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AGENDA
November 20, 2008
1:30 PM
Sonoma County Transportation Authority
SCTA Large Conference Room
490 Mendocino Avenue, Suite 206
Santa Rosa, California 95401

ITEM

l. Introductions
Il. Public Comment
. Approval of October 23, 2008 Minutes — DISCUSSION / ACTION
V. Programming — DISCUSSION / ACTION
a. State Local Partnership Program (SLPP)

V. Measure M — DISCUSSION
a. Measure M Annual Report*
VI. Highway 101 Project Updates DISCUSSION
VII. Other Business / Comments / Announcements DISCUSSION / ACTION

a. December Meeting?
VIII.  Adjourn - ACTION

*Materials attached.

The next S C T A meeting will be held December 8, 2008
The next TAC meeting will be held January 22, 2008

Copies of the full Agenda Packet are available at www.sctainfo.org

DISABLED ACCOMMODATION: If you have a disability that requires the agenda materials to be in an alternate format or that
requires an interpreter or other person to assist you while attending this meeting, please contact SCTA at least 72 hours prior
to the meeting to ensure arrangements for accommodation.

SB 343 DOCUMENTS RELATED TO OPEN SESSION AGENDAS: Materials related to an item on this agenda
submitted to the Technical Advisory Committee after distribution of the agenda packet are available for public
inspection in the Sonoma County Transportation Authority office at 490 Mendocino Ave., Suite 206, during normal
business hours.

Pagers, cellular telephones and all other communication devices should be turned off during the committee
meeting to avoid electrical interference with the sound recording system.
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TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE MEETING
MINUTES
October 23, 2008

ATTENDEES

Adams, Nancy, City of Santa Rosa

March, Lynne, SCTA

Barney, Chris, SCTA

Nutt, Jason, City of Santa Rosa

Jenkins, Darrin, City of Rohnert Park

O'Bid, Damien, City of Cotati

Kelly, Susan, City of Sebastopol

Parker, Joanne, Santa Rosa CityBus

Lackie, Susan, City of Petaluma

Perez, Alejandro, Town of Windsor

Landeros, Mario, City of Healdsburg

Smith, Suzanne, SCTA

Maitland, John, SCTA

Tanner, Robert, Citizen

ITEM

Introductions

Round table introductions were made.

Public Comment

There were no public comments.

Approval of Minutes — DISCUSSION / ACTION
a. August 28, 2008

b. September 25, 2008

The minutes were approved as submitted.
Planning — DISCUSSION / ACTION

a. TDAS3 and TFCA Status

Ms. March reported that in the agenda packet is the quarterly report for the TDA3 and
TFCA projects that have not been fully expended. There were four projects due to expire
this month; 1 for Rohnert Park and 3 for the County. Three have been closed out and one
will be extended.

The TDAS3 call will be pretty much the same; the TFCA call very well might be earlier, as
in December. The Air District policies went to the Mobile Source Committee for approval
this week. The final policies will be available by the next TAC meeting. TFCA is moving
to a somewhat devolved program with more flexibility for the SCTA to administer the
program. The remaining question is still when the fund estimate will be absolutely firm.
We have been pushing to have a firm fund estimate. Therefore you could come in one
time with project proposals and the amounts won’t change. If there are adjustments
needed, they would be adjusted at the next cycle. Be alert that TFCA might come early,
but you should have proper time to prepare your proposals.

b. Wine Country IRP Update

Mr. Barney gave a brief update on the Wine County Interregional Partnership
collaboration of Lake, Mendocino, Napa, and Sonoma counties, along with Caltrans
Districts 1, and 4, and MTC. The idea is to address traffic issues in the four county
region. The last phase was an origin and destination study. We looked at the county
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VI.

lines of each of the four counties to get an idea of what kind of cross county travel was
going on. Now, the next phase is working with Caltrans to get a four county travel
demand model developed. The RFP has been reviewed by all of the counties and has
been sent out to modeling consultants. We anticipate getting project proposals back in
the next couple of months. We expect to select a consultant toward the end of the year.
The timeframe to get the county model up and running is two years.

Programming — DISCUSSION / ACTION
a. State Local Partnership Program (SLPP) Guidelines

Ms. Smith reported that the California Transportation Commission released a draft of the
State-Local Partnership Program (SLPP) Guidelines (included in agenda packet) as a
result of the final budget that was agreement as to how the $1 billion in prop 1B set aside
for the SLPP would be divvied up over a couple of years. The final result is good for
Sonoma County. We original thought we would get about $5 million under MTC's
approach. Now we are getting $12 million. It comes out to about $2.4 million a year for
five-years. Ms. Smith will find out when the guidelines will get finalized.

What it means for the SCTA, and for Sonoma County as a whole, we have to determine
how we are going to prioritize, and how these funds get spent.

This is the first opportunity to see what we need to talk about over the next couple of
months to determine the best proposal. It goes hand in hand with the update of the
strategic plan; which is starting in January. To identifying who has spent money, who is
waiting on matching funds, and who is ready to go. That is a prime opportunity to figure
this out.

The competitive grant part is different, and does not go through the SCTA. It is directly
through the California Transportation Commission. The competitive part is a separate
controlled pot of money, 5% off the top, for the CTC to deal with. It also requires a local
match, which could be local developer fees and is not tied to the sales tax concept.

The CTC will adopt an annual program of projects by April 2009 for 2008-09 and by
October for each year thereafter. Projects should be submitted by February 17, 2009 for
2008-09 and by August 15 for each year thereafter.

SCTA staff intends to take a draft SLPP plan in December to the SCTA Board for
comment and a final SLPP plan in January to the SCTA Board for approval.

Therefore, staff will present a recommendation to the TAC at the November meeting.
Measure M — INFORMATION / DISCUSSION
a. Draft Sections of Measure M Annual Report

Mr. Maitland reported that included in the agenda packet is a draft of the 2007/08
Measure M Annual report. Staff is asking the TAC to review the document and provide
their comments to Ms. Gause.

b. Budget Update

Mr. Maitland reported that the SCTA Board of Directors approved the final FY2008/09
Measure M Budget based on 5% reduced revenue, which is lower than a flat revenue
budget.

Mr. Maitland handed out a draft sales tax forecast which was prepared by KNN, our
financial consultant. This is in line with our budget for 2008/09. The next couple of years
do not look good; the sales tax will be decreasing and will pop up in 2011. This comes in
line with our budget for 2008/09. These are the new forecast numbers that we will be
using for the 2009 Strategic Plan.
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VII.

Included is a revised Measure M Allocation for LSR for FY2008/09 based on the
approved FY08/09 Final Measure M budget which reflects the 5% reduced revenue.

Ms. Smith asked that the jurisdictions check with their finance departments to see what
they have forecasted. If our financial forecasts seem dramatically different than what the
cities have projected, then we would like to know why.

c. Schedule of 08/09 projects to CAC

Mr. Maitland reported that attached to the agenda packet is the 2008/09 schedule for
project sponsors to present their projects to the Citizen’s Advisory Committee.

d. SON-121/116 Intersection Project

Mr. Maitland reported that this is a county LSP project. There has been some interest in
looking at this intersection to include a round about type design that originally wasn’t in
the scope of the Measure M project. The Measure M project had a signal, a bridge
reconstruction, and upsizing the Park-N-Ride Lot 47 to 94 spots. The county said that
there were not considering a round about. They had concerns about the round about
possibly being more expensive then a signalized intersection. They were also concerned
about committing to a scope of work that was not in original Measure M project. They
were looking at the possibly of having a preliminary traffic study done to see the feasibility
of the round about versus the signal, and not being at risk for that cost.

Since this report has been written, there has been discussion with Caltrans that a PSR
was done for the signal back in the year 2000. At that time the PSR just included the
signal, and the original estimate was about $6 million (2000 estimate). Since 2007, they
have increased the estimate to $13.6 million for just the signalized intersection. In 2005,
Caltrans also looked at a round about and estimated that it would cost about $10 million
(2005 estimate). It is not part of the PSR. However, it was going to be included as an
amendment to the PSR.

Ms. Smith pointed out that the County is not present today due to an all day emergency
drill; however, it was worthwhile to have this discussion without their presence. Since we
are dealing with the same issue with Penngrove to a degree as well; the idea of fronting
money and what if the project never happens. We had this discussion 6 to 9 months ago
and created a new policy to deal with that. Now we are asking is the TAC willing to have
discussion about exceptions to the new policy.

After further discussion, the TAC agreed to re-agendize this item.
Other Business / Comments / Announcements

Mr. Maitland reported that staff is working with Caltrans and the County on the Airport
Interchange design, and how to handle that design. Initially, we thought we would
prepare an RFP. Caltrans wants the work. There is talk about revalidation of the
environmental document that was done for the HOV project, only. Basically do a
supplemental PSR, only. It seems attractive. Maybe supplement the environment effort
with the County’s environmental staff. They would work essentially for Caltrans and not
have to go to a consultant. We will be having a meeting about it in the next two weeks.

Mr. Maitland reported that on the Narrows project we are struggling with the
environmental document. The final environmental impact report is being delayed based
on waiting on the biological opinion from the USFWS. It is not slowing down the
schedule; however there is a concern that it will impact right-of-way acquisition.

Mr. Nutt reported that the ribbon cutting is still on for November 7 at 10:30 am, at the
Hyatt parking lot. However, the striper is in Tahoe on a project, and there is no specific
estimated time of arrival on when they will be in Santa Rosa to complete the striping
work.
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VIII.

Ms. Smith reported that Wilfred is out to bid.

Ms. Parker reported that the Santa Rosa CityBus ridership for September 2008 is up 9%
from 2007, that's roughly 260,000, up to 10,500 a day. Route 19, the lifeline funded route
that is going through Roseland that started August 31, has grown and ridership is about
400 a day. Over the past four weeks it has doubled. It has not taken any rides off of any
other routes. All of the routes are up.8%."

Ms. Smith reported Doyle Drive is short $52 million; they need a fully funded project and
funding plan to go into their environmental impact report and environmental Impact
statement. The FHWA will not sign off on it until they demonstrate the full funding. They
want to borrow $20 million from the Port of Sonoma, and we have worked with the Port of
Sonoma and MTC on this and believe we can make this work. San Francisco is going to
use $21 million of their SLPP money. The Bridge District committed $80 million; the Bay
Area Toll Authority committed $80 million. The theory is that Sonoma and Marin pays the
tolls. If this does not work then Sonoma and Marin counties are going to be asked to
come up with the remaining $5 million. In discussion with Marin about this $5 million
split; there is a 7-1 ratio of use between Marin residents and Sonoma residents. The only
way we will ever get involved in this discussion; is if $4 million comes from Marin, and $1
million from Sonoma County. We are not sure how this will play out.

Staff will be taking the full funding plan to the SCTA Board in November.
Adjourn - ACTION

The meeting adjourned at 3:08 PM.
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Staff Report

To: Sonoma County Transportation Authority - Technical Advisory
Committee (TAC)

From: John Maitland, Deputy Director

Re: Item IV.a: State-Local Partnership Program (SLPP) Funding

Date: November 20, 2008

Issue:

How should approximately $12.4M of SLPP funds be allocated to the cities and county,
which projects should be submitted, and how should the projects be programmed for
SLPP funding over the life of the five-year program?

Note: See attached SLPP Guidelines

Background:

Proposition 1B has a provision for $1 billion to be deposited in the SLPP Account to be
available, upon appropriation by the Legislature, for allocation by CTC over a five year
period of time to eligible transportation projects as hominated by an applicant
transportation agency. There is a dollar for dollar match required to receive funds under
the program. Implementing legislation provides that 95% of program funds will be
distributed by formula to match voter-approved transportation taxes and 5% will be
available for a competitive grant program to match uniform develop fees. Initial project
allocations are to be made by April 2009. The CTC will adopt an annual program of
projects by April 2009 for 2008-09 and by October for each year thereafter. Projects
should be submitted by February 17, 2009 for 2008-09 and by August 15 for each year
thereafter.

Eligibility Requirements (95% Formula)

Project has to be fully funded (including SLPP match)

Dollar for dollar match of Measure M funds

Road funds for construction project with 15-year life (see page 4)

Transit funds for construction projects with 15-year life and rolling stock (see
page 4)

Bike/Ped Projects with 15-year life (see page 4)

Environmental projects to mitigate impacts of new transportation infrastructure
(see page 5)

Eligibility Requirements (5% Grant)

e Project has to be fully funded (including SLPP match)
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e $1 million maximum grant funding
e Fee ordinance or resolution in-place
e See page 7 for more project requirements

Provisions

e Project allocations shall be encumbered no later than two years after allocation is
made (page 7)

e Submit project using PPR form in use for STIP projects
Year-to-year carry-over

e Multi-year construction projects can receive SLPP funds annually as expended if
fully funded (could replace over matched measure M funds per year)

¢ No advancement of measure funds for future SLPP reimbursement for early
project delivery without legislative action
Requires semi-annual (quarterly?), final, and audit reporting

e Construction capital and construction engineering costs only

Local Allocation Alternatives — 95% Formula

The following are alternatives for allocating the SLPP 95% formula funds to the local
agencies. The list is created for discussion purposes and does not include all possible
alternatives.

1. Hwy 101 Projects

Portion of funds could go to construction projects that could go to construction within the
SLPP time frame. The following projects could be eligible:

e Central B HOV
e North Phase B (Airport Interchange, Soundwalls)
e East Washington Interchange (Segment C — Sound Walls)

2. Hwy 101 LSP Projects

Portion of funds could go to construction projects that could go to construction within the
SLPP time frame. The following projects could be eligible:

e Airport Blvd Interchange
¢ Old Redwood Hwy Interchange
e Hearn Avenue Interchange

3. Local LSP Projects

Portion of funds could go to construction projects that could go to construction within the
SLPP time frame. The following projects could be eligible:

e Farmers Lane
e Hwy 116 @ Mirabel Road
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4. HWY 101 Landscaping Projects

Portion of funds could go to construction projects that could go to construction within the
SLPP time frame. The following projects could be eligible:

Central HOV
Wilfred HOV
Hwy 12 to Steele
North HOV

5. LSR (20%), LSP (20%), LBT (10%) Projects

Funds could be allocated to the cities and county based on the Measure M
apportionment. Bike/Ped (4%), SMART (5%), Hwy 101 (40%), and Administration (1%)
programs could be removed from the SLPP allocation. Bike/Ped projects are already
100% funded through Measure M, SMART now has its own funding source, Hwy101
(40%) projects are eligible for other funding sources, and Administration cost is not
eligible under the program. By removing Bike/Ped, SMART, HWY 101 (40%), and
Administration from the annual allocation distribution, the SLPP funds could be
apportioned to LSR at 40%, to LSP at 40%, to LBT at 20%. The LSR and LBT program
funds could be further allocated by the population and road mileage formulas outlined in
the Measure M strategic plan. The cities and county could then take the apportioned
SLPP funds and use them on LSP, LSR, and LBT candidate road and transit
construction projects or for transit rolling stock purchases that meet the eligibility
requirements.

Programming

SCTA will need to submit candidate projects by February 17, 2009 for 2008-09 and by
August 15, for every year thereafter. It may be necessary for local agencies to
coordinate project delivery schedules either to utilize the $2.5 million maximum amount
of SLPP funds available annually or to work out all or in part carry-over strategies during
the 5-year plan.

Competitive Grant — 5%

There are Measure M LSP and other non-Measure M local projects that have ordinance
or resolution based developer fees as part of the project funding. These projects could
be submitted independent of the 95% Formula SLPP projects. See page 4 for selection
criteria.

Policy Impacts:

SCTA staff intends to take a draft SLPP plan in December to the SCTA Board for
comment and a final SLPP plan in January to the SCTA Board for approval.
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DRAET

State-L ocal Partnership Program Guidelines

General Program Policy

1.

Authority and purpose of guidelines. The Highway Safety, Traffic Reduction, Air
Quality, and Port Security Bond Act of 2006, approved by the voters as Proposition 1B
on November 7, 2006, authorized $1 billion to be deposited in the State-Local
Partnership Program (SLPP) Account to be available, upon appropriation by the
Legislature, for allocation by the California Transportation Commission over a five-year
period to eligible transportation projects nominated by an applicant transportation
agency. The Bond Act required a dollar for dollar match of local funds for an applicant
agency to receive state funds under the program.

In 2008, the Legislature enacted implementing legislation (AB 268) to add Article 11
(commencing with Section 8879.66) to Chapter 12.491 of Division 1 of Title 2 of the
Government Code. Article 11 defines the purpose and intent of the program, defines the
eligibility of applicants, projects, and matching funds, and provides that 95% of program
funds will be distributed by formula to match voter-approved transportation taxes and
fees and that the remaining 5% will be available for a competitive grant application
program to match uniform developer fees. Section 8879.74 requires the Commission to
adopt an annual program of projects for the program and to develop and adopt guidelines
to implement the program, consistent with Article 11. Initial project allocations are to be
made by April 20009.

Earlier legislation to implement the Bond Act (SB 88, 2007) designated the Commission
as the administrative agency for the SLPP and mandated that various administrative and
reporting requirements be incorporated in the guidelines for all programs established by
Proposition 1B.

Program of Projects. The Commission will adopt an annual program of projects for the
SLPP, by April 2009 for 2008-09 and by October for each fiscal year thereafter. The
program will consist of projects nominated by eligible applicants for the formula program
and projects selected by the Commission under the competitive grant program to match
uniform developer fees.

The program of projects for each fiscal year will include, for each project, the amount to
be funded from the SLPP, the source of the dollar-for-dollar match of SLPP funding, and
the estimated total cost including any additional supplementary funding. The
Commission will program and allocate funding to projects in whole thousands of dollars
and will include a project only if it is fully funded.
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Formula Program for VVoter-Approved Taxes and Fees

3.

Annual Funding Shares. The Commission will adopt the annual funding share for each
eligible applicant for the VVoter-Approved Taxes and Fees Subaccount with the adoption
of these guidelines for 2008-09 and prior to the beginning of each subsequent fiscal year.
These shares will be determined in accordance with Government Code Section 8879.72
and rounded to the nearest whole thousand dollars. In establishing funding shares, the
Commission will use the following:

e For toll revenues, the most recent annual toll revenue data for the voter-approved tolls
(Regional Measures 1 and 2) reported in audited financial statements from the Bay
Area Toll Authority.

e For parcel and property tax revenues, the annual revenue data included in the most
recent State Controller’s report of financial transactions for special districts.

e For local sales tax revenues, the sum of gross revenues for the most recent four
quarters as reported for each local tax by the Board of Equalization.

e For population, the annual population estimate for cities and counties issued by the
Department of Finance in May prior to the beginning of each fiscal year.

The Commission will determine a funding share for each eligible applicant with a voter-
approved tax or fee in effect as of July 1, the first day of the fiscal year. Where a city has
a voter-approved local sales tax and is located within a county without a countywide sales
tax, the Commission will adopt a funding share for the city based on the city’s
population. Where there are multiple eligible applicants with a voter-approved local
sales tax within the same county, the Commission will adopt a single countywide funding
share based on the population for the county.

The Commission will set aside up to 2 percent of the total amount appropriated each year
for the program as a reserve for bond administrative expenses. In the absence of an
enacted state budget, the Commission may establish the funding shares based on its best
estimate of the amount that the Legislature will appropriate to the SLPP Account, subject
to adjustment based on the final appropriation in the Budget Act.

Project nominations. The Commission will include in the annual program of projects
each project nominated by an eligible applicant for a formula funding share provided that
the Commission finds that the nomination meets the requirements of statute and that the
project has a commitment of the required match and any supplementary funding needed
for full funding. Each applicant should submit its nomination by February 17, 2009 for
2008-09 and by August 15 for each fiscal year thereafter. The Commission’s program of
projects will not include a project nomination that exceeds the applicant’s formula
funding share.

For each nominated project, the applicant should submit project information using the
Project Programming Request form in use for STIP projects. The nomination should
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identify the implementing agency, which may be different from the applicant agency. As
specified in statute, the nomination shall include:

e A description of the nominated project, including its cost and scope and the
specific improvements and benefits it is anticipated to serve. The description
should identify the project’s useful life.

e A description of the project’s current status, including the current phase of
delivery, and the schedule for the completion of construction or acquisition.

e A description of how the project would support transportation and land use
planning goals within the region.

e The amount and source of matching funds.
e The amount of SLPP funds requested.

Balance of funding share. If the program of projects adopted by the Commission does
not program the full amount of an applicant’s formula funding share, the balance will
remain available for later program amendments supported by eligible project
nominations. A balance not programmed in one fiscal year will carry over and be
available in the following fiscal year.

Competitive Grant Program to Match Uniform Developer Fees

6.

Project selection. The Commission will select projects from among eligible project
nominations for the competitive grant program from the Uniform Developer Fees
Subaccount pursuant to Government Code Section 8879.73. No single competitive grant
for the SLPP may exceed $1 million. The Commission will consider approval of a
competitive grant only when it finds that the grant request meets the requirements of
statute and that the project has a commitment of the required match and any
supplementary funding needed for full funding. The selected projects will be included in
the Commission’s annual program of projects for the SLPP. Each applicant should
submit its nomination by February 17, 2009 for 2008-09 and by August 15 for each fiscal
year thereafter.

Project applications. For each project nominated for the competitive grant program, the
applicant should submit project information using the Project Programming Request form
in use for STIP projects. The nomination should identify the implementing agency,
which may be different from the applicant agency. As specified in statute, the
nomination shall include:

e A description of the nominated project, including its cost and scope and the
specific improvements and benefits it is anticipated to serve. The description
should identify the project’s useful life.

e A description of the project’s current status, including the current phase of
delivery, and the schedule for the completion of construction or acquisition.
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e A description of how the project would support transportation and land use
planning goals within the region.

e The amount and source of matching funds.
e The amount of SLPP funds requested.

In addition, the grant request should include a copy of the ordinance or resolution
adopted by a city, county or city and county that establishes the uniform developer fee to
be matched by the grant.

Project selection criteria. In approving grants for inclusion in the program of projects, the
Commission will give consideration to geographic balance and to demonstrated project
cost-effectiveness. The Commission will give higher priority to projects that are more
cost-effective, that can commence construction or implementation earlier, that leverage
more uniform developer fees per program dollar, and that can demonstrate quantifiable
air quality improvements, including a significant reduction in vehicle-miles traveled.

Balance of grant program funds. If the program of projects adopted by the Commission
does not program the full amount of the share for the competitive grant program, the
balance will remain available for later program amendments supported by eligible project
grant requests. A balance not programmed in one fiscal year will carry over and be
available for the competitive grant program in the following fiscal year.

Project Allocations and Delivery

10.

11.

12.

Amendments to program of projects. The Commission may approve an amendment of
the SLPP program of projects at any time. An amendment need only appear on the
agenda published 10 days in advance of the Commission meeting. It does not require the
30-day notice that applies to a STIP amendment.

Allocations from the SLPP Account. The Commission will consider the allocation of
funds from the SLPP Account for a project when it receives an allocation request and
recommendation from the Department of Transportation, in the same manner as for the
STIP. The recommendation will include a determination of the availability of
appropriated funding from the SLPP Account and the availability of all identified and
committed matching and supplementary funding. The Commission will approve the
allocation if the funds are available, the allocation is necessary to implement the project
as included in the adopted SLPP program, and the project has the required environmental
clearance.

Semiannual delivery reports: As a condition of the project allocation, the Commission
will require the implementing agency to submit quarterly reports on the activities and
progress made toward implementation of the project.

As mandated by Government Code Section 8879.50, the Commission shall forward these
reports to the Department of Finance. The purpose of the reports is to ensure that the
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13.

14.

project is being executed in a timely fashion and is within the scope and budget identified
when the decision was made to fund the project. If it is anticipated that project costs will
exceed the approved project budget, the implementing agency shall provide a plan to the
Commission for achieving the benefits of the project by either downscoping the project to
remain within budget or by identifying an alternative funding source to meet the cost
increase. The Commission may either approve the corrective plan or direct the
implementing agency to modify its plan.

Final delivery report. Within six months of the project becoming operable, the
implementing agency shall provide a final delivery report to the Commission on the
scope of the completed project, its final costs as compared to the approved project
budget, its duration as compared to the project schedule in the project baseline
agreement, and performance outcomes derived from the project as compared to those
described in the project baseline agreement. The Commission shall forward this report to
the Department of Finance as required by Government Code Section 8879.50.

For the purpose of this section, a project becomes operable when the construction
contract is accepted or acquired equipment is received.

Audit of project expenditures and outcomes. The Department of Transportation will
ensure that project expenditures and outcomes are audited. For each SLPP project, the
Commission expects the Department to provide a semi-final audit report within 6 months
after the final delivery report and a final audit report within 12 months after the final
delivery report. The Commission may also require interim audits at any time during the
performance of the project.

Audits will be performed in accordance with Generally Accepted Government Auditing
Standards promulgated by the United States Government Accountability Office. Audits
will provide a finding on the following:

e Whether project costs incurred and reimbursed are in compliance with the executed
project baseline agreement or approved amendments thereof; state and federal laws
and regulations; contract provisions; and Commission guidelines.

e Whether project deliverables (outputs) and outcomes are consistent with the project
scope, schedule and benefits described in the executed project baseline agreement or
approved amendments thereof.



STATE-LOCAL PARTNERSHIP PROGRAM
TAX/TOLL REVENUES USED TO DETERMINE FUNDING SHARES

FOR 2008-09

DRAFT

Voter-Approved Tolls, Parcel/Property Taxes

Annual Revenue

Source

Bay Area Transportation Authority (BATA)

248,140,901

FY 2004-05, BATA Annual Report (last year identified voter-approved separately

Alameda-Contra Costa Transit District

58,425,730

FY 2005-06, State Controller's Office Report

Bay Area Rapid Transit District

42,762,398

FY 2005-06, State Controller's Office Report

Total toll/parcel/property tax

349,329,029

BOE Quarterly Gross Receipts (reported by Bd of Equalization)

N/S| Code|Voter-Approved Transportation Sales Taxes Yr end 2nd Q 08| 2nd Q, 2008 1st Q, 2008 4th Q, 2007 3rd Q, 2007
N | 002 |San Mateo County Transit District 69,347,120.51 17,908,857.86 15,739,977.76 18,414,546.60 17,283,738.29
N | 003 |Santa Clara County Transit District 164,712,594.15 41,384,693.65 38,836,073.70 43,403,343.55 41,088,483.25
N | 004 |Santa Cruz Metropolitan Transit District 16,976,900.68 4,297,705.06 3,852,902.67 4,376,776.36 4,449,516.59
S | 005 |Los Angeles County Transportation Commission 693,475,595.99 175,157,001.49 164,891,342.97, 180,432,115.20) 172,995,136.33
N | 006 |Santa Clara County Traffic Authority 20,537.27 493.76 1,169.85 249.36 18,624.30
N | 010 |Alameda County Transportation Authority 590,532.47 2,971.52 1,192.30 48,237.37 538,131.28
N | 012 |Fresno County Transportation Authority 59,321,804.17 15,295,021.74 13,678,523.14 15,170,173.28 15,178,086.01
S | 013 |San Diego County Regional Transportation Commission 244,774,704.26 61,285,587.42 57,429,819.63 63,305,985.66 62,753,311.55
N | 018 [San Mateo County Transit Authority 69,350,003.54 17,909,825.27 15,740,477.27 18,415,703.72 17,283,997.28
N | 023 |Sacramento Transportation Authority 101,604,763.78 25,949,786.44 23,255,875.19 26,060,097.55 26,339,004.60
N | 024 [Contra Costa Transportation Authority 74,196,200.14 18,348,390.01 17,168,037.72 19,796,679.07 18,883,093.34
S | 026 |Riverside County Transportation Commission 143,958,648.08 35,493,852.28 34,595,479.86 37,658,721.88 36,210,594.06
N | 027 [San Francisco County Transportation Authority 80,346,317.27 20,059,657.20 18,998,404.24 21,446,588.49 19,841,667.34
S | 029 |Imperial County Local Transportation Authority 12,545,802.60 3,182,519.28 2,858,234.71 3,448,225.91 3,056,822.70
S | 030 [Santa Barbara County Local Transportation Authority 32,603,609.13 8,272,920.31 7,481,811.95 8,393,103.07 8,455,773.80
S | 031 |San Bernardino County Transportation Authority 139,914,132.98 34,847,717.82 32,727,462.12 35,627,920.67 36,711,032.37
N | 034 [Madera County Transportation Authority 28,439.14 7,199.80 12,477.53 8,304.64 457.17
S | 035 |Los Angeles County Transportation Commission 693,586,139.54 175,159,366.55 164,981,938.78 180,466,449.15 172,978,385.06)
S | 037 [Orange County Transportation Authority 265,253,490.68 65,412,729.49 61,343,576.21 69,673,299.90 68,823,885.08
N | 038 |San Joaquin Transportation Authority 45,731,715.20 11,838,750.27 10,496,880.47 11,573,876.16 11,822,208.30
N | 068 |Town of Truckee Road Maintenance Tax 1,927,723.47 452,324.33 394,054.97 483,184.08 598,160.09
N | 079 |Alameda County Transportation Improvement Authority 116,589,912.89 29,335,583.77 27,070,662.90 30,356,471.52 29,827,194.70
N | 084 [City of Willits Road System Tax 801,857.94 210,344.44 184,185.17 201,753.77 205,574.56
N | 085 |City of Point Arena 44,631.04 12,589.85 9,071.09 10,575.85 12,394.25
N | 094 [City of Fort Bragg Maintain City Streets 843,081.30 215,786.47 189,290.44 204,570.72 233,433.67
N | 102 |Transportation Authority Marin County 22,356,530.85 5,553,796.09 5,155,986.82 5,958,080.68 5,688,667.26
N | 115 [Sonoma County Transportation Authority 19,039,151.73 4,800,018.84 4,257,637.62 5,040,804.65! 4,940,690.62
N | 123 |Santa Clara County Valley Transportation Authority 162,024,603.89 41,030,036.31 37,990,301.75 42,498,458.02 40,505,807.81
N | 144 [Madera County Transportation Authority, 2006 7,819,931.70 2,078,213.97 1,755,362.27 1,997,507.40! 1,988,848.06!
N | 146 |Nevada City Street Improvements Tax 639,129.84 158,439.50 121,428.33 192,087.96 167,174.05
S | 162 [Tulare County Transportation Authority 25,603,004.03 6,835,852.47 5,981,871.54 6,533,152.49 6,252,127.53
N | 174 |City of El Cerrito Streets Improvements Tax (eff 7-1-08) 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total, Voter-Approved Sales Tax 3,266,028,610.26 822,498,033.26 767,201,510.97 851,197,044.73 825,132,021.30
Voter-Approved Sales Tax, North 1,014,313,482.97 256,850,486.15| 234,909,973.20| 265,658,070.80| 256,894,952.82
Voter-Approved Sales Tax, South 2,251,715,127.29 565,647,547.11 532,291,537.77, 585,538,973.93 568,237,068.48

Distribution
Factor Percentage
Total, voter-approved tolls + taxes 3,615,357,639.26 100.00000%
Tolls + parcel/property tax 349,329,029.00 9.66236%

North sales tax

1,014,313,482.97

28.05569%

South sales tax

2,251,715,127.29

62.28195%

California Transportation Commission
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STATE-LOCAL PARTNERSHIP PROGRAM

FUNDING SHARES, 2008-09
(Funding Shares in $1,000's)

Funding Distrib

ution of Appropriation

Program Categories Amount
Total Annual Program Appropriation 200,000
Take-off for Bond administration (2%) 4,000
Subtotal 196,000
Discretionary grant program (5%) 9,800
Formula share program (95%) 100.00000% 186,200
Tolls + parcel/property tax 9.66236% 17,991
North sales tax 28.05569% 52,240
South sales tax 62.28195% 115,969

Funding Shares Based on Voter-Approved Tolls & Parcel/Property Taxes

Applicant Agency Revenue Factor Funding Share
Bay Area Transportation Authority 248,140,901 12,780
Alameda-Contra Costa Transit District 58,425,730 3,009
Bay Area Rapid Transit District 42,762,398 2,202

Total 349,329,029 17,991

Funding Shares Based on Voter-Approved Sales Taxes - North

County/City Population Factor Funding Share
Alameda 1,543,000 7,881
Contra Costa 1,051,674 5,372
Fresno 931,098 4,756
Madera 150,887 771
Marin 257,406 1,315
Mendocino - Fort Bragg 6,890 35
Mendocino - Point Arena 493 2
Mendocino - Willits 5,032 26
Nevada - Nevada City 3,074 16
Nevada - Truckee 16,165 83
Sacramento 1,424,415 7,275
San Francisco 824,525 4,211
San Joaguin 685,660 3,502
San Mateo 739,469 3,777
Santa Clara 1,837,075 9,383
Santa Cruz 266,519 1,361
Sonoma 484,470 2,474

Total 10,227,852 52,240

Funding Shares Based on Voter-Approved Sales Taxes - South

County Population Factor Funding Share
Imperial 176,158 937
Los Angeles 10,363,850 55,093
Orange 3,121,251 16,592
Riverside 2,088,322 11,101
San Bernardino 2,055,766 10,928
San Diego 3,146,274 16,725
Santa Barbara 428,655 2,279
Tulare 435,254 2,314

Total 21,815,530 115,969

California Transportation Commission

DRAFT

10/3/2008



STATE-LOCAL PARTNERSHIP PROGRAM ACCOUNT STATUTES

Article 2. Highway Safety, Traffic Reduction, Air Quality, and Port Security Fund of
2006 and Program

Allocation of Bond Proceeds to Programs
Added: Proposition 1B (2006)

8879.23. The Highway Safety, Traffic Reduction, Air Quality, and Port Security
Fund of 2006 is hereby created in the State Treasury. The Legislature intends that the
proceeds of bonds deposited in the fund shall be used to fund the mobility, safety, and air
quality improvements described in this article over the course of the next decade. The
proceeds of bonds issued and sold pursuant to this chapter for the purposes specified in
this chapter shall be allocated in the following manner:

(@) One billion dollars ($1,000,000,000) shall be deposited in the State-Local
Partnership Program Account, which is hereby created in the fund. The funds shall be
available, upon appropriation by the Legislature and subject to such conditions and
criteria as the Legislature may provide by statute, for allocation by the California
Transportation Commission over a five-year period to eligible transportation projects
nominated by an applicant transportation agency. A dollar for dollar match of local funds
shall be required for an applicant transportation agency to receive state funds under this
program.

* * * * * *

CHAPTER 12.491
IMPLEMENTATION OF THE HIGHWAY SAFETY, TRAFFIC REDUCTION, AIR QUALITY, AND
PORT SECURITY BOND ACT OF 2006
Article 1. General Provisions

Definitions
Added: Chapter 181, Statutes of 2007 (SB 88); amended Chapter 313, Statutes of 2007
(AB 193)

8879.50 (a) As used in this chapter and in Chapter 12.49 (commencing with Section
8879.20), the following terms have the following meanings:

(1) “Commission” means the California Transportation Commission.

(2) “Department” means the Department of Transportation.

(3) “Administrative agency” means the state agency responsible for programming
bond funds made available by Chapter 12.49 (commencing with Section 8879.20), as
specified in subdivision (c).

(4) Unless otherwise specified in this chapter, “project” includes equipment
purchase, construction, right-of-way acquisition, and project delivery costs.

(5) “Recipient agency” means the recipient of bond funds made available by
Chapter 12.49 (commencing with Section 8879.20) that is responsible for implementation
of an approved project.

(6) “Fund” shall have the meaning as defined in subdivision (c) of Section 8879.20.



(b) Administrative costs, including audit and program oversight costs for agencies,
commissions, or departments administering programs funded pursuant to this chapter,
recoverable by bond funds shall not exceed 3 percent of the program’s cost.

(c) The administrative agency for each bond account is as follows:

(1) The commission is the administrative agency for the Corridor Mobility
Improvement Account; the Trade Corridors Improvement Fund; the State Route 99
Account; the State and Local Partnership Program Account; the Local Bridge Seismic
Retrofit Account; the Highway-Railroad Crossing Safety Account; and the Highway
Safety, Rehabilitation and Preservation Account.

(2) The Office of Homeland Security and the Office of Emergency Services are the
administrative agencies for the Port and Maritime Security Account and the Transit
System Safety, Security, and Disaster Response Account.

(3) The department is the administrative agency for the Public Transportation
Modernization, Improvement, and Service Enhancement Account.

(d) The administrative agency may not approve project fund allocations for any
project until the recipient agency provides a project funding plan that demonstrates that
the funds are expected to be reasonably available and sufficient to complete the project.
The administrative agency may approve funding for useable project segments only if the
benefits associated with each individual segment are sufficient to meet the objectives of
the program from which the individual segment is funded.

(e) Guidelines adopted by the administrative agency pursuant to this chapter and
Chapter 12.49 (commencing with Section 879.20) are intended to provide internal
guidance for the agency and shall be exempt from the Administrative Procedures Act
(Chapter 3.5 (commencing with Section 11340) of Part 1 of Division 3), and shall do all
of the following:

(1) Provide for the audit of project expenditures and outcomes.

(2) Require that the useful life of the project be identified as part of the project
nomination process.

(3) Require that project nominations have project delivery milestones, including,
but not limited to, start and completion dates for environmental clearance, land
acquisition, design, construction bid award, construction completion, and project
closeout, as applicable.

(FH(1) As a condition for allocation of funds to a specific project under Chapter 12.49
(commencing with Section 8879.20), the administrative agency shall require the recipient
agency to report, on a semiannual basis, on the activities and progress made toward
implementation of the project. The administrative agency shall forward the report to the
Department of Finance by means approved by the Department of Finance. The purpose
of the report is to ensure that the project is being executed in a timely fashion, and is
within the scope and budget identified when the decision was made to fund the project.
If it is anticipated that project costs will exceed the approved project budget, the recipient
agency shall provide a plan to the administrative agency for achieving the benefits of the
project by either downscoping the project to remain within budget or by identifying an
alternative funding source to meet the cost increase. The administrative agency may
either approve the corrective plan or direct the recipient agency to modify its plan.

(2) Within six months of the project becoming operable, the recipient agency shall
provide a report to the administrative agency on the final costs of the project as compared



to the approved project budget, the project duration as compared to the original project

schedule as of the date of allocation, and performance outcomes derived from the project

compared to those described in the original application for funding. The administrative

agency shall forward the report to the Department of Finance by means approved by the

Department of Finance.
* *

* * * *

Avrticle 11. State-Local Partnership Program

Legislative Intent
Added: Chapter 756, Statutes of 2008 (AB 268)

8879.66. (a) It is the intent of the Legislature, pursuant to subdivision (g) of Section
8879.23, to establish criteria and conditions for use of the fund in the State-Local
Partnership Program Account in the Highway Safety, Traffic Reduction, Air Quality, and
Port Security Fund of 2006. These criteria and conditions shall include, but need not be
limited to, eligibility of applicants, eligibility of projects, timely use of funds, and
relationship of funds in the account to other funds for transportation purposes.

(b) The purpose of the State-Local Partnership Program is to do both of the
following:

(1) Reward "self-help” counties, cities, districts, and regional transportation
agencies in which voters have approved fees or taxes solely dedicated to transportation
improvements.

(2) Provide funds for a wide variety of capital projects that are typically funded in
local or regional voter-approved expenditure plans and that provide mobility,
accessibility, system connectivity, safety, or air quality benefits.

(c) It is further the intent of the Legislature that all funds available in the account,
pursuant to subdivision (g) of Section 8879.23, shall be made available for allocation by
the commission over a period of five years.

Definitions
Added: Chapter 756, Statutes of 2008 (AB 268)

8879.67. For purposes of this article, the following definitions shall apply:

(@ "Program™ means the State-Local Partnership Program established in this article
and funded pursuant to subdivision (g) of Section 8879.23.

(b) "Uniform developer fees" means developer fees imposed pursuant to existing
statutory authority, including, but not limited to, Chapter 5 (commencing with Section
66000) of Division1 of Title 7 and Article 5 (commencing with Section 66483) of
Chapter 4 of Division 2 of Title 7. The developer fees must be imposed by a local
ordinance or resolution adopted by a city, county, or city and county and must be
dedicated to transportation purposes to address cumulative transportation impacts. The
developer fees must be uniformly applied to new development within a defined area or
jurisdiction, except in cases in which fees are waived, such as for affordable housing
development. Developer fees imposed to mitigate onsite impacts related to a specific
development project do not qualify as uniform developer fees under this subdivision.



Eligible Applicant
Added: Chapter 756, Statutes of 2008 (AB 268)

8879.68. An eligible applicant under the program shall be a local or regional
transportation agency that has responsibility for funding, procuring, or constructing
transportation improvements within its jurisdiction, and that does either of the following:

(a) Has sought and received voter approval for the imposition of taxes or fees solely
dedicated to transportation improvements and administers those taxes or fees.

(b) Has imposed uniform developer fees.

Eligible Matching Funds
Added: Chapter 756, Statutes of 2008 (AB 268)

8879.69. Eligible local matching funds required to obtain funding under the program
shall be obtained from revenues from any voter-approved local or regional tax or fee
solely dedicated to transportation improvements, or from uniform developer fees. Tax or
fee, for purposes of this section, means a countywide or citywide sales tax, a property or
parcel tax in a county or counties or district, and voter-approved bridge tolls or voter-
approved fees dedicated to specific transportation improvements.

Eligible Projects
Added: Chapter 756, Statutes of 2008 (AB 268)

8879.70. (a) Eligible projects shall include all of the following:

(1) Improvements to the state highway system, including, but not limited to, all of
the following:

(A) Major rehabilitation of an existing segment that extends the useful life of the
segment by at least 15 years.

(B) New construction to increase capacity of a highway segment that improves
mobility or reduces congestion on that segment.

(C) Safety or operational improvements on a highway segment that are intended to
reduce accidents and fatalities or improve traffic flow on that segment.

(2) Improvements to transit facilities, including guideways, that expand transit
services, increase transit ridership, improve transit safety, enhance access or convenience
of the traveling public, or otherwise provide or facilitate a viable alternative to driving.

(3) The acquisition, retrofit, or rehabilitation of rolling stock, buses, or other transit
equipment, including, but not limited to, maintenance facilities, transit stations, transit
guideways, passenger shelters, and fare collection equipment with a useful life of at least
10 years. The acquisition of vans, buses, and other equipment necessary for the provision
of transit services for seniors and people with disabilities by transit and other local
agencies is an eligible project under this paragraph.

(4) Improvements to the local road system, including, but not limited to, both of the
following:

(A) Major roadway rehabilitation, resurfacing, or reconstruction that extends its
useful life by at least 15 years.

(B) New construction and facilities to increase capacity, improve mobility, or
enhance safety.

(5) Improvements to bicycle or pedestrian safety or mobility with a useful life of at
least 15 years.



(6) Improvements to mitigate the environmental impacts of new transportation
infrastructure on a locality's or region's air quality or water quality, commonly known as
"urban runoff,” including, but not limited to, the installation of catch basin screens,
filters, and inserts, or other best management practices for capturing or treating urban
runoff.

(b) For purposes of the program, a separate phase or stage of construction for an
eligible project may include mitigation of the project's environmental impacts, including,
but not limited to, soundwalls, landscaping, wetlands or habitat restoration or creation,
replacement plantings, and drainage facilities.

Two Subaccounts: Voter-Approved Taxes and Fees, Uniform Developer Fees
Added: Chapter 756, Statutes of 2008 (AB 268)

8879.71. (a) For purposes of distributing funds annually appropriated by the
Legislature to the State-Local Partnership Program Account, the commission shall
segregate the funds into two separate subaccounts, which are hereby created in the
account, as follows:

(1) Ninety-five percent of the funds shall be deposited into the Voter-Approved
Taxes and Fees Subaccount and shall be made available to eligible applicants as defined
in subdivision (a) of Section 8879.68 for expenditure on eligible projects, as approved by
the commission. Funds in this subaccount shall be distributed by formula, pursuant to
Section 8879.72.

(2) Five percent of the funds shall be deposited into the Uniform Developer Fees
Subaccount and shall be made available to eligible applicants as defined in subdivision
(b) of Section 8879.68 for expenditure on eligible projects, as approved by the
commission. Funds in this subaccount shall be distributed through a competitive grant
application process to be administered by the commission pursuant to Section 8879.73.

(b) Notwithstanding Section 13340, the money in the subaccounts described in
subdivision (a) are hereby appropriated, without regard to fiscal year, to the commission
for the purposes described in subdivision (a).

Voter-Approved Taxes and Fees: Funding Shares
Added: Chapter 756, Statutes of 2008 (AB 268)

8879.72. (a) To establish the funding shares for each eligible applicant described in
paragraph (1) of subdivision (a) of Section 8879.71, the commission shall do the
following prior to the commencement of a funding cycle:

(1) Determine the total amount of annual revenue generated from voter-approved
sales taxes, voter-approved parcel or property taxes, and voter-approved bridge tolls
dedicated to transportation improvements according to the most recent available data
reported to the State Board of Equalization, the Controller, or the Bay Area Toll
Authority.

(2) Establish a northern California and southern California share by attributing the
proportional share of revenues from voter-approved sales taxes, voter-approved parcel or
property taxes, and voter-approved bridge tolls dedicated to transportation improvements
and imposed in counties in northern California to the northern share, and by attributing
the proportional share of revenues from voter-approved sales taxes imposed in counties
located in southern California to the southern share. The determination of whether a



county is located in northern or southern California shall be based on the definitions set
forth in Section 187 of the Streets and Highways Code.

(3) Program funds made available to the southern share, based on the determination
in paragraph (2), shall be distributed to the entity responsible for programming and
allocating revenues from the sales tax in proportion to the population of the county in
which the entity is located compared to the total population of southern California
counties with voter-approved sales taxes dedicated to transportation improvements. For
the purpose of calculating population, the commission shall use the most recent
information available from the Department of Finance.

(4) Program funds made available to the northern share, based on the determination
in paragraph (2), shall be distributed as follows:

(A) Program funds generated by voter-approved bridge tolls and voter-approved
parcel or property taxes dedicated to transportation improvements shall be distributed to
the entity responsible for programming and allocating revenues from the toll or tax based
on the proportional share of revenues generated by the toll or tax by that entity in
comparison to the total revenues generated by voter-approved sales taxes, voter-approved
parcel or property taxes, and voter-approved bridge tolls dedicated to transportation
improvements in northern California.

(B) Program funds generated by voter-approved sales taxes dedicated to
transportation improvements shall be distributed to the entity responsible for
programming and allocating revenues from the sales tax in proportion to the population
of the county in which the entity is located compared to the total population of the
northern California counties with voter-approved sales taxes dedicated to transportation
improvements. For the purposes of calculating population, the commission shall use the
most recent information available for the Department of Finance.

(b) Under this section, each fiscal year in which funds are appropriated for the
program shall constitute a funding cycle.

(c) Each eligible applicant desiring to participate in the program in any funding
cycle under this section shall submit to the commission all of the following:

(1) A description of the eligible project nominated for funding, including a
description of the project's cost, scope, and specific improvements and benefits it is
anticipated to achieve.

(2) A description of the project's current status, including the phase of delivery the
project is in at the time it is nominated for funding and a schedule for the project's
completion.

(3) A description of how the project would support transportation and land use
planning goals within the region.

(4) The amount of eligible local matching funds the applicant is committing to the
project.

(5) The amount of program funds the applicant seeks from the program for the
project.

(d) The commission shall review nominated projects under this section and their
accompanying documentation to ensure that each nominated project meets the
requirements of this article and to confirm that each project has a commitment of the
requisite amount of eligible local matching funds as required in this article. Upon



conducting the review of the requirements and determining the proposed projects to be in
compliance with this article, the projects shall be deemed eligible.

(e) An eligible applicant that is identified to receive an allocation of funds under
this section, but that does not submit a project for funding in a funding cycle, may utilize
its funding share in a subsequent funding cycle.

Uniform Developer Fees: Competitive Grant Program
Added: Chapter 756, Statutes of 2008 (AB 268)

8879.73. (a) To distribute funds from the Uniform Developer Fees Subaccount to
eligible applicants, as defined in paragraph (2) of subdivision (a) of Section 8879.71, the
commission shall administer a competitive grant application program pursuant to this
section.

(b) Under this section, each fiscal year in which funds are appropriated for the
program shall constitute a funding cycle. To ensure that as many eligible applicants as
possible may benefit from the competitive portion of the program, no single project shall
receive more than one million dollars ($1,000,000) in a single funding cycle in which
program funds are allocated by the commission.

(c) Each eligible applicant desiring to participate in the program in any funding
cycle under this section shall submit to the commission all of the following:

(1) A description of the eligible project nominated for funding, including a
description of the project's cost, scope, and specific improvements and benefits it is
anticipated to achieve.

(2) A description of the project's current status, including the phase of delivery the
project is in at the time it is nominated for funding and a schedule for the project's
completion.

(3) A description of how the project would support transportation and land use
planning goals within the region.

(4) The amount of eligible local matching funds the applicant is committing to the
project.

(5) The amount of program funds the applicant seeks from the program for the
project.

(d) The commission shall review nominated projects under this section and their
accompanying documentation to ensure that each nominated project meets the
requirements of this article and to confirm that each project has a commitment of the
requisite amount of eligible local matching funds as required in this article. Upon
conducting the review of the requirements and determining the proposed projects to be in
compliance with this article, the projects shall be deemed eligible.

() The commission shall adopt a program of projects under this section that is
geographically balanced and provides cost-effective and multimodal, safety, reliability,
and environmental benefits. In allocating funds to specific projects, the commission shall
give priority to projects that do any of the following:

(1) Can commence construction or implementation of the project in a manner to
provide the public benefit at the earliest possible date.

(2) Can enhance the leveragability of bond funds, by utilizing a higher proportion
of nonbond funds toward a project's total cost than is otherwise required by this article.



(3) Can demonstrate quantifiable air quality improvements, including, but not
limited to, a demonstration that the project can result in a significant reduction in vehicle-
miles traveled.

Annual Program Cycle, Allocations, Guidelines
Added: Chapter 756, Statutes of 2008 (AB 268)

8879.74. (a) The commission shall adopt a program of projects to receive allocations
under this article for each funding cycle, with allocations to projects to be initially made
at the commission's meeting in April 2009, and to be made no later than the commission's
October meeting for subsequent years.

(b) Projects receiving an allocation under the program shall encumber funds no
later than two years after the end of the fiscal year in which an allocation is made by the
commission. The commission shall rescind an allocation to a project that fails to comply
with these requirements. Rescinded allocations of funds shall, in the case of the program
established pursuant to Section 8879.72, be made available for another eligible project
proposed by the agency that nominated the original project for funding, and, in the case
of the program established in Section 8879.73, be reallocated to other projects during the
fiscal year following the year in which the applicable timely use of funds requirement
was not met.

(c) The commission shall develop and adopt guidelines to implement this article,
and to establish the process for allocating funds to eligible projects under the program,
consistent with this article. Prior to adopting the guidelines, the commission shall hold
one public hearing in northern California and one public hearing in southern California to
review and provide an opportunity for public comment on the proposed guidelines. The
commission may incorporate the hearings into its regular meeting schedule.

Required Match
Added: Chapter 756, Statutes of 2008 (AB 268)

8879.75. Pursuant to subdivision (g) of Section 8879.23, an eligible project funded
pursuant to this article shall require a match of one dollar ($1) of eligible local matching
funds for each dollar of program funds applied for under this article. An applicant may
propose to use other funds for the same project, including local, federal, or other state
funds, however, those other funds shall not be counted toward the match required by this
article.

Summary in Annual Report
Added: Chapter 756, Statutes of 2008 (AB 268)

8879.76. The commission shall include in its annual report to the Legislature,
required pursuant to Section 14535, a summary of its activities related to the
administration of the program. The summary, at a minimum, shall include the
description, location, and total cost of each project contained in the program, the amount
of bond funds allocated to each project, the status of each project, and a description of the
system improvements each project is achieving.
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