by the
education programs and law enforcement procedures that target motorist and
pedestrian behavior, and focus on the consequences of violating the traffic and
trespassing laws. Among the most notable engineering and operational
standards that define awareness and enforcement programs are the Manual of
Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD), Federal Railroad Administration
(FRA) Operating Procedures, California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC)
General Orders, and the California Vehicle Code. Public awareness and
enforcement entities such as Operation Lifesaver, the California Highway
Patrol, along with local law enforcement agencies respectively, rely on these
standards to target motorist and pedestrian behavior.

Next Steps

OCTA staff is working to identify an appropriate source of funds and the
recommended match requirements for a rail crossing safety program. Previous
grade crossing projects have mostly relied on Federal Regional Surface
Transportation Project funds. Staff will retum to the Board for review and
adoption of the funding plan and a call for projects.

Summary

A grade crossing study was conducted to develop a list of $19 million in
enhancements to both motorist and pedestrian safety at each crossing, and to
develop the evaluation criteria for the countywide rail crossing safety. This
report provides a summary of the study’s findings and recommendations.

Attachments

A.  Evaluation Criteria
B. Grade Crossing Study Final Report

Prepared by: Approved b

Shohreh Dupuis Kia Mortazavi
Section Manager I, Acting Director, Strategic Planning
Commuter Rail Services (714) 560-5741

(714) 560-5673



ATTACHMENT A

Evaluation Criteria

The purpose of the proposed criterion is to provide an evaluation tool for OCTA to use
when reviewing applications from local agencies for funding the grade crossing
enhancements. The criteria were developed to parallel the Los Angeles County
Metropolitan Transportation Authority Call for Projects Application for the Regional
Surface Transportation Improvements. The five criteria are listed below, followed by a
detailed description:

System Preservation/Safety Enhancements
Regional Significance and Intermodal Integration
Project Need and Benefit

Local Match

Cost Effectiveness

1. System Preservation/Safety Enhancement:

The purpose of this category is to allocate points to grade crossings based on the safety
enhancements recommended throughout the site visits. Each crossing is scored based
on the number and type of safety enhancements recommended at the crossing.
Treatments with a greater impact on enhancing safety at the crossing receive a higher
score. Each type of treatment receives a score of 1-5 as categorized below:

Treatment Points
Crossing Geometry and Condition | = 1
Treatment

Motor Vehicle on Trackway Treatment
Pedestrian Treatment

Drive Around Treatment

Roadway Closure
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The sum of points for each grade crossing is then compared to the list below to
determine the points that the crossing receives in the category of System
Preservation/Safety Enhancement.

System Preservation/Safety | Points
Enhancement
0

1-3

4-6

7-9

10-12

13-15

16 - 18

19 -21

22-24

25-27

Greater than 27
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2. Regional Significance and Intermodal integration

For the purpose of this grade crossing study, regional significance takes into account
the current roadway and rail volume to determine the amount of potential exposure at
the crossing. Roadway ADT is multipiied by the number of daily trains at the crossing to
obtain a value for potential exposure. Thresholds have been established to allocate

points to crossings based on the value for potential exposure. The threshoids are as
follows:

s
o,
=3
-
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Potential Exposure
Less than 50,000

50,000 — 400,000
400,000 — 800,000
800,000 — 1,200,000
1,200,000 — 1,600,000
Greater than 1,600,000
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Intermodal integration is taken into account by determining if a bikeway exists at the
crossing (either crossing the tracks or adjacent to the grade crossing). For the purpose
of this study, the location of existing bikeways was obtained from the OCTA Orange
County Bikeways Map. Caltrans identifies three basic bikeway types; Class | (Bike
Path), Class Il (Bike Lane), and Class Il (Bike Route)'. Points for intermodal integration
are allocated based on the existence of a bikeway, regardless of bikeway classification.

3. Project Need and Benefit

During the data collection phase of this study, a variety of information on the current
relative safety of each crossing was obtained. This included accident reports, the
incidence of risky driver behavior, and field observations of existing deficiencies at each
crossing. This information was used to prioritize the crossings based on safety
considerations. The number of train-involved injury accidents over the last ten years,
with both motorists and pedestrians, was obtained from the FRA grade crossing
database. One point is allocated for each accident, up to a maximum of five points. An

additional point is allocated for each fatality resulting from an accident, to a maximum of
an additional five points.

Additional points were also allocated based on the average number of broken gates per
year at each grade crossing. Broken gates represent risky motorist behavior at grade
crossings and can be used as a surrogate safety indicator of the crossing. The broken
gate information was requested from Metrolink for the study crossings and will be input

into the final report when it is received. Points for project need and benefit associated
with broken gate incidents are allocated as follows:

"AClass | bikeway, commonly referred fo as a “bike path” or “multi-use trail” provides for bicycle and pedestrian
travel on a paved right-of-way, separate from a street or highway. A Class Il bikeway, commonly referred to as a
“bike lane” provides a striped lane for one-way bicycle travel within a roadway adjacent to a curb. Class lIl bikeways,

commonly referred to as “bike routes” are shared routes denoted by signage only and typically connected to other
bike fanes or bike paths.
2



Average Broken Gates per | Points
Year

0

1-4

5-8

9-12

13-16

Greater than 17
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4, Local Match

For the purpose of ranking highway-rail grade crossing treatments to determine funding
priority, each project must demonstrate the applicant's local match commitment to the
project, if a local match is deemed necessary by OCTA. If federal funding sources are
used for the project, a local monetary match requirement of twenty percent (20%) will be
established. In this case, greater local match participation above the 20% minimum
requirement is encouraged, and will make the project more competitive under the local
match scoring criteria. Local match points are scored as follows:

Local Match Percentage | Points
Less than or equal to|=0
20%

21% - 26%
27% - 32%
33% - 38%
39% - 44%
45% - 50%
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5. Cost Effectiveness

The estimated costs of the individual recommended treatments range from a low of
$500 for signing to a high of $730,000 for replacing panels/roadway improvement
projects. Those with an estimated cost of $50,000 or less were considered to be low-
cost, those with an estimated cost of $50,001 to $300,000 were considered to be
moderate-cost, and those with an estimated cost of over $300,000 were considered to
be high-cost. The safety benefits of the individual recommended treatments were also
ranked as low, moderate, or high. Among the recommended safety enhancements,
those which would provide greater visibility and awareness to the grade crossing were
considered to provide a low relative benefit. Those safety treatments which would
enhance the crossing surface or would provide active warning devices were considered
to provide a moderate relative benefit. Those safety treatments which would physically

prevent vehicles or pedestrians from entering the trackway were considered to provide
a high relative benefit.

Combining these separate cost and benefit rankings, developed a framework within
which to score each of the recommended enhancements according to the relative
benefits they would provide. Possible scores range from 4, for low-cost, high-benefit
treatments; to a score of 0, for high-cost, low-benefit treatments.
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ATTACHMENT D

BOARD COMMITTEE TRANSMITTAL

November 8, 2004

To: Members of the Board of Directors
\p
From: Wendy Knowles, Clerk of the Board

Subject Combined Transportation Funding Programs 2004 Call for Projects
and Guidelines

Regional Planning and Highways Committee November 1, 2004
Present: Directors Brown, Bilodeau, Norby, Perry, and DeYoung
Absent: None

Committee Vofte

This item was passed by all Committee Members present.

Committee Recommendation

A. Approve the 2004 Combined Transportation Funding Programs’
Guidelines and Evaluation Criteria.

B. Authorize a Combined Transportation Funding Programs Call
for Projects valued at approximately $248,100,000, for fiscal
years 2005-06 through 2009-10.

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



OCTA

November 1, 2004

To: Regional Planning and Highways Committee
From: Arthur T. Leahy, Chief Executive Officer

Subject: Combined Transportation Funding Programs 2004 Call for
Projects and Guidelines

Overview

Staff is seeking Board approval of the 2004 Combined Transportation Funding
Programs Call for Projects for Measure M and federal Regional Surface
Transportation Program funds. This competitive process will provide
$248 million of funding for streets and roads improvement projects over the
next five years. The report provides a brief summary of funding levels
available for various project types as well as the Combined Transportation
Funding Program guidelines.

Recommendations

A. Approve the 2004 Combined Transportation Funding Programs’
Guidelines and Evaluation Criteria.

B. Authorize a Combined Transportation Funding Programs Call for
Projects valued at approximately $248,100,000, for fiscal years 2005-06
through 2009-10.

Background

The Orange County Transportation Authority (OCTA) issues a Combined
Transportation Funding Programs (CTFP) Call for Projects biennially to all
eligible local agencies. The CTFP encompasses Measure M streets and roads
competitive programs, as well as federal sources such as the Regional Surface
Transportation Program (RSTP). CTFP was created to provide local agencies
with a common set of guidelines and project selection criteria for a variety of
funding programs.

The Measure M element includes the Regional Streets and Roads component
including: Smart Streets, Regionally Significant Interchanges, Intersection

Orange County Transportation Authority
550 South Main Street / P.O. Box 14184 / Orange / California 92863-1584 / (714) 560-OCTA (6282)
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Improvements, Signal Coordination, and Transportation Demand Management.
The Local Streets and Roads component includes the Master Plan of Arterial
Highways and Growth Management Areas. Federal sources are also used in
the CTFP to fund capital and street rehabilitation projects.

Discussion

Over the past several months, OCTA staff has worked to update the CTFP
guidelines in anticipation of the 2004 Call for Projects. OCTA staff has met
with the OCTA Technical Steering Committee (TSC) and the Technical
Advisory Committee (TAC) to discuss the guidelines and selection criteria.
During these meetings, past issues were discussed and emerging trends were

considered to ensure the intent of Measure M and other funding sources were
being addressed.

Revisions to individual chapters from the CTFP manual have been reviewed
and approved by the TSC and TAC. The changes were primarily minor in
nature and focused on clarifications. The guidelines are now submitted for
Board of Directors’ review and approval. In conjunction with Board approval of
the guidelines, staff is also seeking Board's authorization to release the 2004
CTFP Call for Projects. This call will be for the following programs:

Regional Interchange Program (RIP)

Intersection Improvement Program (lIP)

Signal Improvement Program (SIP)

Transportation Demand Management Program (TDM)
Master Plan of Arterial Highways Program (MPAH)
Growth Management Areas Program (GMP)

Arterial Highways Rehabilitation Program (AHRP)

Funding Targets

To develop the 2004 Call for Projects, staff has completed an analysis of
Measure M revenue projections and developed targets for Measure M funding
for various streets & roads programs. In addition, to develop recommendations
for the federal RSTP Streets and Roads Program, staff has analyzed the
previous RSTP Call for Projects to determine the programs where sufficient
funds were not available. Based on this analysis, staff developed a proposed
funding program and allocations for the federal RSTP Streets & Roads
Program for discussion with the TSC and TAC (Table A below).
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Table A
Program Measure M RSTP Funding Total Funding
Funding Targets Targets
Targets {(in millions) (in millions)
(in millions)
|_Regional Interchanges $19.5 $25.0 $44.5
Intersection Improvements $21.5 N/A $21.5
Signal Improvements $10.0 N/A $10.0
| Transportation Demand Management $27 N/A $27
Master Plan of Arterial Highways $31.0 $20.0 $51.0
Growth Management Area $13.4 N/A $13.4
Grade Separation Projects N/A $20.0 $20.0
Grade Crossing Safety Enhancements N/A $10.0 $10.0
AHRP N/A $75.0 $75.0
Total $98.1 $ 150.0 $248.1

The TSC and TAC reviewed and approved the finding targets for the federal
RSTP Streets and Roads Programs as shown in Tabie A. These figures are

based upon revenue forecasts and may be subject to adjustment as
necessary.

The RSTP funds available in this call have to be allocated in the programmed
year due to new Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) requirements. In the
past, consistent with the Assembly Bill 1012 guidelines, the California
Department of Transportation (Caltrans) has historically allowed regional
agencies up to three years to expend RSTP funds. This flexibility allowed local
agencies to deal with the peaks and valleys of project delivery process.
However, FHWA is now restricting this flexibility because of their concerns with
the state transportation funding crisis. Staff will continue to work with Caltrans
and FHWA to seek continued flexibility and at the same time work closely with
the local agencies to ensure that projects are delivered according to plan.
Given this new direction, the $75 million of RSTP funds allocated for AHRP
need to be allocated in the first two years of this call (fiscal years 2006 and
2007). The balance of the RSTP funds will be available in the last three years

of this call (fiscal years 2008 through 2010) for capital programs identified in
the above table.

With the committee approval of the funding programs and their associated fund
targets and the CTFP funding guidelines, staff will seek approval of the release
of the 2004 Call for Projects from the OCTA Board of Directors on
November 8, 2004. A workshop for the cities will be conducted to present the
new application software and to provide training on November 1, 2004, and
November 5, 2004. Applications will be due to OCTA on January 24, 2004,

and staff will return to the committee and the Board in May 2005, to seek
approval of the selected projects.
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Summary

Staff is recommending the issuance of the 2004 Combined Transportation
Funding Programs Call for Projects to fund the Measure M and federal
Regional Surface Transportation Program streets and roads projects for the
local agency transportation improvements. This competitive process will
identify projects for funding over the next five years. This report provides a
brief summary of the fund estimates available for each of the Measure M
programs, as well as a recommendation for the federal streets and roads
programs. Staff is also submitting the Combined Transportation Funding
Programs manual for approval.

Attachmént

A Combined Transportation Funding Programs Manual

Prepared by:

,/,/

Approved by:

Shohreh Dupuis Paul C. Taylor, P.E.

Acting Manager, Executive Director,

Local Programs and Planning, Development and
Commuter Rail Services Communications

(714) 560-5673 (714) 560-5431
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CLERK OF THE BOARD’S OFFICE



The Feople are the CHy ’ ATTACHMENT E

‘Counclimembers:

Y SGOTT . BRADY NORMAN Z. ECKENRODE
CHRIS LOWE
Sty Administrator RUSSELL J. RICE
ROBERT C. DOMINGUEZ CONSTANCE UNDERHILL
401 East Chapman Avanue - Piacentis, Californin 82870
January 27, 2005
RECEIVED
Chris Norby
Chris Notby, Supefvisor -~ ' Supervisor, Fourth District
Orange County Board of Supervisors
Fourth District | | JAN 28 2005
Orange County Hall of Administration '
10 Civic Center Plaza, PO Box 687 * N—EN— BW
Santa Ana, CA 92702-0687 Scheduling T mem—

Login Misc
Dear Supervisor Norby: :

The City of Placentia formally requests that the Orange County Transportation Authority
authorize $3 million for the City's “Rail Corridor Supplemental Safety Improvements®.
Currently more than 70 trains per day travel through the Orangethorpe Rail Comidor that
serves the ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach to destinations throughout the country.
This train traffic halis automobile and pedestrian traffic at intersections throughout the
City. The safety of drivers and pedestrians is a priority concem, In addition, emergency
response services, including police, fire, and ambulance,.are subject to delays at the rail
crossings. ‘ '

The City has both a short- and long-term plan to address the rail crossings along the
Burlington Northem Santa Fe (BNSF) corridor. The long-term solution is 1o provide
grade separations. The underpass at Melrose Street was completed on January 18,
2005, and the permanent closure of Bradford Avenue will occur in the near future.
Other grade separations will be considered as funds become available. The shott-term
solution will be provided by supplemental safety measures. .

The work will consist of improvements at eight (8) BNSF railroad grade crossings in the
cities of Anaheim arid Placentia and the Gounty of Orange. The project will consist of
four quadrant gates, raised and extended medians, and advance signalization to advise
and limit conflicts between vehicles and rail traffic. The City's effarts to date on the Rail
Corridor Supplemental Safety Improvements total over $5 million. The City is in need of
an additional $3 million to complete this work.

G' :- Recycled Papar



Chris Norby, Supervisor

Qrange County Board of Supervisors
January 27, 2005

Page Two

The City of Placentia has long seen the need to provide enhanced safety measures at
rail crossings. The terrible incident that took place in Glendale on January 26 is a clear
indication of the need to pursue these needed safety improvements. Attached is the
City's breakdown of cost estimates, paid to date amounts, and what is Jeft to be funded.
. Additional information containing the number of trains anticipated as well as impacts to
the community are provided as reference, and, finally, we have provided information
concerning the safety issues that have led the City of Placentia'to pursue Supplemental
Safety Improvements at all of our remaining rail crossings. o

Sincgjely,
Scott P/ Brady,
Mayor/-

RCD/jid

Attachments: As Stated
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OCTA Grade Crossing Study

Table 10: Priority Ranking Results

Crossing
Rank Number Location
1 50 McFadden St.
2 2 Lakeview Ave.
3 12 Raymond Ave
4 49 Lyon St.
5 6 Tustin Ave
6 44 17th Street
7 52 Read Hill Ave.
8 7 Orangethorpe Ave
9 8 Kraemer Bivd
10 45 Santa Ana Bivd.
1 1 Kellogg Drive
12 10 State College Bivd
13 51 Ritchey St.
14 32 State College Bivd.
15 55 Sand Canyon Ave.
16 48 Grand Ave.
17 5 lJetierson
18 38 Chapman Ave.
19 30 Ball Rd.
20 54 Jeffrey Rd.
21 20 Glassell St.
22 53 Harvard Ave.
23 35 Batavia St.
24 61 Palisades/Beach Rd.
25 46 Fourth St.
26 25 t.a Palma Ave.
27 17 Riverdale Ave.
28 19 Meats Ave.
29 57 Oso Rd.
30 18 Lincoin Ave.
31 47 Chestnut St.
32 43 Santa Clara Ave.
33 62 Avenida Estacion
34 34 Main St.
35 59 Del Obispo St
36 26 E. Sycamore St.
37 31 Cerritos Ave.
38 21 Taft St.
39 23 Collins Ave.
40 3 Richfield Road
41 36 Walnut St.
42 24 Qrangethorpe Ave.
43 28 E. South St.
44 40 {Palmyra Ave.
45 42 Fairhaven Ave.
46 16 La Palma Ave.
47 64 Broadway
48 22 Katella Ave.
49 4 Van Buren St.
50 13 Jeflerson St.
51 58 La Zanja St
52 41 La Veta Ave.
53 14 Miraloma Ave.
54 29 E. Venmont Ave.
55 11 Acacia Ave
56 15 Tustin Ave.
57 37 Palm Ave.
58 39 Almond Ave.
59 60 Avenida Aeroptierio
60 56 Rancho Capistrano Pvt. Cr.
61 33 Eckhoff St.
62 9 Bradiord Ave
63 27 E. Santa Ana St
654 63 Pier Service Road

Note: Values in italics represent assumed ADT, because data was not availabl

Korve Engineering, Inc.

#53
Geb 14, 2005
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OCTA Board Meeting
February 14, 2005
Public Comments

By: Craig Green

Good Morning: Mr. Chairman, Board Members and Mr. Leahy, my name 1s
Craig Green and I am a resident of the City of Placentia and a member of the
Citizens For A Better Placentia. Having spoken before this Board before, I
want to thank you for taking the time to listen to the various speakers and the
issues they bring to this body. Agenda item 23, this morning, is listed with a
“receive and file” recommendation from staff. However, the significance of
the safety measures for which this grant has been requested goes beyond
mere safety and has been more than underscored by recent events and should
not be delayed. Therefore, I am asking this Board to act this morning to
provide the City of Placentia with the grant funds requested so work can
commence immediately to make those grade crossings safer, not just for our
citizens, but for everyone using them to get to and from work, school, play,
etc. While no amount of effort can stop a crazed individual from using the
railroad as their “weapon of choice’ for doing themselves in, the safety
measures being pursued in this instance will go a long way to stop those
drivers not paying attention, the risk takers and the irresponsible drivers
from hurting themselves and others. Having said that, I'm also here to ask
that any grant funds provided to Placentia be attached to some substantial
“strings” to ensure the funds are expended ONLY for the work for which
they have been requested. For over two years many of us have been
pursuing questions about the spending habits of OnTrac and the genesis of
the JPA itself. While positive changes have been and are being made, some
also consider that what is past is past. However, there are still major
questions unanswered and the current executive director of OnTrac is under
extensive investigation by the District Attorney’s office for violation of
California’s conflict of interest laws as well as other charges. Therefore, I
would like to ask that any funds provided to Placentia by this Board, be
directed, in some way, to the City Administrator and the Director of Public
Works for accountability and spending approval purposes and NOT to a
consultant or consulting company. While City Council has recently made a
good move to bring OnTrac “In house” and under the supervision of all 5
city councilpersons, it appears there are some on Council that still consider
the “status quo” as the best thing going for OnTrac management. Whether it
is ignorance of the facts, an inability to discern reality, corporate greed or
just plane ole ego that is the driving force behind the “status quo” camp, not



one of those is acceptable and that is the reason for the request for “adult
supervision” of the spending of any taxpayer dollars made available to us. I
know that what I’ve said here this morning may not be ‘politically correct’
to some, but, drastic times call for drastic measures and to think there may
be even the slightest possibility of more taxpayer dollars being diverted,
misspent or wasted is unacceptable. Let’s keep our tax dollars safe and out
of the hands of those whose sole goal may only be to line their own pockets
or enhance their own bottom lines at the expense of our City. I have quoted
Mr. Leahy many times at our City Council meetings with “It is much better
to have smart staff than smart consultants”. Well, with the addition to city
staff of two exceptionally qualified and talented individuals of Mr.
Dominguez as our new City Administrator and Travis Hopkins as our new
Director of Public Works and, hopefully, the new executive director of
OnTrac, the tawdry history of mismanagement and fiscal irresponsibility of
OnTrac will be a thing of the past and Placentia can truly remain not only a
pleasant place, but a safer place. Thank you for your time and I will answer
any questions.

Sincere%
Craig S Green

Citizens For A Better Placentia

207-D Crowther

Placentia, California 92870

(714) 854-9100 — Office; (714) 854-9200 — Fax

Home:

650 Nenno Avenue

Placentia, California 92870

(714) 524-8603; (714) 222-8603 — Cell
craig-green(@prodigy.net = Email Address
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BOARD COMMITTEE TRANSMITTAL
February 14, 2005

To: Members of the Board of Directors
A
From: Wendy Knowles, Clerk of the Board

Subject Options Regarding Rapid Transit

Transit Planning and Operations Committee February 4, 2005
Present: Directors Winterbottom, Pulido, Brown, Dixon, Duvall, Green, and Silva
Absent: None

Committee Vote

This item was passed by all Committee Members present.

Committee Recommendation

A. Authorize the Chief Executive Officer to develop a process for
further study of rapid transit options selected by the Board,
including discussions with the Citizens’ Oversight Committee
use of Measure M Transit funds for bus rapid transit and/or
other selected options, and return with recommendations of
resources required.

B. Authorize the Chief Executive Officer to explore conversion of
the current light rail transit project to a bus rapid transit project
beginning on the Bristol Street portion of the current light rail
project and return with recommendations of resources required,
including amending current consultant contracts for project
management, preliminary engineering and environmental
impact documentation.

C. Authorize the Chief Executive Officer to develop a process for
the Board of Directors to revisit and revise the rapid transit
master plan in concert with recently-begun efforts to revise the
Authority’s Long Range Transportation Plan.

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



OCTA

February 4, 2005

To:

From:

Transit Planning and Operations Committee

Arthur T. Leahy, Chief Executive Officer

Subject: Options Regarding Rapid Transit

Overview

At the

January 24, 2005, Measure M Workshop, members of the Board of

Directors discussed options for proceeding with rapid transit since The
CenterLine Light Rail Project was not included in the list of projects approved

by the

United States Congress in November 2004 to receive funding from the

Federal Transit Administration. The Board asked staff to develop options that
took into consideration the workshop discussion, develop recommendations
that preserve eligibility for federal participation, and bring them to the Transit
Planning and Operations Committee and the Board for action.

Recommendations

A

Authorize the Chief Executive Officer to develop a process for further
study of rapid transit options selected by the Board, including
discussions with the Citizens Oversight Committee for use of Measure
M Transit funds for bus rapid transit and/or other selected options, and
return with recommendations of resources required.

Authorize the Chief Executive Officer to explore conversion of the
current light rail transit project to a bus rapid transit project beginning on
the Bristol Street portion of the current light rail project and return with
recommendations of resources required, including amending current
consultant contracts for project management, preliminary engineering
and environmental impact documentation.

Authorize the Chief Executive Officer to develop a process for the Board
of Directors to revisit and revise the rapid transit master plan in concert
with recently-begun efforts to revise the Orange County Transportation
Authority’s Long Range Transportation Plan.

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



Options Regarding Rapid Transit Page 2

Background

Measure M, passed by the voters of Orange County in 1990, included a list of
projects pledged to be completed if the measure and a one-half cent sales tax
were approved. Measure M is very specific regarding the projects included in
the pledge to the voters and in terms of the allocations of money to categories
of projects and specific improvements.

Measure M also contained mechanisms for changing the approved list of
projects. These mechanisms were designed to subject any proposed change in
the projects to approval by an independent Citizens Oversight Committee
(COC) and, in some cases, the voters of Orange County.

The Orange County Transportation Authority (Authority) has worked
purposefully over the past 13 years to complete every project contained in the
Measure M plan, including a rapid transit system. Progress has been achieved
on every project contained in Measure M, and no projects have been removed
from the plan committed to in 1990. (The Board of Directors and the Citizens
Oversight Committee have approved one additional project, the widening of the
Garden Grove Freeway (SR-22)).

Since Measure M was passed in 1990, the Authority has been developing
plans for an 87-mile urban rail network throughout Orange County, culminating
in environmental and preliminary engineering of The CenterlLine Light Rail
Project, previously identified as the initial starter segment of the network.

Measure M set aside well over $300 million for “high-technology advanced rail
transit.” Over the years, the Board of Directors has committed these funds, as
well as federal Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality (CMAQ) funds, to the
initial starter segment.

In January, 2004, the Board of Directors approved an initial operating segment
for the light rail system from Santa Ana Regional Transportation Center to John
Wayne Airport, including a segment to Santa Ana College and the widening of
Bristol Street in Santa Ana as the Locally Preferred Alternative for study in the
Final Environmental Impact Statement/Final Environmental Impact Report
(FEIS/FEIR). Preliminary engineering and the FEIS/FEIR have been completed
for the light rail system. The Federal Transit Administration (FTA) has certified
the FEIS/FEIR, and it is ready for release to the public.

Costs to design and construct the current alignment of the light rail system are
estimated to be $1.1 billion dollars in year of expenditure. Approximately
50 percent of the costs are slated to come from local funding sources, the
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majority of it from Measure M funds. The Authority is seeking Section 5309
New Starts funding from the FTA to cover the remaining 50 percent of the
costs for program. The United States Congress must appropriate the New
Starts funding; to date, Congress has been unwilling to do so for The
CenterLine Project.

As part of the construction costs associated with The CenterlLine Project,
Bristol Street in Santa Ana between Civic Center Drive and Warner Avenue will
be widened. Bristol Street widening is, however, a separate project, estimated
to cost $240 million, that will be funded with highway funds instead of transit
funds.

Discussion

At its Measure M workshop, the Board of Directors discussed a wide range of
options that could be explored in light of the absence of the federal funding

component of the funding plan for The CenterLine Project. Those options
included:

e Proceed with a light rail transit starter system based on the current project

defined by preliminary engineering and the FEIS.

Pause and reflect on the current project.

Reduce the current project to fit the funding available.

Discontinue rapid transit projects.

Proceed with a bus rapid transit (BRT) guideway on all or part of the current

light rail transit alignment.

e Proceed with Bristol Street widening with or without a reserved future transit
median.

e Proceed with expansion of services such as Metrolink, in-street BRT as
being implemented next year on Harbor Boulevard, and/or other transit
projects.

e Revisit the Authority’s rapid transit master plan and then proceed with other
rail transit project(s) or extension(s) of current project(s).

e Redeploy funding to different transit projects around the County on a local
option basis, allocating money to cities who want rapid transit.

e Seek a vote of the electorate on proceeding with the current project or
moving Measure M funds to road/highway projects.

As requested by the Board, staff has begun to analyze those options.
Considerations in the analysis include capitalizing on investments made and
funds committed while preserving eligibility for federal funding; broadening the
base of support by cities; contributing to meeting air quality requirements for
the region; getting people out of their cars; and meeting goals of Measure M.
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Should the Board of Directors wish to continue the current light rail project, the
next steps would be to publish the FEIS/FEIR and procure final design
services. Should the Board opt to stop the current project and not consider any
other rapid transit project, the next step would be to terminate existing
professional services and withdraw the Authority’s application for New Starts
funding by the FTA.

Pursuit by the Authority of any other option(s) will require a period of analysis
and discussion extending over the next few months. To give the Board
Members background to begin considering such options, staff has prepared
general options for a BRT system; widening Bristol Street for general traffic;
acceleration of planned expansion of Metrolink services; an extensive in-street
BRT system, and other rapid transit projects that might capitalize on study by
cities in west and north Orange County (those cities have been laying the
groundwork for several years), provide a circulator system in a city such as
Irvine (for which Proposition 116 allocated state rail bond funds that have been
included in the funding plan for the initial starter segment), or promote
innovations such as the Anaheim Regional Transportation Intermodal Center or
the magnetic levitation (maglev) connections to other counties.

The Authority has initiated a comprehensive update of the 2002 Orange
County Long-Range Transportation Plan (LRTP). A transit master plan chapter
will be a large component of the overall LRTP. The goal of the LRTP transit
chapter is to develop a long-range plan for the transit system that best fits with
Orange County’s current and future travel conditions. Local bus, BRT, light rail
transit, express bus, commuter rail, and regional rail (maglev and statewide
high-speed rail) will be developed in “layers” of services that best match
Orange County travel markets and travel demand. An emphasis will be placed
on offering more competitive transit travel times through various projects and
services. Some critical issues that will be addressed in the LRTP are

= Light Rail Transit and BRT corridors and/or alignments

» Benefits and costs of BRT service in dedicated lanes versus non-dedicated
lanes

» Frequency, span of service, and geographic coverage of local bus service

Expanding the “reach” of Metrolink beyond the current StationLink bus

service

Responding to requests for new community routes to developing areas

Travel time benefits of express buses using the carpool lane system

Role of interregional rail proposals (such as maglev and high speed rail)

Improving linkages between modes and role of current and planned

intermodal centers
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Preliminary descriptions of rapid transit options are provided in Attachment A.
The salient features of each option are described, including potential funding
sources and likely implementation schedule. In order to remain on course to
complete a significant project by 2010 and maintain eligibility for potential
federal funding, it would be prudent to capitalize on the investment made to
date and explore conversion of the light rail project to bus rapid transit,
beginning on the Bristol Street portion of the current project. The Board of
Directors may choose to study other rapid transit options at the same time
while revisiting and revising the Authority’s rapid transit master plan.

Summary

In order to preserve funding eligibility, capitalize on previous expenditures and
maintain its covenant with the voters through Measure M, staff will conduct
further analysis on the conversion of the current light rail project to a bus rapid
transit project and generate a list of recommendations based on the option(s)
selection made by the Board of Directors.

Attachment

A. Description of Options for Rapid Transit

Prepared and Approved by:

Paul C. T%y or, P.E.
Executive Director
Planning, Development and
Commuter Services

(714) 560-5431



ATTACHMENT A

Description of Options for Rapid Transit

BASELINE
9.3-MILE LIGHT RAIL STARTER SYSTEM

The baseline option is the current project, or the 9.3-mile Light Rail Transit (LRT) starter
segment of Orange County’s 87-mile Rail Master Plan of dedicated surface alignment
and guideway. The cost for this option is $1,015 million, all of which would be paid
from transit funds. The cost of this LRT Starter System would require a federal funding
match. Funding resources for this option would include a combination of Measure M,
CMAQ, Proposition 116, and Federal New Starts. This option also includes the Bristol
Street Widening Project, which requires an additional $240 million of roadway
funds. This option is achievable by 2010.

OPTION 1
BRT GUIDEWAY ON LRT ALIGNMENT

Bus Rapid Transit, or BRT refers to enhanced bus service with features including limited
stop operation (approximately one-mile spacing between stations), transit traffic signal
priority, high-frequency all-day service, and operation in either separate guideway or in
mixed-flow operation. This option would attempt to capitalize on the $63 million
investment that has been made in the Environmental and Preliminary Engineering
efforts over the last 3 years. The basic premise associated with this option is to
functionally replace the LRT vehicles and their supporting elements with a BRT system
that would operate on all or a portion of the 9.3-mile dedicated surface alignment and
guideway the Light Rail would have occupied. The costs associated with the two
variations to this option are the entire 9.3-mile LRT alignment or a shorter segment of
4.6 miles on Bristol Street from 17th to Sunflower. The two variations are in the order
of $300 million for the 4.6 miles to $900 million over the entire LRT alignment. All of the
costs would be paid from transit funds. The 4.6-mile segment on Bristol Street is
achievable by 2010. Since the BRT would operate in the median of Bristol Street, all
the requirements associated with the Bristol Street Widening Project would remain as
part of this option. The Bristol Widening requires an additional $240 million of roadway
funds. Since the cost of this BRT option over the entire 9.3-mile alignment exceeds the
amount available local dollars, a federal funding match similar to that required by the
LRT would be necessary. Funding resources for this option would include a
combination of Measure M, CMAQ, Proposition 116, and federal New Starts. A
significant investment, both in terms of time and effort, would be required to bring this
option to the same design status as the current LRT Starter System.



OPTION 2
ACCELERATED METROLINK SERVICE EXPANSION

This option would essentially forego the LRT corridor work done to date and initiate a
new program focused on improvements to MetroLink commuter rail physical facilities
and service improvements. This new program would build on the April 2004, Commuter
Rail Transit Strategic Assessment that identified a series of phases for the expansion of
commuter rail service, with the goal of accelerating the completion of the first four
phases from 2015 to 2010 and providing all-day 30 minute commuter rail service within
Orange County. The cost of this option would be approximately $180 - $200
million. This accelerated MetroLink service expansion would require new environmental
and engineering efforts. The funding resources for this option would be Measure M and
CMAQ funds.

OPTION 3
BRISTOL STREET WIDENING

This option would attempt to capitalize on a portion of existing $63 million investment
that has been made in the environmental and preliminary engineering efforts over the
last 3 years. Since any rapid transit option would operate in the median of Bristol
Street, this option would complete the Bristol Street widening between Civic Center
Bivd. and Warner Ave. (2.4 miles) and reserve the street median for a future rapid
transit operation. The City of Santa Ana has previously widened a portion of Bristol
Street between McFadden and St. Andrew (3/4 mile). The Bristol Widening would
require $240 million of roadway funds. The funding source for this option would be
future allocations from the State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP). This
option could be completed by 2010; however, without a rapid transit component it would
not contribute to air quality conformity.

OPTION 4
STREET-RUNNING BRT

Similar to the Accelerated Metrolink option, this option would essentially forego the LRT
corridor work done to date and initiate a new program focused on street-running BRT.
This new program would be a comprehensive network of street-running with key
destinations in Orange and Los Angeles Counties, as well as several Metrolink stations.
Much like a BRT on the LRT alignment option, service is characterized by some or all of
the following elements: stations spaced less frequently than local bus (approximately
one-mile intervals), signal priority at key intersections, new station shelters, and applied
Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS) to reduce run times, and improve schedule
adherence, reliability, and information to riders. Buses in this option would operate in
mixed-flow traffic sharing the lanes with other vehicles. Although no dedicated lanes
are required for this alternative, they would enhance ridership. This option could be
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accomplished as stand-lone or in combination with the Metrolink, BRT Guideway, or
Bristol Street Widening options. On its own, this option is achievable by 2010.

OPTION 5
OTHER RAPID TRANSIT PROJECT(S)

This option would involve initiation of planning efforts to identify other rapid transit
projects for future implementation. The Pacific Electric right-of-way, which is owned by
the Authority, remains as an alignment for a potential high-technology advanced rail
transit system. A Project Definition study has been performed in conjunction with the
West Orange County Cities Association (WOCCA) to improve mobility and connectivity
in the western Orange County area through a high-capacity transit system. A variation
would be to study potential extensions to the current 9.3-mile LRT starter system, such
as the Pacific Electric ROW or an Orange/ARCTIC extension. While this option does
not fit within the available local funding resources, the expanded LRT system would
also enlarge the number of jurisdictions with access to rail and therefore broaden and
enhance the support base for LRT. Similarly, with the objective of providing direct,
convenient, transit service to major activity centers in northern Orange County, a North
Orange County Transit Feasibility Study was prepared to define the goals and
objectives for a future transit system, as well as defining high-level corridors for future
study. The costs associated with these options would vary depending on the project(s)
identified.

Additional alternatives to embarking on a high-technology advanced rail transit program
may include allocating funding to local projects, such as an Irvine circulator or people
mover, jump-starting the magnetic-levitation project planned from Anaheim to Las
Vegas, or helping develop other transportation technologies that match Orange
County’s high-tech image.

Since all these options would in one form or another require an entirely new planning
and environmental effort, the additional time requirement would result in the
implementation beyond 2010.

OPTION 6
FUNDING REALLOCATION TO ROAD PROJECT(S)

Should none of the alternatives for a high-technology advanced rail transit program be
selected, this option would reallocate the Measure M advanced rail transit funds to
approved freeway and/or local street projects. This option would require the voters of
Orange County to reallocate these funds.

Page 3 of 3
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CenterLine Debundle Analysis 1 /0§
Jack Mallinckrodt
AJM Engineering
(714) 544 3200
8/23/04
The "CenterLine Project” as documented and analyzed in the 2003 OCTA
Environmental Impact Report ("EIR")[1] is not just a light rail system. It now consists of a
bundle of three elements of so called “independent utility":
— CenterLine Light Rail ("LR")
— CenterLine Bristol Street Widening [1, p.S-15] ("BSW")
— CenterLine OCTA Bus 12% service expansion. [1, p. 2-26], ("BUS")

How much does each element contribute to the overall project benefit? Conspicuously,
the EIR does not address this important question. Its findings pertain solely fo the bundle
as a whole.

The best way to estimate this would be for OCTA to perform comparative OCTAM
modeling studies of each of the independent utility elements. AJM has been trying for
the past year to persuade OCTA to do so, but they have so far declined to do so. ,
Lacking such separate modeling studies, the fully source referenced data in the attached
analysis summary, gleaned from a number of OCTA and primary national sources, are
believed to provide the basis of a next best, debundled estimate of the mobility benefits
of each independent utility element.

Congestion and all its important consequences, travel-time delay, accidents, energy
consumption, and excess air quality emissions are functions of the Regional System
Capacity, C'. For a congested region like Orange County, improvements in congestion,
travel-time, emissions and energy consumption due to transportation system
enhancements, are roughly proportional to the increase in system capacity irrespective
of mode: road, bus, or rail. System capacity is thus key to the comparison of the
transportation benefits of transportation alternatives. This estimate, detailed in the
spreadsheets following is based on System Capacity analysis.

The mostly street-level, exclusive Right-Of-Way Light Rail (LR) element would provide
some congestion benefit by diverting some riders from automobiles and roads. But at the
same time, and inseparably, it would cause traffic disruption due to taking street lanes
and blocking some, and partially preempting other existing traffic crossings. The results
of the 1999 and 2000 EIRs did analyze the LR element by itself and found that the LR
build alternatives were uniformly worse than no-build, in terms of congestion and travel-
time, [Ref. 2]. This is ample reason for concern that Light Rail may take more street
capacity than it returns in rail capacity, and that its net capacity and mobility contribution
may well be negative.

The subsystem capacity contributions of the several elements can be estimated from
their descriptions in the EIR as detailed in the attached spreadsheet. The bottom line of

! "Regional System Capacity is the maximum volume of traffic, person-miles/day a regional
fransportation system could reasonably be expected to carry at a given, acceptable level of
congestion. SubSystem capacity is the marginal change in System Capacity due to the addition
or removal of one of that subsystem, e.g. a road, a bus line, or a rail subsystem.
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this analysis is a quantitative estimate of the transportation benefit (congestion
improving sub-system capacity), measured in commensurate terms of person-
miles/day, for each of the three elements of the CenterLine bundle, BSW, BUS

and LR. The following graphic summarizes those estimates:

\

TABLE 1
Transp. Benefit NPV Total Cost
Element thousand millions, 2003$
pers-mi/day
BSW 214 185
BUS 85 544
Ridership 43
LR St. Cap. Loss (113) 1043
CenterLine Project 186 1772
CL Without Light Rail 299 729
Or, graphically,
CenterLine
Subsystem Capacity Benefit by Element
Orig. Makeup for
. BSW LRT Street Sacrifice
CenterLine BSW M +214 1
+156 i
+58

Beneficial ridership

CenterlLine Light Rail +43
-156
-113
Street Capacity Sacrificed
|

CenterLine Net Total Project
ﬁl +101

(sum of above)
200 150 00 50 0 50 100 150
s 5 Transportahon Beneﬁt Thousand Person—MllesIDay

Centerline
Project

Among the important implications, IF these estimates are substantially correct:

- Even disregarding their much smaller cost, the two add-ins, BUS and
BSW, are each considerably more beneficial than LR.

- The net-benefit of LR itself is negative, it sacrifices more street
capacity than it returns in beneficial ridership.

~ A No-LR alternative (leaving only BUS and BSW) would yield
approximately 60% greater transportation benefit, at less than half
the total project cost.
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The objective findings of the 2003 EIR cannot in any way refute these estimates. They
are simply, and conspicuously, silent on this vital issue of individual element
performance.

Thus, the best available evidence is that including fixed guideway Light Rail in the
CenterlLine project is a terribly expensive, counterproductive mistake. in order to make
an informed decision on the project, directors should insist that OCTA carry out and
document the comparative modeling analysis of the "no-Light-Rail" alternative to confirm
or refute these estimates; to establish conclusively how much the light rail element,
independently, adds — or detracts — in terms of capacity, travei-time saving, and air
quality benefits.

The fully annotated and source referenced derivation summary of these resuits follows.

January 2005 Update Addendum.

OCTA board and staff have now had these results for 6 months. In July 2004, staff was
directed by the board to review and affirm or refute them. Three coordination meetings
and numerous written interchanges have supported this effort. Bottom line: there has
been no correction or refutation of any of these analytic results. The sole rebuttal has
been the disingenuous claim, verified here, that the bundled CenterLine Project with its
significant bus and street elements has an overall positive net impact.

It now seems evident that this very cloaking of light rail counterproductivity was the main,
if not sole rationale for the bundling of the bus expansion and Bristol Street widening
elements.

References

1. "Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Revised Draft Environmental
Impact Report for the Orange County CenterLine Project”, p. S-15, .OCTA, August 2003.
p.S-15.

2. "Critique of the 2003 CenterLine DEIR", AJM Engineering, March 4, 2004. On line at
<www.urbantransport.org/cl2003critique.pdf>

Analysis summary follows.
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OCTA

Item 25.

BOARD COMMITTEE TRANSMITTAL
February 14, 2005

To: Members of the Board of Directors
w &
From: Wendy Knowles, Clerk of the Board

Subject 91 Express Lanes Operating Contract

Regional Planning and Highways Committee February 7, 2005
Present: Directors Norby, Cavecche, Brown, Dixon, Green

Monahan, Pringle, Ritschel, and Rosen
Absent: None

Committee Vote

The Committee discussed how important it is that OCTA maximize the
flexibility of all proposers to explore creative approaches to operation
of the 91 Express Lanes. Staff has revised attached Table A in the
staff report to reflect the Committee's unanimous desire that the
Request for Proposals be as flexible as possible with respect to
contracting.

Committee Recommendations

A. Review and comment on the refinements to the 91 Express
Lanes approach to operations and contained in the revised
Table A (attached.)

B. Approve exploring refinement in the release of a Request for

Proposals for 91 Express Lanes contracted operations that
maximizes the flexibility of all proposers to offer creative
approaches to operation of the facility.

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



TABLE A (REVISED)

 Recommendation

Benefit / Rationale

Implementation

1. Explore creative
approaches to operation of
the facility.

Since this is the first opportunity to
subject the operation of the 91
Express Lanes to competitive
procurement, it is in OCTA's interest
to ensure all operating concepts are
identified by proposers.

Issue the 91 Express Lanes RFP
with provisions allowing an offeror
to propose its best-case scenario
meeting established performance
objectives. Analyze and assess all
proposals before recommending
Board award of a contract.

2. Explore most cost-effective
location of accounting
functions.

Under the current contract, there may
be duplicative staffing. OCTA has
staff accountants and managers as
well as a chief financial officer; the
contractor currently has similar staff.

Issue the 91 Express Lanes RFP
with an option for accounting
functions, priced separately.
Compare contractor costs with
OCTA costs to meet accounting
requirements and include
recommended action when
requesting Board to award a
contract.

3. Explore the costs and
benefits of having the prime
operating contractor supply,
and assume the risk for,
account management,
customer service and
violations processing
software.

When the 91 Express Lanes were
acquired, the private operator was in
the process of installing state-of-the-
art customer service, account
management, violations processing
software (called TollPro™, this
system is used under contract with
Northern Lakes Data Corporation).
The system is operational and
working fine. However, long-term, an
upgraded system is required and a
more effective model might be to
have the prime operating contractor
assume risk for acquiring, installing
and maintaining this software.

Issue the 91 Express Lanes RFP
with an option for one vendor to
provide day-to-day operations as
well as the customer account
management and violations
processing software. Explore the
costs and benefits of this approach
and include recommended action
when requesting Board to award a
contract.

4. Explore the costs and
benefits of different options for
contracting for marketing
efforts.

Presently, OCTA outsources the
marketing function through contracts
with firms selected in a competitive
process. In addition, the current
operator provides one marketing
person.

Issue the 91 Express Lanes RFP
requesting that each proposer
indicate how much of the facility's
marketing efforts, if any, it would
propose to provide and price those
efforts separately. Explore the
costs and benefits of different
approaches proposed and include
recommended action when
requesting Board to award a
contract.
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February 7, 2005

To: Regional Planning & Highways Committee
From: Arthur T. Leahy, Chief Executive Officer

Subject: 91 Express Lanes Operating Contract

Overview

The Orange County Transportation Authority has owned the 91 Express Lanes
toll road franchise since January 3, 2003, and the agreement with its main
operating contractor expires January 3, 2006. It is requested the Board of
Directors approve exploring certain refinements to the operating approach in
the release of a Request for Proposals.

Recommendations

A. Review and comment on the refinements to the 91 Express Lanes
approach to operations.

B. Approve exploring refinement in the release of a Request for Proposals
for 91 Express Lanes contracted operations.

Background

On January 3, 2003, the Orange County Transportation Authority (OCTA)
acquired the assets and franchise rights to operate an existing four-lane toll
facility in the median of the Riverside Freeway / State Route 91 (91 Express
Lanes) in eastern Orange County. The toll road was purchased from the
California Private Transportation Company (CPTC) for $207.5 million.

One of the conditions of the purchase was that OCTA enter into an operating
agreement with Cofiroute Global Mobility (Cofiroute), one of the seller’s
partners. A three-year 91 Express Lanes Operating Agreement was approved
by the OCTA Board of Directors with an initial term from January 3, 2003, to
January 3, 2006. The agreement also includes two, one-year renewal options.

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



91 Express Lanes Operating Contract Page 2

OCTA's operating strategy was to utilize the skills and experience of the private
company that had been operating the toll road. This approach recognized the
limitations of OCTA’s toll road operating experience, the very short transition
period to implement the change from private to public ownership, and the need
to make the ownership change transparent to users of the road. A subsequent
reason for the strategy came into play when OCTA financed the acquisition.
The financial community valued the continuity and capabilities of using an
experienced operating company to maintain the efficient and professional
operation of the toll road.

In the almost two years of OCTA ownership, the 91 Express Lanes have
continued to operate smoothly to provide a safe and time saving alternative to
motorists using the Riverside Freeway. The record number of vehicles and
travelers using the toll lanes is a testament not only to growing demand, but
also to effective operations.

For example, OCTA has implemented toll policies that encourage carpooling
and mitigate congestion in the lanes. OCTA has also invested in improving
operations by replacing the outdated electronic toll and traffic management
system. Customer service has also been enhanced by opening a customer
service outlet at OCTA’s headquarters in Orange augmenting the primary
customer service center in Corona.

On July 16, 2004, the OCTA Board of Directors directed staff to develop a
Request for Proposals (RFP) for a new operating agreement to determine
efficiencies that could be realized through a competitive procurement process.

In September 2004, a Request for Information was released to members of the
toll trade organization, the International Bridge Tunnel and Turnpike
Association. The goal was to “ask the industry” their perspectives on the
contract and to explore various operating approaches. Based on this and other
information, staff has prepared several refinements to the existing operating
approach. If approved, the RFP for 91 Express Lanes contracted operations
will be released.

Discussion

The current toll road operations are mostly privatized with five in-house
positions added - general manager, transportation analyst, secretary, customer
relations representative and accountant. This staff relies heavily on support
from other OCTA staff to help when needed. Substantive resources are
required from the Information Systems (IS) area since the toll road is so heavily
reliant on technology.
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OCTA owns all of the toll road assets. This includes:

¢ Anaheim office lease (8,000 square feet)
Corona office lease (4,000 square feet)

e Furniture, fixtures, equipment — computers, networking, phones/integrated
voice response system, traffic operations center

¢ In-lane equipment - toll plaza, electronic toll and traffic management
system, variable message signs, tow and service trucks (beneficiary
interest)

e Customer service / account management / violations processing software
(TollPro™ license)

Contracted operations cover a wide variety of functions:

Accounting and budgeting activities

Customer service

Violations processing and collections

Payment/other mail processing

Traffic operations and incident management

Customer Assistance Patrol (tow and service vehicle personnel)
Roadway and toll road systems maintenance

Hardware and software maintenance

Traffic and revenue forecasting

Financial advisory services

Cofiroute (now known as Cofiroute USA) provides most day-to-day operations
at a cost of approximately $5 million per year under a firm fixed price contract.
Cofiroute staff is located at both the Anaheim and Corona offices. SIRIT
Technologies, integrator of the $3 million electronic toll and traffic management
system, provides equipment maintenance and transponders at a cost of about
$1.4 million annually. Other contracts include those issued to the State of
California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) for roadway maintenance,
the California Highway Patrol, Law Enforcement Systems for violations
collections services, Northern Lakes Data Corporation for maintenance of the
TollPro account management and violations processing software and Volimer
Associates for traffic and revenue forecasting services.

Operational Refinements
It is recommended that refinements be made in the approach to operating the

91 Express Lanes. These changes respond to a variety of factors that have
emerged during the first two years of OCTA’s ownership. Most of the factors
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relate to the transition from private company to a public agency ownership.
These public agency factors include:

Oversight by a public board of directors

Staffing of a multi-county advisory committee and related reporting and/or
information requirements

Requirements to conform to governmental accounting standards

Potential economies and integration of using existing resources at OCTA to
benefit the toll lane operations

Public expectations placed on a program operated by a public agency in
terms of toll pricing, toll policies, notification and access to information

The transfer of operating and financial risk to OCTA.

in addition to the above factors, changes in the organization/staffing at OCTA
and the current contractor have also surfaced opportunities to update the
approach to operating the toll program. These factors, and the experiences of
the past two years, comprise the context in which staff prepared the
recommendations contained in Table A.

TABLE A

Implementation

Recommendation Benefit / Rationale

1. Explore costs of
transferring accounting
functions to OCTA.

Issue the 91 Express
Lanes RFP with an option
for accounting functions,
priced separately.
Compare contractor costs
with OCTA requirements,
which would be to add
two staff accountants.
Return to the Board with
a recommendation.

Eliminate duplicative staffing.
OCTA has staff accountants
and managers as well as a
chief financial officer and does
not require contracted services
for these functions.

Eliminating duplicative staffing
could reduce costs. In
addition, financial reporting
would be more consistent with
OCTA practices

2. Shore up internal
Information Technology

Toll road operations are highly
dependent on technology,

Include in the proposed
OCTA budget for FY05-

staffing by adding one OCTA
staff chief technology officer,
stationed at the Anaheim
facility where toll road systems
are housed.

which is changing rapidly.
OCTA needs a technology
expert to identify needs,
minimize risk, perform quality
control oversight and arbitrate
contractor disputes.

06 up to $165,000
annually (including salary
and benefits) for a new
position of chief
technology officer for the
Express Lanes
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Recommendation

3. Explore the costs and
benefits of having the prime
operating contractor supply,
and assume the risk for,
account management,
customer service and

violations processing software.

Benefit / Rationale

When the 91 Express Lanes
were acquired, CPTC was in
the process of installing state-
of-the-art customer service,
account management,
violations processing software,
called TollPro™. This system
is provided by Northern Lakes
Data Corporation. The system
is operational and working
fine. However, long-term, an
upgraded system is required
and a more effective model
might be to have the prime
operating contractor assume
risk for acquiring, installing and
maintaining this software.

lementation

Within the scope of the
RFP, offer an option for
one vendor to provide
day-to-day operations as
well as the customer
account management
and violations processing
software. Explore the
costs and benefits of this
approach.

4. In-source marketing
functions. Reduce marketing
efforts in contract Scope of
Work.

Presently, there is duplication
of efforts between operator
and OCTA marketing staff.

Reduction in contracted
marketing costs
estimated at $50,000
annually or more.

Evaluation Procedure

The RFP to solicit competitive offers will be issued in February 2005. Although
a defined Scope of Work based on performance standards has been prepared
in which offerors can propose against, OCTA is also interested in receiving
alternative approaches in meeting the performance criteria established under
the Scope of Work.

OCTA anticipates proposals to be submitted in early June 2005. An evaluation
committee will be appointed to review all proposals received. The committee
will be comprised of OCTA staff and will include representatives from Caltrans
and the Riverside County Transportation Commission. The committee
members will evaluate each proposal using the following criteria:

Project approach / work plan
Qualifications and experience
Staffing capability

Price
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During the evaluation, the committee will interview all top-ranked firms. The
interview may consist of a short presentation by the offeror after which the
evaluation committee will ask questions related to the firm’'s proposal and
qualifications.

At the conclusion of the evaluation process, the committee will recommend to
the Regional Planning and Highways Committee an offeror with the highest
final ranking. The Board Committee will review the evaluation committee’s
recommendation and take action. The Board Committee’s decision will be
forwarded to the full Board of Directors for final action.

Summary

The Board of Directors has directed staff to re-bid the 91 Express Lanes
operating contract. Information has been gathered, refinements to operations
recommended and a Scope of Work prepared. Based on Board direction, an
RFP for 91 Express Lanes operating services will be released in
February 2005 in anticipation of a contract award in summer 2005.

Attachment

None.

" Prepared.and Approved by:

Executive Dire’ctor, 'Planning,
Development and Commuter Services
(714) 560-5431
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CHAIRMAN’S COMMENTS FROM THE EXECUTIVE

COMMITTEE MEETING OF FEBRUARY 7, 2005

91 EXPRESS LANES OPERATING CONTRACT

The Committee discussed how important it is that OCTA maximize the flexibility of all
proposers to explore creative approaches to operation of the 91 Express Lanes. In
particular, since this is the first time operation of the Lanes has been subje}cted to
competitive procurement, members wished the Request for Proposals to be as flexible

as possible with respect to contracting for functions. Staff has revised Table A in the

staff report in the following way

1. To explore creative approaches to operation, allow an offeror to propose its best-
case scenario meeting established performance objectives.

2. To explore the most cost-effective location of accounting functions, allow an
offeror to propose an option for accounting functions, priced separately.

3. To explore the costs and benefits of having the contractor supply new operational
software, allow an offeror to propose an option to provide day-to-day operations

as well as the customer account management and violations processing

software.



4. To explore the costs and benefits of different options for contracting for marketing
efforts, request that each proposer indicate how much of the facility’s marketing

efforts, if any, it would propose to provide and price those efforts separately.

Staff will analyze and assess all alternative proposals and option for costs and
effectiveness and include a recommended action in these areas when requesting the

Board award a contract for operation of the 91 Express Lanes.

OPTIONS REGARDING RAPID TRANSIT

Following directly from discussion by the Board at the recent workshop, staff presented

a series of possible options and the Committee discussed how to evaluate options while

o Completing the commitment made in Measure M
e Capitalizing on the investment made to date

e Maintaining eligibility for federal funding

Members stressed the importance of keeping focus on options serving as many
communities as possible and establishing a new vision for our master plan of rapid
transit. There was a consensus OCTA should not select a “second or third best” option

just because it could be completed quickly. The Committee looks forward to full



exploration of modes of rapid transit, including bus rapid transit, comparing them with

the 9-mile light rail project.

The widening of Bristol Street into a multimodal corridor was discussed; specific
questions were asked about required property acquisitions (177 for the widening alone;
another 69 to include rapid transit), the cost ($240 miillion), and what the City of Santa
Ana will have spent (about $60 million in addition). There was interest in possibly
reprogramming Bristol Street funds for more bus service and in pursuing federal funds
for the entirety of the Bristol Street Multimodal Corridor. Those two questions will

require further study.

To meet these objectives, staff is recommending very small first step: continued study
through June of rapid transit options, exploring another mode on Bristol Street and
elsewhere, and comparing them with the light rail baseline. Bus rapid transit on several
streets would be among the alternatives. Also by June, the Board will go through a

process to revisit and revise the rapid transit master plan.
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/N Background

OCTA

« OCTA acquired the 91 Express Lanes
on January 3, 2003

- Purchased from CPTC
- Cost of $207.5 million

« Continued operation by Cofiroute
Global Mobility

« OCTA'’s strategy for transition

- Utilize skills and experience from
prior owner




/N Current Operating Contract

OCTA

e Current Operator: Cofiroute Global
Mobility

e Term of Contract: 1/3/03—-1/2/06

- Three-year contract with two one-year
renewal options

e Base Year Fee: $4,994,000

- Annual increase based upon CPI and
L abor Index factor




Operational Refinements

o Transfer of operating and financial risk
to OCTA

Oversight by public board of directors
Multi-county advisory committee

Requirements to conform to
governmental accounting standards

Potential for economies




A\ Operating Approach

OCTA

e Explore creative approaches
to operation

e Maximize flexibility to decide on
responsibility for:

- Accounting

- New Operational Software

- Marketing




IN Next Steps

OCTA

Issue RFP sbruary 2005

Proposals Due June 2005

Recommendation to Committee and Board ust/September 2005

New Contract ~January 2006
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(\ Workshop Discussion

OCTA

Proceed on course

Pause and reflect

Reduce the project to fit budget

Bristol with BRT and other transit projects
Bristol and other uses for money

Vote on moving money to roads/highways
Revisit Transit Master Plan

Redeploy money to different transit projects
around the county

Local option—allocate money to cities who want
rail project




| TN Directions to Staff

OCTA

e Revise options based on input,
develop recommendations and
bring to TP&O Committee and
then the Board for action




Revised Options from Workshop

e 9.3-Mile Light Rail Starter System
Other Guideway on LRT Alignment
Accelerated Metrolink Service Expansion
Bristol Street Widening
Street-Running Bus Rapid Transit (BRT)
Other Rapid Transit Project(s)

Funding Reallocation to Road Project(s)




B Objectives

OCTA

o Complete Measure M Commitment

« Maintain eligibility for federal funds

» Capitalize on investment to date

o Significant project(s) to reduce
emissions by 2010




| I\ significance of 2010

OCTA

By 2010, the air basin must meet
emission-reduction targets

e Plan to meet them includes hundreds
of transportation control measures

e One such measure is CenterLine




What Can Be Done by 2010

Light rail on current route with
federal funds

Another mode using all or part of the
current route

Accelerated Metrolink service expansion

Bus system improvements without new
construction

Bristol Street widening without transit




IN centerLine

« Preliminary engineering is complete
Project is technically sound
Final EIS/EIR is ready for release

No Federal Funds in sight but $400-
$500 million in local funds can be used

Pause to compare other options with
the light rail project




| TN Funds We Have Will Buy

OCTA

« Rapid transit on part of the
current route

e Accelerated Metrolink service
expansion

« Bus system improvements without
new construction




| TN Recommendations

OCTA

A. Continue study of rapid transit
options and compare with light rail
baseline

B. Explore another mode such as BRT
beginning on Bristol Street

C. Reuvisit rapid transit master plan
(including BRT)




| TN Study Other Options

OCTA

e Basic concept design and
costs by June

e Need to modify existing technical
consultant agreements

e Return to Board to approve
modifications to agreements

 In June, Board can decide option(s)
to pursue further




| TN Revisit Master Plan

OCTA

« Revising Long-Range Plan this year

e Chapter on transit modes

- Bus (local, express and bus rapid transit)

- Rail (commuter, light/other modes,
regional/high-speed)

e Public scoping meetings in May

« Mode components and projects in June




Next Steps

Tell people on current route what’s
happening and begin to study options under
existing consultant agreements

In March, request Board approval to modify
agreements for study thru June

From now to June, take new proposals from
consultants for further work

In June, Board decide on options {0 pursue
further and select consultants to proceed




| TN The Longer Term

OCTA

« Complete environmental analysis

- By mid-2006 if current route selected

- End of 2006 or later if other options
selected

» Begin final design and property
acquisition by start of 2007 at
the earliest

« Begin construction by start of 2008
or later




IN Why Consider BRT?

OCTA

Can cost significantly less than light rail

Service can attract 70 - 80% of riders

Affordable short segment of guideway
usable by BRT routes serving many cities

BRT on current route keeps schedule to
complete by 2010

Trunk line can be expanded to full network




| T\ Light Rail & Bus Rapid Transit

OCTA

Vehicles

Powered By

Fleet Size |

Cost / Vehicle |

Capacity / Vehicle

Avg. Speed §
Capital Cost / Mile

Annual Operations & §
Maintenance Costs |

Stations §

Travel Time :

Estimated Daily

Ridership | W,._m..ooo-gm.ooo

Right-of-Way Acquisition §




| TN One Possible BRT Network

OCTA
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OCTA
NEws

FOR MORE INFORMATION: FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:

Ted Nguyen Feb. 14, 2005
(714) 560-5334

OCTA Board Of Directors Votes

To Explore Other Mass-Transit Options
CenterLine light-rail project is put on hold
as OCTA is directed to consider other solutions

ORANGE — Members of the Orange County Transportation Authority (OCTA) Board of
Directors today discussed options for proceeding with rapid transit. With the absence of
federal funding this year for the CenterLine light-rail project, a 9.3-mile starter segment
from the Depot at Santa Ana to John Wayne Airport, OCTA has agreed to place the
project on hold and start exploring other mass-transit solutions.

Measure M, the one half-cent sales tax passed by voters in 1990 for transportation
projects, includes funding for a rapid-transit system. OCTA has planned a light-rail
project estimated at $1.1 billion to fit under this category. The project is technically
sound, and about 50 percent of the cost for the project has been secured — $197 million in
Measure M rail funds, $120 million in state rail-transit funds and $215 million in air-
quality improvement funds. Although preliminary engineering for the project is complete
the project did not receive funding this year. So OCTA has decided to study other
options.

“We are looking at all mass-transit options to see what is the most realistic and
achievable solution,” said Paul Taylor, OCTA executive director of planning,
development and commuter services. “OCTA is committed to delivering a fast, reliable
transportation system to get people to home and work faster.”

Today, the board voted to authorize the chief executive officer to develop a process for
further study of rapid transit options selected by the board, including discussions with the
Citizens Oversight Committee on using Measure M transit funds for a bus-rapid transit
system (BRT).

The board also authorized the chief executive officer to explore changing the current
light-rail transit project to another transportation mode, including consideration of a BRT
project beginning on the Bristol Street portion of the current light-rail project and return
with recommendations of resources required.

Finally, the board asked the chief executive officer to develop a process for the Board of
Directors to revisit and revise the rapid-transit master plan in conjunction with recently
begun efforts to revise OCTA’s long-range transportation plan.

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



(MORE)

OCTA

N EWS OCTA Board Votes to Study Mass Transit
Page 2

OCTA will look at additional opportunities to help ease traffic problems in Orange
County and to offer commuters more choices. Those options include: another mode
using part or all of the current route from the Depot at Santa Ana to J ohn Wayne Airport;
increased Metrolink service expansion; explore another method such as BRT beginning
on Bristol Street and revisit rapid-transit master plan. OCTA staff will return to the
Board of Directors in June with recommended next steps.

HHEH

Orange County Transportation Authority
550 South Main Street/ P.O. Box 14184 / Orange / California 92863-1584 / (714) 560-OCTA (6282)
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Penny Wise RECEIVED
From: BHAinL.A. [bha_in_la@yahoo.com] FEB 1 4 2005
Sent:  Monday, February 14, 2005 10:18 AM

: OCTA
To: Penny Wise CLERK OF THE BOARD
Cc: BHAIn L. A

Subject: Penny, | have been involuntarily delayed.

Penny, | have been involuntarily
delayed.

Even now, | cannot predict when | can send what |
called you about.

After | talked to you at about 8:50 AM today, my neighborhood
suffered a power failure. That forced me to reset my answering machine
and record a new message. Then, en route here, my bicycle suffered a flat
tire. | had to push the inner tube value out of the wheel rim just to be able
to ride it (hobble) the rest of the way here. Then, after | arrived here, |
discovered that the very one, single terminal | need to use to send what the
board needs to see is being used by someone else. Now | have to await
my turn, who knows how long.

Please stay tuned, and recheck your e-mail box periodically. Sorry,
and thanks for your forbearance.

M

Bryan H. Allen

Bryan H. Allen

BHA in Los Angeles

Also Bryan H. Allen in Los Angeles, California

Los Angeles, CA 90065

Do you Yahoo!?
Yahoo! Search presents - Jib J ab's 'Second Term'

2/14/2005
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