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ITEM 
 

I. Introductions 

II. Public Comment 

III. Approval of November 20, 2008 Minutes*  – DISCUSSION / ACTION 

IV. Programming – DISCUSSION / ACTION 

a. State Local Partnership Program (SLPP) 

b. Potential Stimulus Package Update* 

V. Measure M – DISCUSSION 

 a.   Measure M Annual Report* (will be distributed at meeting) 
 b.   Strategic Plan Update Schedule* 
 c.   PDM Assignments Update* 

VI.  Planning – DISCUSSION / ACTION 
 a.   TFCA Call for projects* 

VII. Other Business / Comments / Announcements DISCUSSION / ACTION 
  

VIII. Adjourn - ACTION 
 
*Materials attached. 

 
The next S C T A meeting will be held January 12, 2009 

The next TAC meeting will be held January 22, 2009 
 

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. 



 

 

 

TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE MEETING 
MINUTES 

November 20, 2008 

ATTENDEES 
Adams, Nancy, Santa Rosa March, Lynne, SCTA
Babauta, Mona, Santa Rosa CityBus Nutt, Steven, Santa Rosa
Barney, Chris, SCTA O'Bid, Damien, Cotati
Culver, Christine, SCBC Parker, Joanne, Santa Rosa CityBus
Fremier, Connie, Consultant Penry, Frank, Sonoma
Gause, Seana, SCTA Preston, Guy, Consultant
Howze, Kevin, SoCo TPW Schmitz, Steve, SoCo Transit
Jenkins, Darrin, Rohnert Park Smith, Suzanne, SCTA
Jones, Mike, Caltrans District 4 Spilman, Janet, SCTA
Kelly, Sue, Sebastopol Tyree, Elizabeth, SoCo Regional Parks
Landeros, Mario, Healdsburg Wade, Paul, Cloverdale
Maitland, John, SCTA
 
 
ITEM 
 
ITEM 
 
I. Introductions 

 
Round table introductions were made. 
 

II. Public Comment 
 
There were no public comments. 
 

III. Approval of October 23, 2008 Minutes – DISCUSSION / ACTION 
 

The minutes were approved as stated, along with the addition of the sentence “The TAC 
would like to emphasize that Caltrans should consider vehicle miles traveled reduction in 
the modeling and planning efforts for the Inter Regional Partnership.” inserted at the end 
of item IV. Wine Country IRP update   
 

IV. Programming – DISCUSSION / ACTION 
a. State Local Partnership Program (SLPP) 

 
Mr. Maitland reported that 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 nominated by an applicant transportation agency.   By 
formula, Sonoma County will receive approximately $12.4 million.  
 
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.   
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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. 
 
Mr. Maitland reviewed the eligibility requirements, provisions, and the local allocation 
alternatives outlined in the staff report. 
 
The SCTA will need to submit candidate projects by February 17, 2009 to meet the 
schedule.  It may be necessary to work out all or in part carry-over strategies during 
the 5-year plan.  The competitive grant is different and these projects could be 
submitted independent of the 95% formula SLPP projects. 
 
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. 
 
Ms. Smith stated that she feels very strongly that we program a 5-years worth of 
funds.  We should try to put together a 5-year program; at least so that we have for 
ourselves that we can incorporate into our Strategic Plan.  If for no other reason then 
every year when the Legislature is trying to figure whether they are going to allocate 
funds to this program; we can say if you don’t, we don’t get to do this project.  A 
number of counties throughout the state are planning to do something similar.  If you 
program it just on an annual basis; you may lose out to some degree.  It is better to 
try and plan the full 5-years.  The $12.4 million will only change if another county 
becomes a sales tax measure county.   
 
Ms. Culver stated that she is concerned that bike projects are not included in the 
Local allocation alternatives.  Bike projects are eligible in Measure M, but are not fully 
funded.  The increase of people using bikes is dramatic out there.  There are more 
and more people riding bikes that want to make a difference.  We should be putting 
many more resources into bike/pedestrian projects.  Ms. Culver further suggested 
that bikes be included in the allocation. 
 
Ms. Tyree added that the bike projects are not 100% funded through Measure M.  A 
small portion of the projects are funded and we are seeking other matching funds to 
leverage those dollars to make those projects.  Ms. Tyree suggested that 
Bike/Pedestrian projects are included in the allocation. 
 
Ms. Smith stated that staff put together these options as a point of discussion as 
there are a variety of options.  What she views as a high priority is deliverability and 
maximizing the use of the funds.  She would discourage a formula distribution where 
a small amount gets done.  Maybe it is some combination of the two.  We need to 
look at readiness, commitment of funds, and the reality of whether the project is fully 
funded, or if it has a small gap in funding.  The alternative is to just put it all on 
Rehabilitation projects.  Using the money exclusively on the Local Street Projects 
may not the best use of the funds especially given the lack of delivery on to date on 
that Measure M program (LSP). 
 
Mr. Nutt advocated putting the money towards Measure M local street projects. 
 
Ms. Smith added that the CTC has final approval and historically when it comes to 
the STIP projects, if there is a cut to be made, its Rehab jobs that get cut out.  Staff is 
not sure how strong of a role they will play in this.  If we submit our program every 
year to them that matches what our allocation amount is, theoretically we may be 
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fine.  There may be some risk associated with that; we have to see how the first year 
goes to know whether that is true or not. 
 
Mr. Nutt asked if there are other agencies advocating for Street Rehab as being a 
part of this?  Mr. Nutt stated that Santa Rosa advocates for one of their street 
projects rather than Rehab. 
 
Mr. Jenkins stated that Rohnert Park advocates for Rehab because local street 
projects have not delivered.  
 
Ms. Kelly also agreed that Sebastopol advocates for Rehab. 
 
Mr. Wade stated that for the smaller cites that don’t have local street projects; it 
would be an opportunity to have some element of Rehab over the 5-year program 
even though it may have some risk with the CTC. 
 
Ms. Parker stated that she has a hard time with quantifying the percentage issue; for 
Santa Rosa CityBus it is really about what can they deliver for a certain amount of 
dollars.  Santa Rosa CityBus is getting around $600,000 a year from Measure M, 
which is the price of a bus.  If the City gets SLPP money CityBus can have two 
buses.  In terms of deliverability we have options on contracts.  There is a year lead 
time to construct, but to award a contract it could be awarded in a couple of months.  
We have a large need for expansion buses and/or replacement buses.  Consistency 
in terms for planning out schedules for rolling stock acquisition it helps to have a 
multi-year commitment. 
 
Historically, it’s true that in the STIP process local road rehab type projects do not 
fare well, but transit does okay. 
 
Ms. Smith pointed out primarily because of the PTA funds associated with the STIP. 
 
Ms. Parker asked for clarification of the relationship of this programming action for 
spending this SLPP money for this county to the project list for this county that is 
included in the Regional Transportation Plan document? 
 
Ms. Smith clarified that historically through the RTP process each county has been 
given a target.  The region does what it whatever it wants to do with regional 
programs, and what is left is how much we get to work with and insert things like 
Highway 101, interchange, bus expansion, bikes are a lump sum, and rehab is a 
lump sum.  That has been up until this RTP.  In this RTP, MTC got more specific 
when they said the only discretionary money out there is the STIP and the SLPP.  
We have assumed a certain amount of funds over a period of time and here is your 
share of it.   
 
For those of us who don’t necessary like the way the RTP process has gone and the 
specificity of the funding source.  It is not a programming document; it is a long range 
plan.  Theoretically there is a relationship to the list we submitted and programming 
of these funds.  Staff does not believe we are bound by it in anyway.  Staff believes it 
is up to the TAC to talk about what is viewed as priorities.  If the TAC believes that it 
is important that we frame it based on the RTP we could do that.  Staff is not that 
concerned about it. 
 
Mr. Jenkins proposed looking at the 5-year time period in which we are to use this 
money and look at all the Bike/Pedestrian projects in Measure M that are in that time 
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period.  Determine what the shortfall is; and let’s make sure that those can be 
delivered in that time frame.  Let’s talk about what is programmed is going to get 
delivered, and we split the rest between local streets rehabilitation, and transit, based 
on some percentage.  Maybe it matches the ratio of those two relative to each other 
in Measure M.  
 
Ms. Smith pointed out that one approach to this is that we are in the process of 
updating the Strategic Plan and that is where we assess again the status of projects 
and whether funds have manifested themselves at local jurisdictions for specific 
projects, or the status of bike projects.  The timing on this is slightly unfortunate in 
that it is about 3-months ahead of where we are in the Strategic Plan process.  We 
may want to ask the basic question - do we want to tell the CTC we will be 
programming our first $2 million in the next fiscal year?  We don’t risk anything in 
terms of losing the 2008/09 money because that has been allocated and it would 
rollover.  The mystery is whether the next year gets allocated.  There are going to be 
risks in programming a 5-year deal because the budget act will have to allocate or 
appropriate funds each year.  That is an option.  You run the risk of appearing to not 
need the money.  The option is to punt and make it part of the Strategic Plan. 
 
The other option is we do a broad call for projects and have the discussion based on 
that.  It is strictly Measure M projects and project sponsors submit either something 
specific to projects or rehabilitation.  There are a couple of LSP projects that probably 
could be delivered if we put a good portion of the SLPP funds towards them.  Staff 
would like to deliver a couple of LSP projects to demonstrate that we can. 
 
Mr. Nutt stated that the Hearn Avenue project is fully funded and the City is waiting to 
clear up the PSR issues with Caltrans.  The City does not advocate for submitting 
this project for SLPP funding. 
 
Ms. Smith stated that Airport, Old Redwood, and the intersection at 116/Mirabel are 
do able.  Some combination of those could be completed with some help from SLPP. 
 
Mr. Maitland clarified that 116/Mirabel is at the top of the fundable list.   
 
Ms. Parker expressed her concern with delaying the programming in the first year.  
The CityBus is getting calls on the transit side from the sister divisions to this SLPP 
program, the prop 1B transit program, on how much they could spend, and if they 
could spend it now.  The CityBus could spend a lot of it right now; and can award 
multi-bus contracts quickly.   
 
Mr. Preston pointed out that based on earlier discussions it appears that only transit 
and road rehab could use funds in 2008/09.   
 
Ms. Smith stated that if we programmed an amount in 2008/09 for bus purchase then 
we could have a discussion about everything else as part of the Strategic Plan.  This 
would demonstrate a use of funds and possibly we would have some rollover of 
funds. 
 
Ms. Culver advocated for putting aside SLPP funds for Bike/Pedestrian projects. 
 
Ms. Parker stated that if the TAC was to program a piece now and then put off 
programming the next four years to do the Strategic Plan discussion.  Maybe transit 
is part of the next four years in some form or capacity.  If you are looking to use all 
the money upfront, and there is an issue now, and if you are going to do a call for 
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projects and you think transit is going to be part of the 5-years. Transit can do it all up 
front.  Is there anyway that money can be moved around over the years?   
 
Mr. Preston stated that an inter-program loan could be used and it could be paid 
back in a subsequent year. 
 
Ms. Kelly pointed out that she does see an advantage in doing it parallel with the 
update of the Strategic Plan.  The landscape changed substantially in the last 
Strategic Plan update what was and wasn’t getting delivered.  That might happen 
again. 
 
Ms. Gause stated that the process is starting now.  The schedule is to have it 
completed by June 2009.  There is an item later on the agenda that asks the 
question about whether we want to meet again in December to discuss this item.  If 
so, then staff will put together a schedule for the Strategic Plan development to bring 
to the TAC.  Otherwise, the schedule will be brought to the TAC in January. 
 
Ms. Smith clarified that her thought process is to lock up the first year funds and 
demonstrate that we are using it.  Transit would be part of the overall programming; 
in that transit could use all or a large portion of the money in 2008/09.  Then we have 
done our transit commitment, and we then use the four years that remain to program 
along with the Strategic Plan; discussing what levels goes to a project, rehab, and 
bikes. 
 
Mr. Nutt stated that he doesn’t mind front loading transit; it is clean, quick, and 
upfront.  We just need to make sure that when we program along with the Strategic 
Plan and how the remainder of the money gets spent that that component has 
already been taken into consideration as we start moving forward.  That doesn’t 
mean that Transit won’t get anything else as a component of it but it does mean that 
their future allocations may be smaller.  Then step would be to discuss the next 
possible way of splitting up the money for Bike/Pedestrian and Rehab projects in 
conjunction with the Strategic Plan over the next 5-6 months.  
 
Ms. Smith stated that if we applied a doubling formula of 35% LSR, 35% LSP, 20% 
Transit, and 10% for Bike/Pedestrian, excluding Highway 101, modeled after the 
percentages in the Measure M Strategic Plan; that would put Transit at $2.5 million 
and we program all of $2.4 million in the first year.   If that is a theory that we want to 
put forward that we apply a formula similar to the Measure M distribution, excluding 
Highway 101.   
 
Mr. Nutt commented that 116 Mirabelle is the only LSP project that more or less has 
a defined amount that is not 90% of the entire project that can be put forward which 
has a deliverable. 
 
Mr. Preston stated that he could figure out another couple projects that would have 
full funding plans if money was put towards them that would compete with Farmers. 
 
Mr. Nutt stated that if you look at 35 or 40% what is remaining is $5 million.  How 
many of those projects can you put into $5 million?  That drops Farmers Lane off 
unless Santa Rosa takes the whole amount and hoped for more from somewhere 
else.  If that is the direction we are taking then the City will advocate more how we 
divide the money for Rehab. 
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Ms. Smith stated that under that scenario you have $4.2 million for projects, $4.2 
million for Rehab and $1.2 million for Bikes.  Not sure if this is the right percentage.  
To put as much Rehab money in as it is to try and deliver a couple of projects.   Staff 
is biased because we are trying to deliver the whole program and Local Street 
Projects are hurting.  However, it does get us through the first year with a good 
project, very justifiable, and deliverable.  It uses the money that is on the table and 
buys us time to have the rest of the discussion.  We will need to figure out how to 
divide up the money between the Transit Agencies to purchase a couple of buses. 
 
Mr. Nutt stated that another thing to work out is how to front money based on the 
inter-program loan concept; since Santa Rosa has a $600,000 annual allocation. 
 
Ms. Smith pointed out that they can over match with other sources. 
 
Ms. Kelly recommended that we hold a meeting in December where SCTA staff can 
visually present 3 or 4 scenarios that are more specific; that show amounts and 
percentages. 
 
Mr. Preston pointed out that it would be helpful if the jurisdictions could provide 
specific project shortfall amounts to staff to develop the different scenarios. 
 
Ms. Smith clarified the eligible projects are construction only or capital outlay for 
transit.  
 
Ms. Gause announced that the next TAC meeting will be held on Thursday, 
December 18, 2008. 
 
Ms. Smith further stated that it would be helpful if the jurisdictions have any thoughts 
about their projects that are programmed in the Strategic Plan, or hoped to program 
in the next Strategic Plan, would provide this information to staff prior to the 
December meeting. 
 

V. Measure M – DISCUSSION  
a. Measure M Annual Report 

 
Ms. Gause reported that the Measure M Annual Report has been completed and the 
final version did not make it into the agenda packet.  The final version will be emailed 
to the TAC, and a printed version will be provided at the December meeting. 
 

VI. Highway 101 Project Updates DISCUSSION 
 
Ms. Gause reported that Wilfred is out to bid and that for the parcel that had to go to 
condemnation, a court date was set..  Caltrans expects to have that order of possession 
for the acquisition on December 10; which means the bids will be open shortly after that 
and award will likely occur in January 2009.. 
 
Mr. Maitland reported that the Narrows environmental document has been pushed back 
from January to March; finally adopted, waiting on biological opinions on that project. 
 
We are looking at trying to advance the Central project potentially to go to construction 
earlier by a couple of months.  It is 100% complete designed and at Caltrans 
Headquarters being reviewed.  Tuesday it went out to bid, and there are a few right-of-
way issues that have to be resolved. 
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Staff met with Caltrans on the Airport Interchange, and Caltrans is very excited and 
willing to put forth a good effort on designing the Airport Interchange to the point where 
they are willing to expedite the project by taking it out of the PSR/PR process and putting 
it into the supplemental PR on the basis of revalidation of the existing environmental 
document.  This saves us a lot of time.  We don’t have a written cooperative agreement 
with Caltrans but we are moving in that direction. 
 
An contract has been awarded and approved for the North-A project.  The first 
construction meeting will be held in January and we will know more information at that 
time.   
 

VIII. Other Business / Comments / Announcements DISCUSSION / ACTION 
a. December Meeting? 

 
Ms. Gause announced that the next TAC meeting will be held at 1:30 p.m. on 
Thursday, December 18, 2008. 
 
Ms. Parker reported that the Santa Rosa CityBus ridership for October is the highest 
then ever before.  It was up 8% from the year before.  We are at 286,000 a month, 
and 11,000 average week day; which broke our previous high in May of 10,000 
average week day.  The Roseland Lifeline Funded Route 19 is at about 500 average 
week day.  It is all added rides. 
 
Ms. Parker announced that the Santa Rosa CityBus won the California Transit 
Association Small Operator award. 
 
Mr. Jenkins commended the County of Sonoma is doing preventative maintenance 
on the roads.  However, they are using a chip seal, which is like a three-quarter inch 
rock; which is not good for bicyclists.  They are doing the shoulders as well as the 
lanes.   It is ruining the county roads for biking. 
 
Mr. Schmitz commented that this issue was brought up at the bike advisory 
committee meeting and the County Pavement Preservation Manager admitted that 
there were some errors with going into the shoulder areas.  This is not the standard 
and he is working with the crews that did that to prevent it from happening again.  
Unfortunately they cannot go back and fix it now that it is done.  However, they are 
looking at using different types of aggregate that make it less obtrusive for bicyclists.   
 

IX. Adjourn – ACTION 
 
The meeting adjourned at 3:02 PM. 



 

 

 

Staff Report 
To: Sonoma County Transportation Authority 

From: John Maitland 

Re: SLPP Programming 

Date: December 18, 2008 
 
 
 
Issue: 
How should SLPP funds be programmed? 
 
Background:
The issue of programming SLPP funds has been brought to both the TAC and CAC for 
comments.  Given that the time frame for receiving SLPP funds in FY 08-09 is too tight 
to deliver a project, it was the consensus of TAC and CAC to program money towards 
bus purchases in the first year.  After discussions with all of the local transit agencies, 
only the City of Santa Rosa (City Bus) can put up its Measure M LBT allocation towards 
bus purchases.  The other transit agencies need to keep LBT funds for basic operational 
expenses.  If City Bus puts up its LBT allocation for two years as Measure M match 
funds, then approximately $1,200,000 of SLPP funds could go towards the purchase of 
four buses.   Bus purchases could be programmed in the first year of the SLPP. 
 
 
TAC did not reach a consensus on the allocation strategy for the balance of SLPP funds 
as of yet.  The remaining four years of the SLPP funds still needs to be programmed.  
Projects could include LSP, Bike/Ped and LSR rehabilitation projects, all which require a 
15-year design life.  Designated Measure M LSP and Bike/Ped projects already have 
certain amounts of Measure M funds allocated to them that could be used as the SLPP 
match requirement.  SCTA staff has begun to work on the 2009 Strategic Plan.  The 
combining of Measure M funds in the next five-year plan with SLPP funding could 
advance delivery of some of the LSP projects.  Additionally, local agencies could use 
their LSR allocations as the match requirement for a road rehabilitation type project.    
 
The CAC indicated that SLPP funds should go to LSP projects before considering 
rehabilitation type projects. 
 
The SCTA Executive Committee indicated that SLPP funds could be distributed based 
roughly on Measure M program allocation percentages.  The Executive Committee 
suggested a 40% for LSP, 40% for LSR, 10% for LBT, and 10% Bike/Ped allocation for 
consideration by TAC.   The Executive Committee concurred with allocating first year 
SLPP funds to bus purchases. 
 
A question has come up as to whether Measure M funds could be borrowed from a 
future LSP project in order to fund a bus purchase(s) now.  
 



SCTA staff needs to make recommendations to the SCTA Board on how to program the 
SLPP funds.  Although the FY 08-09 SLPP programming may be limited to bus 
purchases, FY 09-10 SLPP programming is due in August, 2009.                          
 
 
 
Policy Impacts:
TAC recommendations for SLPP programming of deliverable projects will be brought to 
the SCTA Board for their consideration.     
 
 
Staff Recommendation: 
Since Hwy 101, SMART, and Administration programs have been eliminated from SLPP 
allocation consideration, we are left with LSR, LSP, LBT, and Bike/Ped programs to 
allocate SLPP funds to on some proportional basis.  Based on the Executive Committee 
discussion to allocate the SLPP on a 40-40-10-10 allocation, the SLPP could be 
arranged into a 80% Local Roads (LSR + LSP) and 20% Transit/Bike/Ped (LBT + 
Bike/Ped) “pots” of funds and distributed as follows: 
 
Local Roads = $9,920k 
 
 LSR (40%) could be offered to each agency per the Measure M road/pop formula 
 as their match for a SLPP rehab project. 
 
 If an agency decides not to use its LSR share for the required SLPP match, then 
 the LSR share amount would revert back to the Local Roads pot for LSP 
 projects. 
 
 Local Roads pot minus LSR match for rehab would be available for LSP projects. 
 
 An agency could take its own LSR share and use it to supplement its own LSP 
 projects. 
 
 
T/B/P = $2,480k 
 
 LBT (10%) could be offered to each of the transit operators per the Measure M 
 population formula. 
 
 If an agency decides not to use its LBT share for the required SLPP match, then 
 the LBT share would revert back to the T/B/P pot for Bike/Ped projects. 
 
 T/B/P pot minus LBT match for bus purchases would be available for Bike/Ped 
 projects. 
 
If such a distribution were found to be acceptable to TAC, then each local agency could 
determine if it could develop a LSP, road rehabilitation, and/or bike/ped project which 
meets the 1:1 Measure M match funding and 15-year life SLPP requirements.  A 
programming list of proposed projects could then be assembled for adoption by the 



SCTA Board for the remaining four years of the SLPP program prior to the next SLPP 
submission date in August of 2009.        
 
 
 
 
 
 
 











 
 

Measure M Strategic Plan Update Development Schedule 
12/12/08 Distribute Fact and fund sheets to project sponsors 
12/19/08 Due date for sponsors to submit Fact and Funds sheets to SCTA 
12/22/08-
1/6/09 

Review Fact and Fund sheets 

1/6/09-1/13/09 Develop preliminary spreadsheets showing requested programming 
1/14/09 Spreadsheet ready for TAC agenda 
1/22/09 Deliver preliminary spreadsheets to TAC 
1/23/09-
1/30/09 

Schedule meetings with all sponsors to review project delivery plan, 
scope and schedule 

2/27/09 Finalize Cash Flow Report for programs 
2/27/09 Design and deliver info sheets to graphic artist 
3/2/-3/5/09 Revise spreadsheets 
3/5/09 Transit TAC Agenda items due 
3/16/09 Finalize text, tables, appendices for Plan 
3/?/09TTAC 
3/26/09TAC 
3/30/09CAC 

Distribute spreadsheets, text, tables and appendices to TAC, TTAC 
and CAC 

3/31/09 Collect and consolidate comments from committees 
4/1/09 Deliver text, tables and appendices to graphic artist 
4/27/09 Admin Draft to CAC 
5/?/09 Admin Draft to TTAC 
5/28/09 Admin Draft to TAC 
5/29/09 Review and consolidate comments of admin draft  
5/29/09 Final edits on admin draft to Graphic artist 
6/1/09 Deliver electronic copies of Draft Plan to Repro 
6/4/09 Pick up hard copies of Draft Plan from Repro 
6/1/09 Email electronic copies of Draft Plan to SCTA board (Distribute hard 

copies at meeting) 
6/8/09 Present Draft Plan to SCTA board, request comments and direction 
6/9/09 Provide final comments and edits to Graphic Artist 
6/15/09 Receive Doc from Graphic Artist 
6/16/09 Deliver files and master copy to Reprographics 
6/22/09 Pick up final docs from Reprographics 
7/1/09 Mail out hard copies; email electronic copies of draft final to Board 
7/13/09 Request approval of Final Strategic Plan from SCTA Board 
7/23/09TAC 
7/27/09CAC 
9/?/09TTAC 

Distribute Copies of SP to Advisory Committees 

 
 



 

 

Staff Report 
To: Sonoma County Transportation Authority – Technical Advisory Committee 

From: Seana L. S. Gause 

Re: Measure M Project Delivery Manager Assignments 

Date: December 18, 2008 
 
 
 
Issue: 
What are the changes in the Project Delivery Manager (PDM) assignments? 
 
Background: 
The SCTA has an obligation to ensure that the Measure M (Traffic Relief Act of Sonoma 
County) funds are spent in accordance with the intent of the Measure.  The Measure M 
Strategic Plan establishes a process for review of Measure M projects (Policy 4.11).  
The purpose of the SCTA review is three-fold: 1) to review the project to ensure that the 
objectives and purpose of the project are consistent with the original purpose of the 
project programmed in the Measure M Strategic Plan and the intent of the Traffic Relief 
Act for Sonoma County; 2) to ensure consistency with the Strategic Plan policies and 
guidelines; and 3) to monitor and assist with meeting project delivery milestones. 
 
In order to implement this policy, the SCTA assigned Project Delivery Managers to each 
project in the Highway 101 Program, Local Streets Projects Program and Bicycle and 
Pedestrian Program.  There have been a number of changes in the assignments since 
originally distributed to project sponsors. The assignments as changed are shown on the 
table below. 
 
Policy Impacts: 
The Project Delivery Manager assignments are established by policy in the 2007 
Measure M Strategic Plan. 
 
Fiscal Impacts: 
SCTA will fund the entire cost of the PDM’s from anticipated growth. 
 
Staff Recommendations: 
None, this item is informational only. 
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BIKE/PED Projects Sponsor PDM M# 

Santa Rosa Cr Tr 
Santa 
Rosa Seana 70106

Old Red/Mendo/SR 
Santa 
Rosa Seana 70206

Central Sonoma Valley Tr Co Reg Pk Seana 70310
Sonoma/Schellville Tr Co Reg Pk Seana 70410
Arnold Dr Co DPW Seana 70510
Petaluma River Tr Petaluma Seana 70604

Copeland Creek Tr 
Rohnert 
Prk Lynne 70705

Street Smart Sebastopol Sebastopol Lynne 70807
West County Tr Co DPW Seana 70910
McCray Road Co DPW Seana 71010
Highway 1 in Bodega Bay Co Reg Pk Seana 71110
Foss Creek Tr Healdsburg Seana 71203
NWPRR Various Various Seana 71301
Access Across 101 (SR) Various Seana 71302
Bike Safety and Education Various Lynne   
Totals       
      

Local Street Projects Sponsor PDM M# 
Penngrove Co DPW John 30110
Airport Blvd Co DPW Connie 30210
Rte 121/116 Co DPW John 30310
Forestville Bypass Co DPW John 30510
Old Redwood Hwy I/C Petaluma Guy 30604

Hearn Avenue 
Santa 
Rosa John 30706

Farmers Lane Ext 
Santa 
Rosa John 30806

Mark West Springs Co DPW John 31010
River Road Co DPW John 31110
Fulton Rd Co DPW Seana 30406
Bodega Hwy  Co DPW John 30910
Totals       
      

Hwy 101 Projects Sponsor PDM M# 
Wilfred Caltrans Seana   
North Caltrans Connie   
Central Caltrans Guy   
MSN - B Caltrans Guy   
MSN - C Caltrans Guy   
Totals       
        

Rail Sponsor PDM M# 
  SMART Seana   

 



 
 

DRAFT Transportation Fund for Clean Air (TFCA) 
 Fact Sheet for 2009/2010 

 

 
Background: 

The Sonoma County Transportation Authority (SCTA) is the “Program Manager” for the Bay Area Air 
Quality Management District’s (BAAQMD’s), Transportation Fund for Clean Air (TFCA) Program 
Manager fund. This fund is also known as the AB 434 Program. The SCTA is charged with 
administering the program and adopting a “Program of Projects” to utilize these funds each year. 
 
TFCA funds are generated through a $4.00 vehicle registration surcharge. The Program Manager 
funds consist of the 40% of these revenues that are guaranteed back to the County of origin. The 
BAAQMD area extends over only the southern part of Sonoma County. The area north of Windsor, 
including the unincorporated areas and the cities of Healdsburg and Cloverdale do not receive TFCA 
funds administered by SCTA. 
 
There is also a “Regional” TFCA program, administered by BAAQMD. Information about this program 
is available at BAAQMD website: http://www.baaqmd.gov/pln/grants_and_incentives/tfca/index.htm
 

 
Step by Step TFCA Process: 
 
Call for Projects 

 

A “Call for Projects” is issued by SCTA normally each winter (this year in December). Project 
sponsors are required to complete forms, including: 

 

• A Project Information sheet for each proposed project, and 

• A “Cost Effectiveness” worksheet for each proposed project that calculates the estimated 
amounts of emissions reductions; and documents notes and assumptions. The 
appropriate worksheet is to be filled out according to project type. Please do not re-use 
worksheets from prior years. 

 

All TFCA projects must demonstrate an air quality benefit---specifically a reduction of motor vehicle 
emissions---and must meet minimum air district requirements for eligibility and cost effectiveness. 
BAAQMD issues TFCA Guidelines each year. These can be found on the BAAQMD website at:  
http://www.baaqmd.gov/pln/grants_and_incentives/tfca/cpm_fund.htm. Project applicants should 
utilize these guidelines in determining the applicability of TFCA to proposed projects, in preparing 
applications, and to understand associated responsibilities. Guidelines contain changes from year to 
year, thus sponsors should be aware of this.  

 

http://www.baaqmd.gov/pln/grants_and_incentives/tfca/index.htm
http://www.baaqmd.gov/pln/grants_and_incentives/tfca/cpm_fund.htm


The “Call for Projects” is based on an estimate of available monies. The final revenue total will vary 
somewhat from the initial estimate. The actual amount to be available for projects is based on actual 
revenues collected, plus accrued fund account interest, and adjustments from prior years.  

 

It is anticipated that approximately $656,000 will be available for the 2009/2010 funding cycle. 

 

Distribution Criteria 

 

Project applicants will be applying for guaranteed and/or competitive funding. 

 

On October 16, 2006, the SCTA Board set the criteria to be used for the distribution of TFAC funding. 
All of the effected jurisdictions also approved this method of funding distribution by local resolution. It 
is as follows: 

 

A Two-Part Distribution: 

 

1. First, the County and city of Santa Rosa will receive a guaranteed “off-the-top” funding based 
on their population. This allows those entities to sustain their existing transit programs. 

 

2. Second, the cities of Petaluma, Rohnert Park, Town of Windsor, Sonoma, Sebastopol, and 
Cotati are eligible to apply for the competitive portion of the funding. By agreement, the city of 
Santa Rosa and Sonoma County will submit applications for funding from the competitive 
portion only if the eligible cities do not put forth a sufficient package of qualified proposals to 
full utilize the entire amount of available funding. 

 

The agreed-upon scenario of how the competitive portion process will actually work involves 
discussions between entities to reach agreements, so that projects “ready to go” will be funded in 
each given year. Considering that carry-over balances are no longer allowed, this cooperative 
approach will favor ensuring that all available TFCA monies are utilized within the County each 
funding cycle, and will furthermore allow the smaller cities to intermittently apply for funding amounts 
greater than the smaller per-year population-based sums. The benefit of the competitive funds should 
rotate between entities to ensure approximate equity.   

 

Attached is a “side by side” comparison of the last three funding cycles. As can be seen, the city of 
Sonoma has not utilized this source recently and Sebastopol only minimally.  

 

Approval Process:    

 

The Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) is consulted regarding the proposed “Program of Projects.’ 
(In 2009 this will be on February 26) and will make a recommendation to the SCTA Board. The SCTA 
will review and approve a program on March 9, 2009.  Submittal of the Expenditure Program detailing 
the “Program of Projects’ is due to BAAQMD by March 31, 2009 

 



BAAQMD approvals are scheduled in May 2009. 

 

Contracts:   

 

A Funding Agreement is executed between SCTA and BAAQMD spelling out the terms of the fund 
administration. Fund Transfer Agreements are executed between SCTA and each sponsoring entity 
spelling out the terms of fund use, including crediting BAAQMD, reporting, insurance, and monitoring 
requirements.  

 

Expenditure of Grant: 

 

Project sponsors have two years to expend funding. The two-year clock begins the date when the first 
BAAQMD TFCA check is received by SCTA, which is normally in the autumn, however the date has 
ranged from mid-September to late-January. Reimbursement requests are to be submitted to SCTA 
with required documentation of expenses. 

 

Applicants are encouraged to indicate the full two years for project completion, unless they are certain 
the project will be completed before then. This will reduce the number of schedule amendments. 

 

 
 



December XX, 2008 (via e-mail) DRAFT NOT YET ISSUED

TO:                   Eligible Applicants 

FROM:             Lynne March, Transportation Planner 

SUBJECT:  “Call for Projects” for F/Y 2009/2010  
                         Transportation Fund for Clean Air (TFCA)  

 

Solicitation of Interest – for the 2009/2010 TFCA Program 
All eligible Sonoma County jurisdictions within the Bay Area Air Quality Management District 
(BAAQMD) Air Basin – north to, and including, the Town of Windsor – are invited to submit 
applications for the 2009/2010 TFCA funding cycle.  

Attached are several documents:  

 

A.)  APPLICATION FORMS: 

     a.) Application form; Project Information 

 

     b) Cost Effectiveness Worksheets  

      note there are two tabs to the sheet: a.) Emissions Reductions and b.) Notes and Assumptions) 

 

1. Trip Reduction: (Ridesharing, Bicycle, Shuttle, and Smart Growth) Worksheet 
2. Arterial Management/Signal Timing Worksheet 
3. Heavy Duty Vehicle Worksheet 
4. Light Duty Vehicle Worksheet 

Please: 

Use the worksheet appropriate for the project’s type. 

Do  not re-use worksheets from prior years. 

NOTE: Finalize all application forms only AFTER the FINAL AMT OF FUNDING IS 
KNOWN (around January 20) 

E-mail completed forms to me at: lmarch@sctainfo.org by February 20, 2009
 

B.) Transportation Fund for Clean Air (TFCA) Fact Sheet for 2009/2010 
      with information about TFCA program and process.  
 

C.) BAAQMD’s 2009 Expenditure Program Guidance. 

 

D) Preliminary Estimates of 09/10 TFCA Funds and Distribution Percentages 

 

mailto:lmarch@sctainfo.org


The chart below provides the “PRELIMINARY FUND ESTIMATE.” This “Call for Projects” 
provides an estimate of funding, which is $656,000 The actual amount of 09/10 revenue has not 
yet been determined, therefore, will be adjusted before the process is completed. This year, 
however, the BAAQMD estimate is fixed. The only amount that is as yet unknown is the fourth 
quarter interest, which will be available around January 20. The total projected interest has been 
estimated, therefore the adjustment should be minor. Population figures are final. 

 

Santa Rosa County Competitive Total Allocation 
38.14% 25.57% 36.29% 100% 

$250,198 $167,739 $238,063 $656,000 

 
FY 2009/2010 TFCA schedule: 
 

Date Step 

Dec 17, ’08 ?? Call for Projects  & Fund Estimate issued by SCTA 

@ Jan 20, ‘09 Final Fund Estimate sent to Potential Applicants 

Feb 20, ‘09 Completed applications using final Fund Estimate due.  

(submit electronically to SCTA: lmarch@sctainfo.org) 

Feb 26, ‘09 TAC reviews & recommends list to SCTA Board 

Mar 09, ‘09 SCTA approves TFCA expenditure plan by resolution. 

Mar 31, ‘09 TFCA expenditure plan due to BAAQMD 

May ‘09 BAAQMD Mobile Source Committee review and 
BAAQMD Board of Directors approval 

June-Aug ‘09 Contracts signed by BAAQMD/SCTA,  

 then Project Sponsors/SCTA 

Autumn ‘09 Funds available for approved projects.                         
Funds need to be spent within 2 years 

 
We look forward to submitting a “Program of Projects” to BAAQMD for funding 
projects that will help to improve the area’s air quality. 
. 
Please contact me at 707-565-5376, should you have questions.  
 



SIDE BY SIDE COMPARISON OF LAST YEAR’S AND THIS YEAR’S  
TFCA PROGRAM MANAGER FUNDING 

TFCA FUNDING: 06/07 
 

TFCA FUNDING: 07/08 
 

TFCA FUNDING 08/09 
 

Sonoma County 
Transit 

Transit Marketing 
Program 

$124,055 Sonoma County 
Transit 

Transit Marketing 
Program 

$151,462$ Sonoma County 
Transit (Cotati) 

Cotati Intermodal $360,000 

Sonoma County 
Transit 

Cotati Intermodal 
Facility/Park & 

Ride 

$32,000    Sonoma County 
Transit 

Transit Marketing 
Program 

$89,485 

Sonoma County 
Transit 

Sonoma County 
Multi-Agency Bus 
Stop Information 

$30,000       

Rohnert Park Redwood Drive 
Class II Bike 

Lanes 

$14,500       

Rohnert Park Rohnert Park 
Expressway 
Class II Bike 

Lanes 

$142,000       

Rohnert Park Rohnert Park 
Expressway 

Signal 
Coordination 

$40,000       

Santa Rosa Student Youth 
Pass  

Subsidy 

$80,000 Santa Rosa Student Youth 
Pass Subsidy 

$88,000 Santa Rosa Student Bus 
Pass Subsidy 

$88,000 

Santa Rosa Voluntary Trip 
Reduction 

$154,507 Santa Rosa Voluntary Trip 
Reduction 

$134,406 Santa Rosa Santa Rosa Free 
Ride Program 

$189,856 

Sebastopol Purchase One 
Ford Escape 

Hybrid Light Duty 
Vehicle 

$2,000       

Petaluma Roundabout 
McDowell Blvd 

So and Baywood 
Drive 

$195,000 Petaluma Transit/Bike 
Marketing 
Program 

$137,060 Windsor Town Center 
Bicycle Lockers 

$4,000 

Windsor Arata Lane & 
Hembree Lane 
Bicycle Lanes 

$30,000 Windsor Old Redwood 
Highway Bicycle 

Lanes 

$76,360 Windsor Mitchell Lane 
Class II Lanes 

$10,400 
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