DEPARTMENT OF CITY OF SACRAMENTO 1oz J STREET

PUBLIC WORKS CALIFORNIA SUITE 200
SACRAMENTO, CA
TRANSPORTATION DIVISION 95814-2819
916-449-5307
April 17, 1980

Transportation and Community Development Committee
Sacramento, California

Honorable Members in Session:

SUBJECT: RECOMMENDATIONS FROM THE CITY OF SACRAMENTO FOR THE 1990 REGIONAL
TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM

SUMMARY

The Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG) has requested that the City nominate projects for

inclusion in the 1990 Regional Transportation Improvement Program (RTIP). This report describes projects

that the City recommends for the RTIP and recommends that City Council adopt the attached resoiution

which is necessary to forward these project nominations to SACOG.

This report is scheduled for both Committee and City Council on the same date in order to meet the
deadline for project nominations to be funded by the State Transportation Improvement Program.

BACKGROUND INFORMATION

See attached City Council report.

FINANCIAL DATA

See attached City Council report.

POLICY CONSIDERATIONS .
See attached City Council report.

MBE/WBE EFFORTS

This réport will have no effect upon the City’s MBE/WBE efforts.
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RECOMMENDATION b

It is recommended that the attached resolution, which nominates cxndldate projects for the RTIP process,
be forwarded to the full City Council for approval. ]

ctfully submitted,

BERT!L. LEE
Deputy Director of Public Works

RECOMMENDATION APPROVED: APPROVED:

DAVID R. MARTINEZ MELVIN ‘H JOHNSG

Deputy City Manager- - - Director of Public
: i

Contact Person to April 17, 1990.

Answer Questions: Al} Districts

MARILYN KUNTEMEYER, Supervising Engineer or t
JOHN PRESLEIGH, Associate Engineer : ;
Transportation Division, 449-5307 v ;

Attachments.
JP:Im _ B

CA3-10.L
04.03.90
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_ City Councit
Sacramento, California

Honorable Members. in Session:

SUBJECT: RECOMMENDATIONS FROM THE CITY OF SACHAMENT o) FOR THE 1990 REGIONAL
TRANSPORTATION iMPHOVEMENT PROGRAM- -

SUMMARY

The Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG) has requested that the City nominate projects for
inclusion in the 1990 Regional Transportation Improvement Program (RTIP). This report describes projects
that the City recommends for the RTIP and recommends that City Council adopt the attached resolution
which is necessary to forward these project nominations to SACOG.

- This raporf is scheduled for both Committee and City Council on the same date in order to meet the
deadline fcr project nominations to be funded by the State Transportation Improvement Program..

BACKGROUND INFORMATION.

Each year SACOG requests that the City nomlnate projects for the RTIP. Local agencies are asked to
propose projects for inclusion in a regional document for adoption by the SACOG Board. This regional
document is submitted for the 1990 State- Ttansportatlon improvement Program (TIP). With several changes
in the statutes relating to the programming and funding of projects. made by the State during the'last
legisiative session, there-are a- number of differences between the TIP process this year and past years
(Exhibit A).. These differences include: v

. Extending the State.TIP to. a- seven-year programming document which will be prepared
biennially. This is different from the past when the State TIP consisted of the preparation
_ of a five-year programming document prepared annually.

. Local jurisdictions. may now nominate projects for funding under a newly created Flexible. .-
Congestion Relief (FCR) Program. The FCR program allows greater flexibility in reducing
congestion problems in both urban and rural areas. FCR projects are those designed to
reduce. or avoid congestion on existing' routes by increasing the capacity of the
transportation system,. including new facilities, local artenals, state highways, and transit

_ improvements.
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. The establishment of a- separate program for addres'smg the needs of the state highway
system outside of urbanized areas, known as the lnterreglonal Road System {IRRS), for
which the Department of Transportation (Caltrans) has pnmary planning and programming
responsibility. Funding of these and other new transit and - transportaﬂon funding programs,
as well as funding needed to compiete the existing projects contained in the 1988 State TIP,
are-dependent on the passage of Propositions 108 and 111 on the June: 1990 ballot.

Staff recommends. that-the following projects be nominated for lnc!usmn in the Sacog:- Board’s' regionai-
document and listed in order of their priority: ‘

Priority #1.

tate Route 99 from Eik Grove Boulevard to Mack Road i
The proposed project would consist of the construction of a' new interchange, modification of two existing
interchanges,. and-the addition of two lanes from Elk Grove Boulevard tojMack Road. One of these lanes

would be proposed- as a high occupancy vehicle (HOV) lane. The pr0|ect waould. relieve: congestion and
improve: circulation in the State Réute 938 Corridor.

Prigrity #2

The proposed. prolect would consist of the construction- of an urban mterchange or altemative grade
separation project at the City/State intersection of Foiscm Boulevard and Howe Avenue/Power Inn Road,
also known as the State Route 16 Corridor (Exhibit C). The project would. increase traffic capacity at the.
intersection-and reduce vehicle delays due to congested conflicting movements. Currently during peak
pericds, queues extend back to the State Route-50 freeway offramps, uusmg backups on the freeway and
the Howe Avenue overcrossing.

P_nom-g:‘! _
Exhibition Boulevard and Stat ‘Route 160 Intercha

- The proposed pro;ect would consist of the construction-of an lnterchange at State Route 160 and Exhibition

Boulevard (Exhibit D). Exhibition Boulevard would have to be extended from its current terminus. The
project would improve traffic circulation and reduce; exxstlng traffic congestlon on surface streets in the Arden

‘'Way and Point West areas.

i

FINANCIAL DATA.

 Since these projects have: been identified in the Measure-A Expendrtu?a Program, local funding will be.

available for the RTIP program. Also, if State funding becomes available, staff time will be spent to determine:
the exact cost estimates and.the StateHocal funding. anangaments b .

POL! NSIDERATION

|

. These projects will require some level of local financial commitment (avaTable in the: Measure A Expenditure
' Program) if approved for State funding. This does.not conﬂuct with: anypcurrent City policy.

!
!
t
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- MBE\WBE EFFORTS
Thus report will have no effect upon the City’s MBE/WBE efforts.
RECOMMEN ATION.

It is recommended.that the attached resolution, which nommates candidate projects for the RTIP process
be approved by City Council. A

Hespeg:tfuﬂy submitted,

ROBERT L. LEE
_Deputy Director of

HECOMMENDATION APPROVED APPROVED:

WALTEFI J. SUPE

City'Manager Director of Pub
Contact Personto  © | April 17, 1990
Answer Questions: S _ ~ All Districts:

MARILYN KUNTEMEYER, Supervising Engineer or
JOHN PRESLEIGH, Associate Engineer
Transportation Division, 449-5307

Attachments
_JPIdm

CA3:10.L. -
04.03.90
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MBE\WBE EFFORTS .
This report will have no effect upcn the City's MBE/WBE efforts.

RECOMMENDATION

]
-
i

i
‘h

itis recommended. that the attached resoiution; which nominates wndldate projects for the RTIP process,

be. approved by City Council.

RECOMMENDATION APPROVED:

WALTER J. SLIPE
City Manager

Contact Person to:
Answer Questions:

MARILYN: KUNTEMEYER, Supervising Engineer or
JOHN PRESLEIGH, Associate Engineer
Transportation Division, 443-5307 -

Attachments
JP:im

CA3-10.L
04.03.90 .-

1‘.
HeSpgctl\f;xily submitted,

14
[

DA

ROBEFIT L LEE

Deputy Dlrector of Public Works
APPROVED

MELVINE H. JOHNSON

: Dtrectoq of Public Works

!
April 17,1990
All Districts. -



RESOLUTION NO.

ADOPTED BY THE SACRAMENTO CITY COUNCIL

ON DATE OF _

RESOLUTION FOR ESTABUSHING CITY OF SACRAMENTO

1990 NOMINATIONS AND PRIORITIES FOR THE

REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM:

BE IT RESOLVED THAT THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SACRAMENTO:

Recommends the following priorities for projects to be included in the 1990 Regional Transportation -
Improvement Program (RTIP). ' )

v ’ Proposed:
Priority. Project Funding.
1 State Route 88 from Split to be
Elk Grove Boulevard to . determined
" Mack Road. Construction: between Stata
of a new interchange, and Local Agencies
and the addition of two lanes.
One of these lanes would be:
an HQV lane.
2 Foisom Boulevard and Spitto be
Howe Avenue/Power Inn determined
Road Grade Separation between State
and -Local Agencies:
3 Exhibition Boulevard Spiitto be -
Interchange: determined
between State
and Local Agencies: -
{
B e MAYOR
ATTEST:
!
 — . CTYCLERK e

FOR CITY CLERK USE ONLY

RESOLUTION NO.:

DATE ADOPTED:
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\’IAR 0751880

March 1, 1990.

-

. ! TRANS DIVISION ADMIN.
Mr. Bob Lee . :
Deputy Director, Public Works
City of Sacramento

915 T Street

Sacramento, CA 95814

I

!
T
1|

Once again it is time for us to ask for your proJect
nominations for the Regional Transportat1on Improvement
Program (Regional TIP) so- that SACOG. can prepare the
region’s project nominations_for the 1990 State TIP. DQue
to changes to the statutes relat1ng to the programming and.
funding of transportation prOJects made by the State
during the last Tegislative sess1on, ‘there are a number of
differences between the TIP process this year and prior

years. -
. !

Dear Bob:

Some of the more basic changes are that the State TIP is
now- a seven-year instead of a five- -year programming docu-
ment and will be prepared on a biennuaT and not an annual
basis. Local jurisdictions now" nom1nate projects to be
funded under a newly-created F1ex1b1e Congestion Relief
(FCR) program which allows greater flexibility in trying
reduce congestion problems in both urban and rural areas.
Flexible congestion relief proJecos are those projects.

.desrgned to reduce or avoid congestion on existing routes

by increasing the capacity of thé transportation system,
including new facilities, local arterials, state highways, .
and- transit 1mprovements ©y

A separate program has been estab11shed for address1ng the

needs on the state highway system outside of urbanized

areas, known as. the Interreg1ona1 Road System (IRRS) for
which Caltrans has primary p]annlng and programming re-
sponsibility. Funding of these and other new transit and
transportation funding: programs, as well as funding needed
to complete the existing projects contained in the- 1988 .
State TIP, are dependent on the passage of Propositions

' 108 and 111 on the June 13990 ballot.

while alT the information needed to complete the Regional
TIP is not available at this t1me we must begin the
process of obtaining your 3ur1sdnct1on s project nomina-
tions: in order to meet the- statutory deadline for submis-
sion of the Regional TIP to the California Transportation
Commission (CTC) by May 31. Informat1on not yet avail-



Mr. Bab Lee - -2- _ March 1, 1990

able, which we will provide you as soon as it is made available by the CTC,
inciudes the county minimum amounts, county and regional "bid pot™ limits,
and the CTC State TIP policy guidelines. Extracts from the draft CTC State
TIP policy guidelines and the draft FCR guidelines are enclesed as the best
available information for you to use in preparing your Regional TIP nomina-
tiens. A timetable for the development of the 1990 Reg1ona1 and State TIP's

s also enclosed.

Please complete a Project Information‘Sheet (Attachment C} for each project
you alect to nominate. A resolution or minute order from your board or
council adopting a project 11st1ng in priority order must be received before
your projects can be included in the Regional TIP. Please note that we w111
need to receive your nominations no_later than April 18.

If you have any questions regarding the draft CTC State TIP policy gu1de-
Tines, the FCR program and draft guidelines, or completing the project
information sheets, please contact Gary Ke111 oF SACOG staff at 441-5930.

Swncerely,

m K/,L_

MICHAEL HOFFACKER f é
Executive Director 4

MH:GK:bb
Enclosures

cc: /ﬁ;rilyn Kuntemeyer
Walt Slipe



Eunding Po11cies

1.

EXTRACTS FROM DRAFT CTC STATE TIP POLICY GUIDELINES

The Comm1ss1on will accept project nominations 1n accordance with the
adopted Fund Estimate for the 1990 STIP, which assumes that Propositions
111 and 108 (SCA 1 and rail transit bonds) will be passed by the voters in

June 1990. Programming and county minimum targets are subgect to revision

depending on June 1990 election results.

|
The 1990 STIP will be funded with a mix of state and Federa] funds, which
means most state highway projects, and Tocal strent and road projects
wherever possible, must be eligible for federal funding. The Commission

~ expects the regions to propose local fund1ng in: the mix as we11 for some

projects.

A reserve of 25 9 percent w1th1n gach of the hlghway cap1ta] programs has
been set. aside in the fund estimate for capital outlay support (engineer-
ing) expenditures, against which capital outlay support (engineering)

expenditures may be designated as described in Palicy #22. No reserve has

been. set aside within the rail bond program, so that nominations for capi- .

tal ocutlay support (engineering) funding must bewmade within the program
and bidding limits. ,

Cost increases beyond 20 percent in 1988 STIP prpjects must be bid the
same as new projects within a county bidding limit. The regior and
Caltrans should give first consideration t¢ changing project scope to
reduce cost, and second consideration to dropping the project, when facad
with a cost increase greater than 20 percent. If the project is still
worthwnile and desired even at the increased cost, additional funding will
be assigned to the project in the year it is 'to be delivered but wiil be
counted against bidding Timits for 1993 98.

Ca1trans or a region may propose that a 1988 STIP project (not now deS1g-¥

nated for Highway System Cperations and Protect1on Plan [HSOPP]) be
drooped.. ‘The Commission does not intend to accept direct project trades
within a region that would bring a new project into the 1990 STIP; the
Commission will consider direct trades of scheduﬂ1ng and funding among
projects within the STIP. :

. The Commission expects projects in both the PSTIP,and the RTIPs to be

arranged by priority. In the RTIPs, the priority list should show
Flexible Congestion Relief and Commuter and Urban Rail Transit projects on
one mixed: Tist, with an option for the region to»1nc1ude Interregional
Road projects nom1nated by Caltrans interwoven in. the priority 1list for
information purposes. only (even. if the Interregional Road projects are not
being bid in the RTIP). Mu1t1-county ‘regions may present one regional
priority ]ist or separate priority lists for each county. In Caltrans’
PSTIP, Interregional Road projects, Soundwalls,land Intercity Rail pro-
Jects should. be shown on three separate pr1or1ty lists. Based on the
availability of revenues statewide, and‘assumingiessentia]1x all transit

o

i

-
§
il

Attachment A



.be for transit rail prOJects, befare h1ghway project cost increasas are

. '2- ) ' ) . v

rail bOnd‘prOgramming will go into about a dbzen‘of.the,Targest urban

counties, the Commission estimates that, -on.a statewide average, about
75-80 percent of programming in these large urban counties will have to

accounted far.

AT regions, urban and rural, are advised to nominate in their RTIPs
enough projects from the Flexible Congest1on Relief or Rail Transit
programs at least to meet their county minimums (after HSOPP is pro-

'_ grammed}. The Flexible Congestion Relief program is available for

projects on state highways, both on and off the interregional rcad sys«
tem, on certain Jocal streets and reads, and on rail transit Tines, in
all counties for the purpose of meeting county minimums.

Project Nomination Policies.

8.

10.

~Thé»Commissionfintends to screen STIP candidate projectS'for'conformance-“
~with the' Regional Transportation Plan, consistency with air quality.
- plans in-all nonattainment areas, existence of congestion for riexible

Congestion Relief projects (or an indication that the region has no

. congestion), and willingness and. capability to maintain and operate any
- project not on the state-owned system. The Commission will not use

Congestion Management Programs as a consideration in its programming
decisions for the 1990 STIP, but 1ntends to use ‘those plans for the 1992
STIP. :

The Comm1ss1on offers the follaowing b1d limits for regions in their RTIPs

and for Caltrans in the PSTIP:

- Regions may b1d 120 per ent of S-vear countv minimums, plus anv count
. ___CL..__-___F perc ___A_IL_______=Jl__;!

“valent to any 1988 STIP grOJects to:be dropped, minus the amount gro- )
- Jected to be spent on HSOPP proiects during 1993-98, minus apv car- . ~ = -
ryover {(due to cost increases) in those few couynties that exceeded the - - -

~ - 100 ‘percent county cast cap from the 1988 STIP. 1This bidding 1imit is

offered for Fiexible Congestion Relief and Commuter and Urban Rail
Transit programs combined, and may be used in any combinatien for the
two programs. Any region may a]ternat1ve1y bid one single project
larger than this bidding Timit. A region may also bid a combination of
~ projects to at least the amount of its 5-year county minimum, and then
bid one: last project as its lowest priority even if that last project

- goes beyond the bidding Timit.

iMuItacounty regions may pcol their bidding limits. Within such poaled
.bidding, the region should nominate enough projects to satisfy at least

80 percent of each individual county’s minimum, or be in a: position to

provide a formal agreement among counties to pool bidding Timits for the
1990 STIP- or»share county m1n1mums for the 1993 98 county m1n1mum period.

Y
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12.

13.

14.

15.

16,

17.

18.
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The Commission and the statutas regard the STIP as a delivery schedu1e,
so all projects nominated must be deliverable by 4996 97.

The Comm1531on intends that most state hxghway prOJects, and where possi-

ble local street and road projects, be eligible for federal funding. If
a region wants a project to be programmed with state-only funding, that

should be clearly indicated in the project nom1nit1on

Very high cost projects should be shown divided mnto phases or stages;
the Commission’s preference is for phases that could be usable when
completed, but stages such as right-of-way, grading, draInage,,struc-
.ures, and final project paV1ng may have to be used for some projects.
If a'project is to be built in phases or stages, the Commission expects
later phasaes to be identified for information purposes as part of a
praject nomination. For these policies, very high cost projects are
those that exceed the five-year county minimum, or those that cost more
than' $10 million and 31gn1f1cant1y exceed the remaining margin in a
county minimum within a county’'s priorities,.or those For which only an
ear1y stage can be delivered by 1996-97.

In>the F]ex1b1e'Congest1on Relief program, prcjeéts.that‘can improve the
capacity or operation of any state highway, local transit sarvice, local
street that is a principal arterial in an urban1zed area, or local road
that is a minor arterial in a rural area cin be nominated for the 1930
STIP. In rural areas where no congestion is found projects may be
nominated on state highways or rural principal cr minor arter1a]s

Regions may bid specific (m1nor) projects costing 5100,000-5300,000 on
local streets and roads, but not on state highways, as part of the
Flexible Congestion Relief program. There is not lump sum reservatian
for state highway minor projects in the 19¢0 STIP Caitrans’ minor

_projects are not in the HSOPP. i

The Commission will accept nomination of corr1dor improvements for which _

the final alternative has not yet been selected. h The Commission may
program such prOJECtS pending the choice of alternative when the environ-
mental document is completed, and will place either a state dollar cap,
or a state percentage participation cap, or a ae11nea;1on of state
responsibility for a part of the project, on any such projects that it
chooses to program..

Specific corridor right-of-way protect1on may be‘nom1nated as a project,
providing environmental clearance for the corridor can be obtained before
the programming year and, for transit rail bonds, the prOJect can be
under construct1on by year 2000.

Local interchange projects can be nominated in the Flexible Congestion
Relief program if existing congest1on is present Federal criteria for
interchange spacing must be cleared in advanca. ; The Conmission intends

. to examine closely any local interchange projects. that do not meet its

/1



19.

20.

21.

-4-

1984 interchange po?icy, which defines a state funding share as indicated

in a formula that is part of that Commissicn po11cy, and may pass over
such projects in pregramming the STIP.

‘The Commission expects regional agenc1es to inform transit operatobs in

their areas that applications for transit rail bond funding can only be

made through the RTIP, as a request for STIP programming. The Commission

can program rail transit projects in the Flexible Congestion Relief
program only in those counties with voter approval, pursuant to Proposi-
tion 5, to use Article XIX fuel tax funds for rail transit purposes.

A region, in its RTIP, may bid to substitute state and federal funding
for local funding on projects in the 1988 STIP, in competition within its
bidding 1imit. -Regions should seek clarification in the 1950 STIP of the
extent of the state funding share in any project, either from the adopted
1988 STIP or from new programming, where project funding includes a mix
of local and state/federal funds; the Commission intends that state
funding commitments be made clear in advance, to forestall controversy,
in case the project needs a cast increase in the future.

Prdjecf nominations should show both current cost {1889-390) and esca-

. Tated cost for the: programming year (for cost increasas during 1990

through 1994 or new programming after 1994). Bidding limits are given
ascalated dollars, and must be de-escalated to 1950 before comparison

with project current costs. The RTIP should indicate the year in which a:

project is proposed for programming, which for rail transit bonds can be

any year from 199G-91 to 1998-97, and for projects in other programs can

be 1994-95 through 1996-97; the fund estimate shaows 20 percent of funds

- available in 1994-95, 40 percent available in 1995-96, and 40 percent

available in 19%6-97, so regions should divide their nominations to fit

that distribution as best as project sizes, priorities, and de]1verab111-
ty allow.

Regions,may propose'capitaT outlay support (éngineering) expenditures for
Flexible Congestion Relief projects on local streets and roads that are
also being nominated for construction.. Such non-capital expenditures

- will be taken against the reserve for capital outlay support in the

highway programs, not against the county bidding limits, and the Commis-
sion may choose to 1imit the non-capital funding to 35 percent of the
project’s capital cost. For state highway projects, non-capital funding

1s assigned to Caltrans, but may be contracted out by Caltrans for any .
project. In the rail transit program, capital outlay support nominations

will be taken from within the program and bidding Timits, since no
resarve has been made in these programs. Regions may not propase cap1ta]
outlay support (eng1neer1ng) expenditures for highway projects with no -
capital fund1ng in the STIP, although such expenditures may be covered
elsewhere in Ca1trans budget or through the Long Lead program.
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- 23. The Commission encourages but does not require campletion of a Project
Study Report on each project nominated for the 1990 STIP. The Commission
expects sound information as to scope, delivery time, and cost estimate
for each nominated prOJect, including reasonable;alternatives, similar to
what would be provided in a Project Study Report to be ava11ab1e by
August 1930 for Comm1ss10n, if needed.

STIP Programming ' ' ' “

24. The Commission can program projects into the 1990 STIP only from an RTIP
ar the PSTIP, or from the adoptad 1988 STIP (as amended), or from within
the Interregional Road PTan or the retrofit soundwaT] priority list.

25. The Commission intends to program the 1990 STIP 1n such a. way that all
county minimums for 1993-98, including any carryover deficits from the .
period 1988-93, can be met by the txme the Comm1ssion adopts the 1992
STIP. -

26. The Commission intends to follow regional prigrities at least to the
point of meeting county minimums, after first priority is given to
prOJects from the HSOPP program, as far as. possible within the Commis-
sion’s reasonable responsibility to make prcgramm1ng prograss in 311 the
programs.

27. The Commission intends that all rural.counties get at least one STIP
praject (beyond the HSOPP) during the county minimum period 1993-98.

28. The Commission intends that the 30 percent statewide discretionary
funding be used first for concantrations of HSOPP work in counties where
HSOPP exceeds the county minimum, and then for Interregional Road
projects or for high priority Flexible Congestion Relief or Transit Rail
Bond projects on the margin in urban counties.

29. Tne Commission 1ntends to use. the following factors to set its programm-
ing pr1or1t1e5‘ v

i !

e [n the highway program: county minimums,'regioéa] and Caltrans priori-
ties, coverage of cost increases, local funding match, programming of
Tater stages of projects already in the STIP, proJects on routes.
1mportant to interregional commerce, projects that are cost effective
in dealing with current congesticn, and progects that contribute to
broad system improvement or help to close gaps in the existing system.

--In the transit program: transit and highway county minimums, project
delivery for timely use of funds, capability for lacal match funding
and subsequent operation and maintenance, existing multi-year Commis-
sion. commitments toward project phases, effectiveness in services or
system development, and cost effectiveness: in moving people.
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FLEXIBLE CONGESTION RELIEF PROGRAM GUIDELINES

Adopted by The California Transportation Commission

April __, 193¢
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I. AUTHORITY AND PURPCSZ

! . .

authority. These guidelines implement ghe Flexible
Congesticn Relief (FCR) Pregram in accordance with Section
164.2 cf the straets and Highways. Code,  effective with the.
1961-92 State Transportaticn Improvement Program (STIP)
cycle. Section 164.2 requires program guidelines be
prepared by the Deuartmenc of Transportaticn (Department)
in cooperation with local transportation officials and
adopted by the California Transportatlon Commission
(Ccmm*ss*cn) The Commissicn may revise the gulcellnes in
consultation with leccal .ransportablcn cfficials and the
Depa’tment. : : |

Intent and'?ur:cse.

b

THe FCR Program provides beth rural and urdan recions

throughout the State the opportunity to ccmpete for State

funding for projects designed to relleﬁg traffic congestion
by zncreaSLng the capacity of the transkorbat;on system.
It is the 'esuon51b111ty cf. the reg*ona transportation
n‘annxnc agencles to propese projects to accomplish: this

ert
Section 154 of the Streets and Highways Cide states the
intent cf the Legislature tc establish a l0-year state
transpertation Zunding plan, including !183.0 billion for
Zlexible congesticn relief. ' '

The ‘intant of ithe FCR Program is to reduce or avoid
congestion, based on current year trafiic conditicns, on
existing streets, rcads, highways, ané cocmmuter and urban
rail systems that carry a significant _cr:;on of the

regicnal traffic'and gocds threugh the majier transperitatien
cerriders. This intent is to be accomélls1EH by increasing
the vehicle and/or person capacity of ez“"e* the congesteé
facility itself, ¢r adiacent roadwavys ¢ér commuter and urban
rail tfaQSLt systems. This may include constructing new .
roadways and rail systems, modifying or expanding existing
rcadways and rail systems, cr-meWe enting traffic flow |
improvements that increase vehicl a and/or Dersen capacity

of a facility.. Zach proiecs, alcne cr;as an element cf a
larger project, is expected to be the most cost effective
alternacive in. reducing traffic c*ngest;o along a
corridor. '

Proposed FCR projects. should result in integrated and
coordinated sclutions: to congestion. Propcsed projects
along a corridor may add capacity on any oort*cn of the
transportaticn system as long as. the net effect is to
relieve congestion aleng the corrider.; Projects shall
support and be cousistent with regicnal transportation
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plans for their area. ZIor counties with urbanized areas,
orojects shall alsc be iacluded in a congesiicn managemen
program. FCR projects should be an integral compeonent of a
long-range regicnal effort to reduce traffic congestion: and
delay and improve the ccnnectzvxty of all viable
‘transportation modes. The prlvate sector is encouraged to
work with the public sector in propcsing and even
implementing rcadway ané rail sclutiens to congestion..

A project propcsed by a local agency must be included in an
adcpted Regicnal Transportation Improvement Program (RTIP)
before the Commission will consider it for PCR funding.
RTIPs are develcped by Regional Transportation Planning
Agencies (regional agencles) and submitted to the
Commission. All public agencies eligible to construct
roads or rail systems. andé the priva:e_sectcr are encouraged
to‘become invelved in the process to develcyp the RTIZs

The Department, because ci its *esnc“s'b'l;:v for the ¢ tate
“_chwav System is axzect eé Lo work with &the regiocnal
agencies in develcping XTIPs. 1In cases where its ::o*ec“
pricrities diffzsx from the regicns, the Desartment may
include in its Prepesed State ﬁransportat;cn'Imnrovement

Program (PSTIP) a recommendat ion of TCR D’O]eCES cn Stat
“_ghways which should receive a higher pricrity than tha;
orecpecsed by the -eg;onal agcencies. '

Section 164 of the Streets and Highways Ccde established
cther funding programs which complement the FCR Program.,
Jrejects eligible fcr Intarregional Rcad Systam (IRRS)
Srogram, Commuter and Ursan Rail Transit Program, or
Trafiic Systems Managemen: (TSM) Pregram funding mavy
CCmpete'for FCR program Zunding 1f cthey meet the
eligibility requirements ané screening criteria of these
guicdelines. A prcject may not be neminated Zor funding’
within more than cne program category.

The purpese of these guidelines is IS ot
identification, selection, and develcpme
orojects that have the greatest ootentlal
*ntent of the zCR ‘Program.

te the
c¢f those
for meeting the

~—
Sareen

-
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Elic‘ble Acencies. To be e*igible”fcr]th Program funding,

a project shoulc be prcposed either by 'the Department or a
local public agency authorized under 1aw to implement the
project. _ D

Elicible‘Area. Rcadway prIe ncut Califcrnia are
eligisle for £funding under

q

Commuter and urban rail transit p:ojec s within
voter-approved Article XIX counties, as specified by
Article XIX of the State Ccnstituti ion, jare eligible fer
func;ng under the FCR Program..

- Zlicible Svstem. To be elig‘bla for funding under the TC2
Srogram, a project shall reduce or aveid congeshlc" en
existing routes by 1ncreas-hg the caoad; v of the
transpertation system. rojects may be on city streets,
county highways, State ni ghways, ccmmuter rail ccr:;dcrs
and urban rail corriders. : o
Fer the purpose of these culdelines,‘tﬁe fcllowing
definiticns apply i

¢ Fcr a rural ccunty, ccngestien occ
rocuce operates at an unacceptable
cn the traffic condisicns that exi
ncminated for inclusicn in the STI

-
a

when an existing
ral of service based
¢ wnen a project is

&
¢
[}
-e={De
il ]

§-
gwmt

!

© For an urbanized ccunty, ¢cngesticn uoccars when an
. existing route operates at an unacceptable level of
sarvice, as described in its congesticn mafagement
prcgram, based cn the traffic ccnd;:;cns thas exist when
a project 1s .neminates for inclusich-in the STI?
o. Existing routes are those streets, tsads, highways, and
- commuter or urban rail transit systems that carry a
significant portion of the regzonaltt ££ic and goods
thrcugh the ajo* transpcrtation corricdors or netwerks
as *dentihiec in regicnal transportaticn plans (RTP) and
cengesticn management DLegGr =ns (wh era auoT‘cao’e)

© Capacity is the maximum rate which vehicles and/or
© Dpersons can reasgnably bDe expected to traverse a secti
cf roacdway or rail corrider uncder prevailing conditions.
Eligible Costs. All icdentifiable costs of, or related to,
a capital project are eligible for fuqalng under the FCR
Program These ccsts ~nc1ude, but afe not limited to,
costs incurred for environmental stuédies, preliminary
engineering, the preparation of plans, specifications, arnc
estimates, construction engineering, right-of-way 'e1atec

3
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activities, utility relocations, and construction.

For local agencies, all project ccsts are eligible . subject
to allocation by the- Commzss;cn. ly costs incurred after
the date of the Commission al ocat*cn ané in accordance.
with the scope and terms of the a’locat*on are EIlClble.

‘CQ projects do not reguire a local funding match.

Eliaible Project Types. Section 164.2 of =he Streets and
Highways Cocde defines FCR Program projects as "those ,
projects designed to reduce or avcid‘ccngesticn on existing
routes by increasing capacity of the transpcrtaticn system,
including new facilities." Eligible project types include,
but are not limited te, the following: : -

¢ Lane additicns including mixed Elow
.Qcecupancy vehicle lanes, auxiliary 1
busways, and bicycle lanes. Lane ad
ac~omnllsned by roadway widenings or

s, high

, @xclusive

cns may he

triping. ‘ o

lans
anes
cici
restriz
o] New *oadways and the upgrade (e.g., conversion f;om
-exuressway to freeway) of existing rcacwav facilities.

r

o New ané mc dified ;r:e:cuange and grade separaticns cf
bcth intersecticns aacd guidewa ay facilitles.

O Geometric roadwdy and guideway imprcovements.

o Traffic flow improvements that incr
Or person- capacity cn :cacways cr -

¢ New guideway roadbeé, and the ung*ace cZ existing
rcadbed facilities, way structures, anc superstructure.
trackwork, including mainline facilities, sidings.,
deuble~tracking, cressovers, and storage tracks, gracde
cressings, signalizaczicen, trclley overhezds, and
electrification..

© Park and ride facilities, multimodal passenger stations
- and becarding facilities.

A lccal~prOJect.w1th1n a county ccntaining an urbanized
area must be inclucded in an acdcpted ccongesticn ﬂa1agement
program to be eligible for TCR Zunding.

Projects are inelicible for FCR Program fundl

primarily safety,‘hcn—casaci ¥y ‘nc’e=s*1g cperational
imprevements, rehabilitaticn cr malnhena“ e projects. In
addition, funding limitations specified by Article XIX of
the State Constituticn apply. A&s such, the purchase or

rehabilitation of gquideway rolling stock is ineligible for
program funding.

ding if they are



III. PROGRAM PROCEDURES

(NOTE: Secme of the £followiig procedures may be described
in greater detail in the STIP/RTIP Development Guidelines
and the £i nanc-al guidelines feor the *SM and FCR programs).

Tlexible Congestion Relief Program. Secticn 164.2 of the

Streets and Highways Code defines the Elexible Congesticn
Relief Program (FCR) and Section l4529*o he Government
Ccde specifies that the FCR Program of SD&"l ic projeects is
to be included in the STI3 adopted by the Cemmission. The
Commission is to adopt the STIP cn Anrll 1 c£ each even
numbered year Beginning in 1992. Sectiecn 14527 c¢f the
Government Code specifies that the regicnal agencies are
responsible for develcnlna the reglona“ FCR procrams,
-nc1ud-nq them in the RATIZ and submi ~i“g them tc th
Commission and the Depariment.

b

Preparaticn and Submittal of the PCR Procram. Zach

regzcnal agency 1s responsible for developing an FCR
ogram of specific projects to be inciuded in its adooted

¥
RTI Public agencies responsible. for'implementing a rail
er 'oaa zrejecs may neminate to the regicnal agencv 7FC=®
candidates for inclusicn in the RTIFS. | he P=g1cnal

agencies are encou'aged to werk cocperatively with all
Lmolemenh-ng public agencies. The Deoa:tmen* will prepare
RTIPs for those non-urbanized regional agencies whiech de
not elect to prepare their cwn. In hnose cases, the
Department shall group the RTIP proj fects oy state
transportaticn Gistrick. The RTIDs are tc be suzmitted =o
the Commissicon and the Department cn December 1, cf each
céé numbered year becginning in 199l '

4
Section 14528 cf the Geovernnment Ccde prcvides the
Department the cnno*:un;tg to recommend to the Commissicn
alternative pricrities for FCR pro;ects on state highways
which the Department believes should zece*ve a higher

_priority than projects proposed by the  RTPA.  The

recemmendations are to he included 'n the Department's
2STIP, which is to be submitted to thel Cocmmissicn cn the
same schecdule as the RTI?. To Eac*l;ta g cdevelcpment of
the PSTI?, each -egAcna1.agency should advise the
Department as far in advance as pessible c' its staff
recommendations. and drafg prcoosa‘s recaréing TCR projec:s
on State highwavs. i

Display of Projects in the RTIP § PSTIP. The FCR Program

‘'shall be i1ncluced in the RTIPs 1n. accgrdance with the

STIS/RTIP Guidelines. FCR projects shou’a be listed in
priority ranking for each county. A recmon-w~ce prioricy
listing may be submitted in lieu cf a icouniy —ankﬂng £t a

minimum, the rankings should include Whe orojects in a

'.5- 8



T R T AT

i1

i

ziered list. Each regicn may use its own cciteria to

prioritize FCR grojects, however, censideration should be
given to the criteria in Section IV of these QULGEllnES.

Project funding frcm the FCR Program may be supplemented
wlth funds from other scources not allocated by the
Commissicn. The costs to be funded from other sources arze
ts be ncted in the project descriptioen..

Wwhen a project is to be programmed pricr to environmental
clearance, and the project alternatives have a significant
iifference in cost, then the cost shown in the RTIP shall
be the highest cost of the most probable aliernative. For
projects in this phase, the project informatien sheet shall
include the total project cos:t estimate Zcr each of the
ziternatives under consideration. After ccmpletion of the
environmental report, if the cest of selected alternatives
is gignificantly different than the prcogrammed ccst, the
Commissicn may reevaluate the prcject scope, the commitment
tc the project ané the funding of the prcoiect.

Project Information Sheet. A ptéject information sheet for

. each propesed FCR project is to be incluced with each

adopted RTIP or PSTIP submitted. The Commissien will

ztilize these infermation sheets in evaluating prejects and
in programming grojects in tie STIZ.

®roject informaticn sheests, as illustrateé in Appendix a,
are t¢ include a map and summar*ze the kev elements of a
sroject, including the locaticn, descripticn, scepe, cost,
scurces of ‘*nancxng, relazicnship to c:;e: projects, the
Zacters making the oro;ec“ eligible auc cgntact person for
ine prcject. The informaticn sheets are to be submitted in
county and lccation (route or street and post mile) order.

sroiect Zvaluaticn Sheet. A prcject evaluation sheet is o
se completad tor each fCR project and iacluded with each .
RTIP? and PSTIP submitted. The evaluaticn sheet is based c¢n
the project evaluation criteria shown in Section IV of

these guidelines. The forma: fcr the project evaluation
sheet is illustrated in Appendix 3. The Cemmission wxl;
utilize the evaluation sheets in its evaluation of

competing projects. If a paciticular criteria is not
sertinent, then ncn—acolvcab’e (NA) is an appreopriate
response. -oweve:, evaluaticn of a project will be

cif‘*cu’t if pertinent criteria are not responded to.

ogeﬂt Studv Report A proiect stucdy report (PSR) or it
wivalent musc de ccmolehec Sor each nfccosed TCR project
prior to including the prejeet in the S---. i

Tor projects on State h;ghuays, a PSR is to be ccmpleted.

For projects. on ¢ity streets and county highways, a report

-
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equivalent to a PSR is to be camnleted.‘ The report should
incluce project. related Zactors such as lccat;cn, limits,
description, scecpe, costs and schedules. The format
currently used for a PSR as described in the Department's
1-"rc:;]c=.'¢'.'1: Development Procedures Manual may be used

Tocr projects on commuter and urban ra1l cerr dors, the
equivalent report should be completed in cenformance with
the .equlcements of the Supplemental Info:matlon Package
contained in Appendix A to the Commuter and Urban Rail

- Transit Prog'am Guvdel'nes. ‘The report should also include

a' cesc—xptzon of efforts being made to')ensure the project
is (1) cocordinated with other commuter/urban rail transit

services and 1nte*c1cy rall services, and (2) provides

ccnnect*ons to other rail services where appropriate.
. \
Cco'es of the De"ar ment s 9—036ct Deve ccment Frocedures
Hanual and the Supplement to Appendix A of the Commuter-—
Urban Rail Guidelines -are availasle at[al cf the
Department's Distrzict offices. '

. i : .
Countwv Minimums. Funds programmed in the STIP and

allocated to projects frcm the FCR Program shall be applied
toward meeting the county minimum Eund-uc level of the
county in which ihe preiect is lccated, pursuant to
Secticns 188 and 188.8 c¢f the Streets =nd gighwayvs Code.

-In order to meet county minimums, the Ccmn*ssxon may

include projects in the FCR Program which mav nct sati isfy
all the criteria -n these guicdelines. |

y : “.
Allocation of Funds =L suant to Sect;cn 14:33 of the _
Ggvernment. Coce, the Cemmission may a¢1cca:e funds for a
majeor project only after the proiect cs ‘inclucded in the
adopted STIP. The allocaticns are to be ccnsistent with
other statutes and with Commission policies. Allocations
to fund project activities scheduled after the ,
ehvironmental stace require documentaticn ci envircnmental
clearance. ‘ T :

b
i r

When an agency is ready to begln a nrcject, the agency .
shall submit a prciect allocation request by letter to the
approgriate DlS“’LCt Director of - *ranscc*“‘t cn. The
request shall state ‘the amount cf 'the recuestec allceaticn,
include an expendi ture plan for the Funds requested, and
include: documcnta ion of env*ronmental?c’ea*anc i€
apprepriate. Allocation requests thativary from the
pregrammed amcunt must be fully justified. ~

Transfer of Funds. The Department shall transfer funds to

a. local agency responsible for melement ag the project

'after all of the -cllow*ng has occurred 1) the Commission

has allccated funds to. the project;. 2)! the‘Depa:tment and
the agency have executed an agreement which identifies the
jOlnt and separate resncuscb;lxtxes, 3).the project has

N - .
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the Traffic Systems Management Prcgram adcpted by the ‘

been shown to be consistent w1th Federal :egulat‘cns for BN

‘projects with Federal fund partxcznat*on. ‘and 4) gu*dewag

projects satisfy the reviews sueczf;ed in Secticns 14085-
14088 of the Government Code. . S ;

Funds wwll be t*anshered on a reimbursement baszs after :
costs are incurred and cn a schedule agréed td between the .
implementing agency ‘and the Department. Costs which are
incurred before Commlsszon allocat;cn of Eunas will not be

reimbursed. : . » S B

The transfer and expenditure of funds allocated Lo local:

agencies for FCR projects shall be subject to the financial
guidelines for the Flexible Congestlcq Relief Zrogram and

Commissicn. Those guidelines shall supersede any c¢ontrary
. 1

provisicns of these guidelines.

A

Project Feview. Drojects cn State
b :

nighways will be :
cevelopec consiss ent with State highway design standards:
and thHe Department will be lead agency through all phases
bf'development Projects on city streets and county.
highways will be uevelcoea consistent with standards
approved by the' Depart ment in consulszation with
*mnlemen:xng agencies. rcjects on city street s,'ccunby

highways and State h;gﬂways shall also be cevelcped _
consistent with' the pavement management program adopted by k

- the City, County, State Cooperative ;-dmlttee

Rail projects are tc bde deSigned.conszsten:'wi:h the

~-standards applicable for the particular Tail system. - All
~Federally part 'c'paulug projects are subject to th B

requirements anc reviews *eqw':ed by :ece:al regulaticns,

. ‘as. described in the Department's Leoczl Frogram Manual.
“-,Guldeway projects are subiect to the *eculremed_s sbated

Article & of the Governmenh Code, Sac=icn "080 anq ;
fellewing. : . : :

After comstruction is complete, the lccal agency shall have
a financial and technical audit nrena-ed.' *he audit is to -

be submizted to the appropriate District Director of

Transpertation £or the Department. The Department is tof
. . » 3 . . 3 - . ¥

review the audit for ccnsistency with these guidelines,

project allocaticns and the cocperazlive agreement and

'..acceot L.’IE audlt or recomme"!d COI!EC ve aC~J.CﬂSo , i



'WLll be- the- total n*cjec*.ccsh fer right
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IV.  PROJECT EVALUATION CRITERIA
' : - L

Purpcse. The Commissicn will use the e%a’uation criteria
centained in these guidelines to prlorlFlze those PCR
projects which are competing for placement in the STIP. The
Commissicon does not Lntend to develoap avp::crztxzeq '
sta;ewlde l*st of all proposed. FCQ projects.

Aoblicatien of Criteria. There are threa categories of
criteria: 1) Screening, 2) Quantltatzve and
3)Qualitative. Zach project shcould satisfy the scree1~ng
criteria in order for the project to be! evaluzted. The
quantitative criteria are listed in crdér ci general
importance. The c¢sst used in determining cost effectiveness
way and

5
3

construction. 7The gqualitative crite 2
supportive informaricn that may be i we

projects. In evaluating projects, the Ccmmissicn may give
cue cOnside:ation to the accuracy, religb' ‘ o

;
completeness of iziormaczicn available iz pr
sheets and nrcjecu evaluation forms. ‘

'Hﬂl

ad

Zvaluation Criteria. : ~ ﬁ

'

SCREENING CRITERIA. A project must mee“ tae following
critersia pefore it is evaluated by the Cocmmission.

-

~J.., Curczent congestion. The subject ‘ac--_-v/cor idor is

congested as cefined *n Section II.YC gL these
guidelines. ‘{County minimums excepticn may apply - See
- Section III.  Frogram Procedures, Paragraph G County
-~ Minimums). : ’ |

2. Regicnal Apprcval. For all regional a2
© projest is csnsistent with the mest) fe
Regional Transportation Plan. ;
For regxcnal agencies with urbanized counties, the
-locally prcpesed project is included in hhe mcst recant

+ update cf the Congest*cn Managementl-. cgz

3.0 Abilitv to. ma:ntaln and operacte. Tbe ims’eme1t1“g
agency demcnstrates the. w;l’xngnesS“anc apility to
maintain and cperate the facility once the improvement
is. cnmn1eued.

4. Air Qualzggu Tor non-atta-nmenh areas, the project has
been cleared, individually or as oa#t cf a system,

thrcugh the local air cguality conformity process.

'QUANTITATTV“ CRITZIRIA. Projects which have successfully
passed the screening crlte‘la will be eya’uated accordlng to:

the criteria described below. Thercriteria are listed in
w | ,

G-




L}

f.

order of general importance. For those crit erion reauxr;ng
future year proijections, the year 2000 cr another readily

‘available horizen not exceeding 10 years will be used., ;
Project costs are to be. based on total costs for R/W and
construction. o S : ]

1.

‘I

h
!

Existing congestion oroblem. The extent of the EXLStlng
congestion problem will be determined by the following
measyres: ‘

'i!

© The duration of existing Level of Service E or
worse. The duration is the numne* @f hours per week
ané weeks pet year Ior botn directicns.

- o' The peak hour volume cn the existing rCute‘(vehiples

or persens).

e The volume to capacity ratio (V/C). and the capacity
adegquacy ratic when the V/C ratio is 1.00. 3Secth ef
these factors are available Eor.all State Eighway
‘segments. Av-"ese factcors can be calculated as ‘
described in the 1985 Highway Capacity Manual, and
the Department's State H;ghway Inventory :
instructions.

o Fer rail transit, the peak hour load factor by

: directicn. ‘ '

Cost effectiveness ¢f the investment. The ¢ost

‘effectiveness will De cCeterminec 2y the following

measures based on design capacity befcce and after the
projece. : » . S

© Cost toc previde additional houzly wvehicle
‘capacity. ThiS'is the cost ¢f the improvemen
divided by the change in vehicle flcw rate (vehicle
per hcu:)_due to the improvement. ‘

o . Cost te, provide acdltlonal persen trips per hour.

" - This is the cost of the improvement divided by the -
change in person trips per hour due to the
improvement. ' : -

Travel timeasavincs. This is the dcl_-:_sauings. .
resulting from recucing travel time during peak hours.

It is measured by ccmparing the annual value of the time

saved per dollar expended. The dcllars expended incluce
increase in annual cperating and maintenance costs as
well as annualized procject costs. The method used for
calculaticn is described in Attachment 1, Appendix A of
the TSM guidelines, except the year 2000 or another

-read;ly available horizon not exceeding 10 years should

be substituted for ccmpletion date.



4. Leocal financial participation. Th1§ is the amount of
local aad gprivate f£imancial Contributicn relative to
total project cost for right of way“and ¢onstructicn.
(Local and private costs divided by‘tetal prcject
costs.) g ‘ , 1

- - ~ |-

S. Marqginal cost for peak hour imntOVeAent. This is total
praoject cest for right of way and ccnstruction per
additional peak hour person trips served. This measure
should be estimated for the year 2000 or ancther readily
available heorizon nct exceedlng 10 years.

6. Estimated Level of Service. This is the estimated. peak
. hour LOS or rail transit lcad factcf. The est*mate
f_should be for the year 2000 or another readily available

horlzon not exceed1ng 10 years. L

_OUAL-TATTV? CQTTERIA. The following crgt;:ia will also be

usad in evaluaczﬁg competing. FCR o:ejeCts. "These criteria

are subjective in .nature and not Iisted|in any relative

order of meo:tance.

. w
l.l Modal Lnteg:atlon. The degree 'to wini ch the proiect
integrates alternative transportation mocdes (e.g., EQV
facilities for rideshare vehlcles ard buses, rail
© transit, park-and-ride facilities, pedestrian and
| bleyecle facilities.) The degree toiwhich a guideway
' project is cocrdinated with and provides ccnnections te
.. other cemmuter and urban rail transit a1d intercity rail
. .sarvices (lF aocllcaole) ey

¥

2. Svystem llnkace. The degree to wh;c% the project is part

of an integrated program to solve ceu,eselon Wwithin a

larger system setting. The degree to which the project

.is compatible with or enhances adﬂace1t projects.

3., Trip generators. ‘The degree to whlch the project serves

. majoer trip generators (e.g., airperts, seaports, freight

rail centers; commercial and Lndustr*al centers, and
recreatzonal facilities. P

4M$'Ccmmun1tv, env1rcnmental, energv. he degree to wh;ch
. the project £its intc community pl ans and is accepted by

-tha community. -The relative benezzt of a project as a

trade-off against significant env:.ronmenta1 impacts.

The enezgy eE.xcxencv of constructlng and operating the

project. ”

‘Sf' Freight movement. The degree to which truck traffic is
. expedited and/or congestlon is reduced by mcczfylng
; truck traffic. - 3 y
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R | - Appendlx A - | -
- | PROJECTINFORMATIONSHEET . Fle No___
- e T . Flexible Congesticn Relief | ﬂ

: Fr____ .
Lo e o ‘ (for CTC aiy)

PmJectID \Io
Planning Program No._ i
- Dist, Co.___Ru PM
‘Rcsponsmlc Transponauon Agcncy

s

Location of Pro;ccx

quOnofConggsudn';. s (Attach Deta,ﬂed.Locadon M%ap)
. - o (Show cross street-detail);

 Description of current facility:

- Description -of propésed facility:_

Federal Aid Catecorf , —
Regional Ranking: _ . of
~County R..n.ng . of

('T‘ongcszxcn Problem and Proposed Improvement (Impact on Area Congeston)___ . = : S

.-\D’I’ ar’ -\vcrace Rxdcrshlp T ' . Cument__. " Year2000_____
'chel of Sérvice (‘LOS; . ey -Current.____ - . Year 2000
“Raxl‘;.,oa_d Factor: . - Current____. - Year 2000
Percent Trucks: - Current _ ~ Year 2000_.
-Durnnon of conacsuon (hrs/day) Cu‘rre'u, _ Year 2000

_ Addmonal Pcrson Tnps Provided by Improvc'ncnt __ Average Time Saved/S Expended__

_P,ro_]ect F;ngncmg (SI,OOO s): (;Cosc as of November of RTIP Year)

v ‘S'ﬁppo.rt . RIW N - ~ Constr = Total
PROECT - _

. R Local . o Private . : O_.thcr'
(State + Fed) - S ~ S

]
g

Lond

(=3

Year Project 'is_ expected to be Advertised | ____ Length-of Construction Period -

Jontact Person ' - i ’ coeDate e o i

Addessand Telephone Vo I S



A.PPENDD( B
PROJECT EVALUATION SHEET

Fiexible Congesticn Relief |

Project LD, No._____
Planning Program No. -
Dist. _Co. Rt _ PM

. Congcsuon Exists’
2. Consisteat with Regional Tr:msuonauon Plan
Consistent with Congestion Management Program
3. Willing and able to maintin and cperate ‘
4. Cleared through air quality conformity process

1. Exzsnng Congestion
+ Duraticn of LOS E or worse , :
» Peak-hour volumc. pezk direction (vehicles)

(pqrsons)-

* Volume Capacuy (vfc) ratio
» Capacity kdcquacy ratio (if \-/c—l)
‘ Puak hour rail load facior by direction
ost Effectiveness.
Cost of increase in- hourly vehicle capacity
Cost of increase in hourly person trip capacuy
3. Travcl Time Savings -
4. Local Financial Participation
5. Cost per peak-hour improvement
6. Level of Service '

QUALITATIVE CRITERIA

Yes_____ No

! A Elc No.:

FY:

‘ : (for CTC use onijy)

- Yes Nol__

" Yes No,
Yes No_
Yes No

Hrs./wk ___ Wks./yr.

V/h!'.‘ b '
Prr. |
» . VC

LEDir____LF.Di

| _S/venicle-hr.

! S/person trip-hr.

.S tme saved/S spent (per year)
Local Sfiot pr. S

S/add. trips

‘Current vr. 2000

b

1. - Moedal integration:

3. 'I'np geRERLarS: . ;

A Commumw enwronmc'nal enersys

e ---Fr-'gnt movement: -

[ f s e i

[g 2y



.v T{
Attathmént'c
PROJECT INFORMATION SHEET
(Flexible Congestion Relief)
LOCATION OF PROJECT:’
LOCATION OF CONGESTION:
. DESCRIPTION OF CURRENT FACILITY:
‘DESCRIPTION: OF PROPOSED FACILITY:
DESCRIPTION ‘OF CONGESTION PROBLEH AND IMPACT OF PROPOSED IMPROVEMENT ON AREA OF .
CONGESTION e
;'»AADT or Average R1dersh1p L Currentﬁ o . Year 2000
~ Level of Service (LOS): o Current . Year 2000
o Percent Trucks: S Current  Year 2000
—= -Rail Load Factor: Current Year 2000
- Durat1on of Congest1on (hrs/day) Current - Year 2000 ____

Saurce(s) of information above:

PROJECT COSTS (51,000 of FY 1989-30 Costs):
Supbort B R/W- ~ Construction Total

PROJECT FINANCING (51,000 of FY. 1989-90 Costs}):

FCR . ,
(state & Fed) . Local ~ Private Other = Total.
' S——_—"""' : ‘ s——-—-————— S______ . S p— N < S ,:.-.:.;, i ‘

Year ProJect is expected to be advert1sed
Length of Construction Per1od

s S $ e S bl

Caontact Person: - - Date: ‘ wmw_maﬁfw—m;ﬂwf;+~

” “’4““?5T€phcne”NUTh*- ' . : —
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/" CITY OF SACRAMENTO

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS
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CEXHIBIT _C

CITY OF SACRAMENTO
OEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS
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